ran 
Sor 


ay Bk Wh \ W) ‘ \\. Ny i 


wo 


Wi ee ech ) 

ee ee eee 
ks Rane SAN 
ey ms ASK 
me oe x Ss A 
ae a a 


ee 


t i} 
, My 


ss Av. Ah \ KX wes 
eS RR a 


X ss + (RY AY AA 
2 SSeS Rx nan ‘ we 


.) 
chk is “ ORS oe a 


ales ue Ware 
yh SND IRS 


we a OS « ae oe Son ie oe ae se = é ey 


: yi 

as va Oa eh Oo se 
VAN A See Dy) hgh 
ey ees ae 
ne Vows ee me ee eos i ° a lat “ 
e wk oh i ae on ne me ae nats 
Xie ean ee St, o aes ce + 4 rt : 
RK Oni oe se xs ne tar BEAN ae 
. ~ we oe a < S De Se We nih SN " 
S\N an My RR he Pee ae ete 
Sy oy Soe RRO 


ae Wy Yi 
‘e ia 


ete a w So OK SOAK Ae x 


ON: Ud Dairy AW 
vas ae Sa Kohos ee Soe se Oe ay x 


rw ta to PN 


Wate Sone ve Oe Rihe Se « 
ae 2G . va ~ 5s " ok 
ne Rien a SU 
OM. HOS a = a oe 
ee Be Cas 
$e ws we ee oe a ~ 
i a ne 2 aoe 


oN 

ny se a ay 
Ne ae a a % < 
Ree 


x 
(WN 
ee 


ae me ae in 


eS 


Q as : 
RN a en 


Wits i psy ROO 


i 


Ce Ss Soy 
oS ne ys x anes oa aS Oe 
SORTER ay Se 
Wd AA AAS N fn yp EAC CUO 

“se a a on a x RG ae Renn | 


ae ee beat 


‘ Can ae ih A : 
oe Pe i mp um VS UK 

nie Dy) sete ral Na 
of eel eRe RN ne 


a \: AW CEC HANS 
xe ‘. oe Ses SAS es OK PENANG 
eens 
i, 
wee oe oe a yy iN \ ay ae \ can, Ki d 
‘ i ae GM eye nti Hd NW! ee "a at i 


Digitized by the Internet Archive 
in 2023 with funding from 
Kahle/Austin Foundation 


https://archive.org/details/concordiaorbooko0000unse 


aa B] 
CONCORDIA, !'1?~ 


OY 


BOOK OF CONCORD. 


The Symbols of the Ev. Lutheran Church. 


4 


With Indexes and Historical Introductions. 


A Reprint of the English Text of the Concordia Triglotta, which 

was Published as a Memorial of the Quadricentenary Jubilee of the 

Reformation Anno Domini 1917 by Resolution of the Evangelical 
Lutheran Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and Other States. 


ST. Lovurs, Mo. 
CONCORDIA PUBLISHING HOUSE. ae 2 
1922. : 


‘CONCORDIA COLLEGE LIBRARY: 
BRONXVILLE, N. Y. 10708 


PREFACE. 


This edition of the Book of Concord is a reprint of the English text of the 
Lutheran Symbols with Indexes and Historical Introductions embodied in the 
Concordia Triglotta, which was published as a memorial of the quadricentennial 
of the glorious Reformation by resolution of the Evangelical Lutheran Synod of 
Missouri, Ohio, and Other States, assembled as Fifteenth Delegate Synod from 
June 20 to 29, 1917, at Milwaukee, Wis. 

As stated in the Preface to the Triglot edition, this translation of the Lutheran 
Symbols is throughout the joint effort of Prof. W. H. T. Dau and the undersigned. 
It is based on the original German and Latin texts, respectively, and on the existing 
English translations, chiefly on those incorporated in Dr. Jacobs’s Book of Concord. 

The Preface to the Christian Book of Concord, the Augsburg Confession, the 
Apology of the Augsburg Confession, and the treatise Of the Power and Primacy 
of the Pope are translated from the Latin; the Smalcald Articles, the two Cat- 
echisms of Luther, the Formula of Concord, and the Visitation Articles, from the 
German. In the Catalog of Testimomes the translation of the introduction, the 
ten theses, and the conclusion are based on the German text, while the passages 
quoted from “Orthodox Antiquity” are translated from the original Greek and 
Latin, respectively. 

All brackets in the text of the various symbols contain words, phrases, sen- 
tences, or shorter or longer passages from the respective German or Latin text, 
which is\not the basis of the translation. When reading the longer passages, it 
may, in some instances, be advisable to skip the brackets in order not to disturb 
the natural flow of a period. 

The “Index of Scripture Texts” has been appropriated from Mueller’s edition 
of the Lutheran Symbols, while the “Index of Subjects” is the one found in Jacobs’s 
Book of Concord, which, however, is also based on Mueller’s “Sach- und Namen- 
register.” ‘I'he page-numbers of these indexes were changed to those of the T'riglot 
(everywhere indicated also in this separate English edition) by Prof. Dau. Both 
-indexes have also been revised and augmented. 

The Lutheran Church differs from all other churches in being essentially the 
Church of the pure Word and unadulterated Sacraments. Not the great number 
of her adherents, not her organizations, not her charitable and other institutions, 


not her beautiful customs and liturgical forms, ete., but the precious truths con- 
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fessed by her Symbols in perfect agreement with the Holy Scriptures constitute 
the true beauty and rich treasures of our Church, as well as the never-failing source 
of her vitality and power. 

Wherever the Lutheran Church ignored her Symbols, or rejected all or some 
of them, there she always fell an easy prey to her enemies. But wherever she held 
fast to her God-given crown, esteemed and studied her Confessions, and actually 
made them a norm and standard of her entire life and practise, there the Lutheran 
Church flourished, and confounded all her enemies. 

Accordingly, if Lutherans truly love their Church, and desire and seek her 
welfare, they must be faithful to her Confessions, and constantly be on their guard 
lest any one rob her of her treasure. To strengthen this loyalty, and to further and 
facilitate the study of our “Golden Concordia” — such is the object also of this 
separate English edition of the Book of Concord. 

May God be pleased, as in the past, so also in the future, to bless our Church, 
and graciously keep her in the true and only saving Christian faith as set forth 
and confessed in the Lutheran Symbols, whose paramount object is to maintain 
the gem of the Reformation, the blessed doctrine of salvation by grace only, which 
most wonderfully magnifies the great glory of our God, and alone is able to impart 
solid comfort to poor sinners. 

F. BENTE, 
Concordia Seminary, St. Louis, Mo. 
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HISTORICAL INTRODUCTIONS 


to the 


Symbolical Books 
of the Evangelical Lutheran Church. 


By F. BENTE. 


HISTORICAL INTRODUCTIONS TO THE SYMBOLICAL 
BOOKS OF THE EVANGELICAL LUTHERAN CHURCH. 


I. The Book of Concord, or The Concordia. 


1. General and Particular Symbols. 


Book of Concord, or Concordia, is the title 
of the Lutheran corpus doctrinae, 1.e., of the 
symbols recognized and published under that 
name by the Lutheran Church. The word 
symbol, otufodor, is derived from the verb 
ovusdadiew, to compare two things for the 
purpose of perceiving their relation and asso- 
ciation. %ufohoy thus developed the mean- 
ing of tessara, or sign, token, badge, banner, 
watchword, parole, countersign, confession, 
ereed. A Christian symbol, therefore, is a 
mark by which Christians are known. And 
since Christianity is essentially the belief in 
the truths of the Gospel, its symbol is of 
necessity a confession of Christian doctrine. 
The Church, accordingly, has from the be- 
ginning defined and regarded its symbols as 
a rule of faith or a rule of truth. Says 
Augustine: “Symbolim est regula fidei bre- 
vis et grandis: brevis numero verborum, 
grandis pondere sententiarum. A symbol is 
a rule of faith, both brief and grand: brief, 
as to the number of words; grand, as to the 
weight of its thoughts.” 

Cyprian was the first who applied the term 
symbol to the baptismal confession, because, 
he said, it distinguished the Christians from 
non-Christians. Already at the beginning of 
the fourth century the Apostles’ Creed was 
universally called symbol; and in the Middle 
Ages this name was applied also to the Nicene 
and the Athanasian Creeds. In the Introduc- 
tion to the Book of Concord the Lutheran 
confessors designate the Augsburg Confession 
as the “symbol of our faith,” and in the Epit- 
ome of the-Formula of Concord, as “our sym- 
bol of this time.” 

Symbols may be divided into the following 
classes: 1. Ecumenical symbols, which, at 
least in the past, have been accepted by all 
Christendom, and are still formally acknowl- 
edged by most of the evangelical Churches; 
2. particular symbols, adopted by the various 
denominations of divided Christendom; 3. pri- 
vate symbols, such as have been formulated 
and published by individuals, for example, 
Luther’s Confession of the Lord’s Supper of 
1528. The publication of private confessions 
does not necessarily involve an impropriety; 
for according to Matt. 10, 32 33 and 1 Pet. 
3,15 not only the Church as a whole, but in- 
dividual Christians as well are privileged and 
in duty bound to confess the Christian truth 
over against its public assailants. Self- 


evidently, only such are symbols of particular 
churches as have been approved and adopted 
by them. The symbols of the Church, says the 
Formula of Concord, “should not be based on 
private writings, but on such books as have 
been composed, approved, and received in the 
name of the churches which pledge themselves 
to one doctrine and religion.” (Conc. TRIGL., 
851, 2.) 

Not being formally and explicitly adopted 
by all Christians, the specifically Lutheran 
confessions also are generally regarded as par- 
ticular symbols. Inasmuch, however, as they 
are in complete agreement with Holy Scrip- 
ture, and in this respect differ from all other 
particular symbols, the Lutheran confessions 
are truly ecumenical and catholic in character. 
They contain the truths believed universally 
by true Christians everywhere, explicitly by 
all consistent Christians, implicitly even by 
inconsistent and erring Christians. Christian 
truth, being one and the same the world over, 
is none other than that which is found in the 
Lutheran confessions. 


2. The German Book of Concord. 


The printing of the official German edition 
of the Book of Concord was begun in 1578, 
under the editorship of Jacob Andreae. The 
25th of June, 1580, however, the fiftieth anni- 
versary of the presentation of the Augsburg 
Confession to Emperor Charles V, was chosen 
as the date for its official publication at Dres- 
den and its promulgation to the general public. 
Following are the contents of one of the five 
Dresden folio copies which we have compared: 
1. The title-page, concluding with the words, 
“Mit Churf. G. zu Sachsen Befreiung. Dres- 
den MDLXXX.” 2, The preface, as adopted 
and signed by the estates at Jueterbock in 
1579, which supplanted the explanation, origi- 
nally planned, of the theologians against the 
various attacks made upon the Formula of 
Concord. 3. The three Ecumenical Symbols. 
4. The Augsburg Confession of 1530. 5. The 
Apology of 1530. 6. The Smalcald Articles of 
1537, with the appendix, “Concerning the 
Power and Supremacy of the Pope.” 7. Lu- 
ther’s Small Catechism, omitting the “Book- 
lets of Marriage and Baptism,” found in some 
copies. 8. Luther’s Large Catechism. 9. The 
Formula of Concord, with separate title-pages 
for the Epitome and the Solida Declaratio, 
both dated 1580. 10. The signatures of the 
theologians, etc., amounting to about 8,000. 
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1l. The Catalogus Testimoniorum, with the 
' superscription “Appendix” (found in some 
copies only). ‘The Preface is followed by a 
Privilegium signed by Elector August and 
guaranteeing to Matthes Stoeckel and Gimel 
Bergen the sole right of publication, a docu- 
ment not found in the other copies we com- 
pared. The Formula of Concord is followed 
by a twelve-page index of the doctrines treated 
in the Book of Concord; and the list of sig- 
natures, by a page containing the trade-mark 
of the printer. The center of this page fea- 
tures a cut inscribed, “Matthes Stoeckel Gimel 
Bergen 1579.” The cut is headed by Ps. 9, 
1, 2: “Ich danke dem Herrn von ganzem Her- 
zen und erzaehle all deine Wunder. Ich freue 
mich und bin froehlich in dir und lobe deinen 
Namen, du Allerhoechster. I thank the Lord 
with all my heart and proclaim all Thy won- 
ders. 
praise Thy name, Thou Most High.” Under 
the cut are the words: “Gedruckt zu Dresden 
durch Matthes Stoeckel. Anno 1580. Printed 
by Matthes Stoeckel, Dresden, 1580.” 

In a letter dated November 7, 1580, Martin 
Chemnitz speaks of two Dresden folio editions 
of the German Book of Concord, while Feuer- 
linus, in 1752, counts seven Dresden editions. 
As a matter of fact, the Dresden folio copies 
differ from one another, both as to typography 
and contents. Following are the chief differ- 
ences of the latter kind: 1. Only some copies 
have the liturgical Forms of Baptism and of 
Marriage appended to the Small Catechism. 
2. The Catalogus is not entitled “Appendix” 
in all copies, because it was not regarded as 
a part of the confession proper. 3. In some 
copies the passage from the Augsburg Confes- 
sion, quoted in Art. 2, 29 of the Solida Declara- 
tio, is taken, not from the Mainz Manuscript, 
but from the quarto edition of 1531, which 
already contained some alterations. 4. Some 
copies are dated 1580, while others bear the 
date 1579 or 1581. Dr. Kolde gives it as his 
opinion that in spite of all these and other 
(chiefly typographical) differences they are 
nevertheless all copies of one and the same 
edition, with changes only in individual 
sheets. (Historische Hinleitung in die Sym- 
bolischen Buecher der ev.-luth. Kirche, p. 70.) 
Dr. Tschackert inclines to the same view, say- 
ing: “Such copies of this edition as have been 
preserved exhibit, in places, typographical 
differences. This, according to Polycarp Ley- 
ser’s Kurzer und gegruendeter Bericht, Dres- 
den, 1597 (Kolde, 70), is due to the fact that 
the manuscript was rushed through the press 
and sent in separate sheets to the interested 
estates, and that, while the forms were in 
press, changes were made on the basis of the 
criticisms sent in from time to time, yet not 
equally, so that some copies differ in certain 
sheets and insertions.” (Die Hntstehung der 
luth. und der ref. Kirchenlehre, 1910, p. 621.) 

However, while this hypothesis explains a 
number of the variations in the Dresden folio 
copies, it does not account for all of them, 
especially not for those of a typographical 
nature. In one of the five copies which we 
compared, the title-page, radically differing 
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from the others, reads as follows: “Formula 
Concordiae. Das ist: Christliche, Heilsame, 
Reine Vergleichunge, in welcher die Goettliche 
Leer von den vornembsten Artikeln vnserer 
wahrhafftigen Religion, aus heiliger Schrifft 
in kurtze bekanntnues oder Symbola vnd Leer- 
hafte Schrifften,: welche allbereit vor dieser 
zeit von den Kirchen Gottes Augspurgischer 
Confession, angenommen vnd approbiert:, ver- 
fasset. Sampt bestendiger, in Gottes wort 
wolgegruendeter, richtiger, endlicher wider- 
holung, erklerung und entscheidung deren 
Streit, welche vnter etlichen Theologen, so 
sich zu ermelter Confession bekant, fuerge- 
fallen. Alles nach inhalt der  heiligen 
Schrifft, als der einigen Richtschnur der 
Goettlichen wahrheit# vnd nach anleitung ob- 
gemeldter in der Kirchen Gottes, approbierten 
Schriffteg. Auff gnedigsten, gnedigen, auch 
Suetigsten beuehl, verordnung und einwilli- 
gung nach beschriebener Christlichen Chur- 
fuersten, Fuersten vnd Stende -des heiligen 
Roemischen Reichs Deutscher Nation, Augs- 
purgischer Confession, derselben Landen, Kir- 
chen, Schulen vnd Nachkommen zum trost vnd 
besten in Druck vorfertiget. M. D. LX XIX.” 
(“Formula of Concord, that is, Christian, 
wholesome, pure agreement, in which the 
divine doctrine of the chief articles of our 
true religion have been drawn up from the 
Holy Scripture in short confessions or sym-. 
bols and doctrinal writings, which have al- 
ready before this time been accepted and 
approved by the Churches of God of the 
Augsburg Confession, together with a firm, 
Scripturally well-founded, correct, final repe- 
tition, explanation and decision of those con- 
troversies which have arisen among some 
theologians who have subscribed to said Con- 
fession, all of which has been drawn up ac- 
cording to the contents of Holy Scripture, 
the sole norm of divine Truth, and according 
to the analogy of the above-named writings 
which have the approval of the Churches of 
God. Published by the most gracious, kind, 
and benevolent command, order, and assent of 
the subscribed Christian Electors, princes, and 
estates of the Holy Roman Empire, of the 
German nation, of the Augsburg Confession, 
for the comfort and benefit of said lands, 
churches, schools, and posterity. 1579.”) 
Apart from the above title this copy differs 
from the others we examined in various ways. 
liverywhere (at four different places) it bears 
the date 1579, which, on the chief title-page, 
however, seems to have been entered in ink at 
a later date. Also the place of publication, 
evidently Dresden, is not indicated. Two 
variations are found in the Preface to the 
Book of Concord, one an omission, the other 
an addition. The signatures of the princes 
and estates to the Preface are omitted. Ma- 
terial and formal differences are found also 
on the pages containing the subscriptions of 
the theologians to the Formula of Concord; 
and the Catalogus is lacking entirely. The 
typography everywhere, especially in the por- 
tions printed in Roman type, exhibits many 
variations and divergences from our other 
four copies, which, in turn, are also character- 
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ized by numerous typographical and other 
variations. The copy of which, above, we 
have given the contents is dated throughout 
1580. Our third copy bears the same date, 
1580, excepting on the title-page of the Solida 
Declaratio, which has 1579. In both of these 
copies the typography of the signatures to 
the Book of Concord is practically alike. In 
our fourth copy the date 1580 is found on the 
title-page of the Concordia, the Catalogus, and 
the appended Saxon Church Order, which 
covers 433 pages, while the title-pages of the 
Epitome and the Declaratio and the page 
carrying the printer’s imprint are all dated 
1579. In this copy the typography of the sig- 
natures closely resembles that of the copy 
dated everywhere 1579. In our fifth Dresden 
folio copy, the ti¢le-page of the Book of Con- 
cord and the Catalogus are dated 1580, while 
the title-pages of the Epitome and Solida 
Declaratio are dated 1579. This is also the 
only copy in which the Catalogus is printed 
under the special heading “Appendix.” 

In view of these facts, especially the varia- 
tion of the Roman type in all copies, Kolde’s 
hypothesis will hardly be regarded as firmly 
established. Even if we eliminate the copy 
which is everywhere dated 1579, the variations 
in our four remaining Dresden folio copies 
cannot be explained satisfactorily without as- 
suming either several editions or at least 
several different compositions for the same 
edition, or perhaps for the two editions men- 
tioned by Chemnitz. Feuerlinus distinguishes 
seven Dresden editions of the Book of Con- 
cord — one, printed for the greater part in 
1578, the second, third, and fourth in 1580, 
the fifth in 1581, the sixth also in 1581, but 
in quarto, and the seventh in 1598, in folio. 
(Bibliotheca Symbolica, 1752, p. 9.) A copy 
like the one referred to above, which is every- 
where dated 1579, does not seem to have come 
to the notice of Feuerlinus. 

In the copy of the Tuebingen folio edition 
which is before us, the Index follows the 
Preface. The appendices of the Small Cate- 
chism are omitted, likewise the superscription 
Appendix of the Catalogus. Our copy of the 
Heidelberg folio edition of 1582 omits the 
Catalogus and adds the Apology of the Book 
of Concord of 1583, as also the Refutation of 
the Bremen Pastors of the same year. A copy 
of the Magdeburg quarto edition lying before 
us has the year 1580 on the title-pages of the 
Book of Concord, the Epitome, the Declaratio, 
and the Catalogus. The Preface is followed 
by three pages, on which Joachim Frederick 
guarantees to “Thomas Frantzen Buchvor- 
legern” (Thomas Frantzen, publishers) the 
sole right of publication for a period of five 
years, and prohibits the introduction of other 
copies, excepting only those of the Dresden 
folio edition of 1580. lLuther’s Booklets of 
Marriage and of Baptism are appended to the 
Small Catechism, and to the Large Catechism 
is added “Eine kurze Vermahnung zu der 
Beicht, A Brief Exhortation to Confession.” 
(None of the Dresden folio copies we com- 
pared contain these appendices, nor are they 
found in the Latin editions of 1580 and 1584.) 


The index is followed by a page of corrected 
misprints. The last page has the following 
imprint: “Gedruckt zu Magdeburg durch Jo- 
hann Meiszner und Joachim Walden Erben, 
Anno 1580, Printed at Magdeburg by John 
Meissner’s and Joachim Walden’s heirs. In 
the year 1580.” 


38. The Latin Concordia. 


Even before the close of ‘1580, Selneecer pub- 
lished a Latin Concordia containing a trans- 
lation of the Formula of Concord begun by 
Lucas Osiander in 1578 and completed by 
Jacob Heerbrand. It was a private under- 
taking and, owing to its numerous and partly 
offensive mistakes, found no _ recognition. 
Thus, for instance, the passage of the Tracta- 
tus, “De Potestate et Primatu Papae,” in 
§ 24: “Christ gives the highest and final judg- 
ment to the church,” was rendered as follows: 
“Et Christus summum et ultimum ferculum 
apponit ecclesiae.” (p.317.) Besides, Selnec- 
cer had embodied in his Concordia the ob- 
jectionable text of the Augsburg Confession 
found in the octavo edition of 1531, which 
Melanchthon had altered extensively. 

The necessary revision of the Latin text was 
made at the convention in Quedlinburg during 
December, 1582, and January, 1583, Chemnitz 
giving material assistance. The revised edi- 
tion, which constitutes the Latin textus re- 
ceptus of the Formula of Concord, was pub- 
lished at Leipzig in 1584. Aside from many 
corrections, this edition contains the transla- 
tion of the Formula of Concord as already cor- 
rected by Selneccer in 1582 for his special 
Latin-German edition, and afterwards thor- 
oughly revised by Chemnitz. The texts of the 
Augsburg Confession and the-Apology follow 
the editio princeps of 1531. The 8,000 sig- 
natures, embodied also in the Latin edition of 
1580, were omitted, lest any one might com- 
plain that his name was appended to a book 
which he had neither seen nor approved. In 
keeping herewith, the words in the title of 
the Book of Concord: “et nomina sua huic 
libro subscripserunt — and have subscribed 
their names to this book,” which Mueller re- 
tained in his edition, were eliminated. The 
title-page concludes as in the edition of 1580, 
the word “denuo” only being added and the 
date correspondingly changed. On the last 
two pages of this edition of 1584 Selneccer re- 
fers to the edition of 1580 as follows: “Antea 
publicatus est liber Christianae Concordiae, 
Latine, sed privato et festinato instituto, Be- 
fore this the Book of Concord has been pub- 
lished in Latin, but as a private and hasty 
undertaking.” In the edition of 1584, the 
text of the Small Catechism is adorned with 
23 Biblical illustrations. 

Among the later noteworthy editions of the 
Book of Concord are the following: Tue- 
bingen, 1599; Leipzig, 1603, 1622 Stuttgart, 


1660, 1681. *Editions furnished with intro- 
ductions or annotations or both: 4H. Pip- 
ping, 1703; S. J. Baumgarten, 1747; J. W. 


Schoepff, Part I, 1826, Part II, 1827; F. A. 
Koethe, 1830; J. A. Detzer, 1830; F. W. 
Bodemann, 1843. In America the entire Book 
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of Concord was printed in German by H. Lud- 
wig, of New York, in 1848, and by the Con- 
cordia Publishing House of St. Louis, Mo., in 
1880. In Leipzig, Latin editions appeared in 
the years 1602, 1606, 1612, 1618, 1626, 1654, 
1669, 1677. Adam Rechenberg’s edition “with 
an appendix in three parts and new indices” 
(cum appendice tripartita et novis indicibus ) 
saw five editions — 1678, 1698, 1712, 1725, 
1742. We mention also the edition of Pfaf- 
fius; 1730; Tittmann, 1817; H. A. G. Meyer, 
1830, containing a good preface; Karl Hase, 
in his editions of 1827, 1837, and 1845, was 
the first to number the paragraphs. Reinec- 
cius prepared a German-Latin edition in 1708. 
This was followed in 1750 by the German- 
Latin edition of Johann Georg Walch. Muel- 
ler’s well-known German-Latin Concordia saw 
eleven editions between 1847 and 1912. Since 


1907 it appears with historical introductions , 


by Th. Kolde. 


4, English Translations.- 


All of the Lutheran symbols. have been 
translated into the English language repeat- 
edly. In 1536 Richard Tavener prepared the 
first. translation of the Augsburg Confession. 
Cranmer published, in 1548, “A Short In- 
struction into the Christian Religion,” essen- 
tially a translation of the Ansbach-Nuernberg 
Sermons on the Catechism. In 1834 a trans- 
lation of the German text of the Augsburg 
Confession with “Preliminary Observations” 
was published at Newmarket, Va., by Charles 
Henkel, Prof. Schmidt of the Seminary at 
Columbus, O., assisting in this work. The 
Introduction to the Newmarket Book of 
Concord assigns Henkel’s translation of the 
Augsburg Confession to the year 1831. Our 
copy, however, which does not claim to be 
a second edition, is dated 1834. In his 
Popular Theology of 1834, 8. S. Schmucker 
offered a translation of the Latin text, muti- 
lated in the interest of his American Lu- 
theranism. Uazelius followed him with a 
translation in 1841. In 1848, Ludwig, of New 
York, issued a translation of the German text 
of the Unaltered Augsburg Confession, as 
well as of the Introduction, prepared by 
C. H. Schott, together with the Ecumenical 
Symbols, also with introductions. The title- 
page of our copy lists the price of the book 
at 121%, cents. C. P. Krauth’s translation of 
the Augsburg Confession appeared in 1868. 
The first complete translation of the German 
text of the entire Book of Concord was pub- 
lished in 1851 by the publishing house of Sol- 
omon D. Henkel & Bros., at Newmarket, Va. 
In this translation, however, greater stress 
was laid on literary style than upon an ex- 
act reproduction of the original. Ambrose 
and Socrates Henkel prepared the translation 
of the Augsburg Confession, the Apology, the 
Smaleald Articles, the Appendix, and the 
Articles of Visitation. The Small Catechism 
was offered in the translation prepared by 
David Henkel in 1827. The Large Catechism 
was translated by J. Stirewalt; the Epitome, 
by H. Wetzel; the Declaratio, by J. R. Moser. 
The second, improved edition of 1854 con: 


tained a translation of the Augsburg Confes- 
sion by C. Philip Krauth, the Apology was 
translated by W. F. Lehmann, the Smalcald 
Articles by W. M. Reynolds, the two Cate- 
chisms by J. G. Morris, and the Formula of 
Concord together with the Catalogus by C. F. 
Schaeffer. In both editions the historical in- 
troductions present, a reproduction of the 
material in J. T. Mueller’s Book of Concord. 

In 1882 a new English translation of the 
entire Book of Concord, together with intro- 
ductions and other confessional material, ap- 
peared in two volumes, edited by Dr. H. E. 
Jacobs. The first volume of this edition em- 
braces the confessional writings of the Lu- 
theran Church. It contains C. P. Krauth’s 
translation of the Augsburg Confession as re- 
vised for Schaff’s Creedseof Christendom. 
Jacobs translated the Apology (from the 

atin, with insertions, in brackets, of trans- 
lations from the German text), the Smalcald 
Articles (from the German), the Tractatus 
(from the Latin), and the Formula of Con- 
cord. The translation of the Small Catechism 
was prepared by a committee of the Minis- 
terium of Pennsylvania. The Large Catechism 
was done into English by A. Martin. A re- 
print of this edition appeared in 1911, en- 
titled “People’s Edition,” in which the Augs- 
burg Confession is presented in a translation 
prepared by a committee of the General Coun- 
cil, the General Synod, the United Synod in 
the South, and the Ohio Synod. The second 
volume of Jacobs’s edition of the Book of Con- 
cord embodies historical introductions to the 
Lutheran symbols, translations of the Mar- 
burg Articles, the Schwabach Articles, the 
Torgau Articles, the Altered Augsburg Con- 
fession of 1540 and 1542, Zwingli’s Ratio 
Fidei, the Tetrapolitana, the Romish Confu- 
tatio, Melanchthon’s Opinion of 1530, Luther’s 
Sermon on the Descent into Hell of 1533, the 
Wittenberg Concordia, the Leipzig Interim, 
the Catalogus Testimoniorum, the Articles of 
Visitation, and the Decretum Upsaliense of 
1593. The Principles of Faith and Church 
Polity of the General Council and an index 
complete this volume. A Norwegian and a 
Swedish translation of the Book of Concord 
have also been published in America. 


5. Corpora Doctrinae Supplanted by 
Book of Concord. 


More than twenty different Lutheran col- 
lections of symbols or corpora doctrinae 
(a term first employed by Melanchthon), most 
of them bulky, had appeared after the death 
of Luther and before the adoption of the 
Formula of Concord, by which quite a number 
of them were supplanted. From the sig- 
natures to its Preface it appears that the 
entire Book of Concord was adopted by 
3 electors, 20 princes, 24 counts, 4 barons, and 
35 imperial cities. And the list of signatures 
appended to the Formula of Concord contains 
about 8,000 names of theologians, preachers, 
and schoolteachers. About two-thirds of the 
German territories which professed adherence 
to the Augsburg Confession adopted and in- 
troduced the Book of Concord as their corpus 
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doctrinae. (Compare Historical Introduction 
to the Formula of Concord.) 

Among the corpora doctrinae which were 
gradually superseded by the Book of Concord 
are the following: 1. Corpus Doctrinae Philip- 
picum, or Misnicum, or Wittenbergense of 
1560, containing, besides the three Ecumenical 
Symbols, the following works of Melanchthon: 
Variata, Apologia, Repetitio Augustanae Con- 
fessionis, Loci, Examen Ordinandorum of 1552, 
Responsio ad Articulos Bavaricae Inquisitio- 
nis, Refutatio Serveti. Melanchthon, shortly 
before his death, wrote the preface for the 
Latin as well as the German edition of this 
Corpus. 2. Corpus Doctrinae Pomeranicum of 
1564, which adds Luther’s Catechisms, the 
Smalecald Articles, and three other works of 
Luther to the Corpus Doctrinae Philippicum, 
which had been adopted 1561. 3. Corpus 
Doctrinae Prutenicum, or Borussicum, of 
Prussia, 1567, containing the Augsburg Con- 
fession, the Apology, the Smalcald Articles, 
and Repetition of the Sum and Content of the 
True, Universal Christian Doctrine of the 
Church, written by Moerlin and Chemnitz. 
4. Corpus Doctrinae Thuringicum in Ducal 
Saxony, of 1570, containing the three Ecu- 
menical Symbols, Luther’s Catechisms, the 
Smalcald Articles, the Confession of the 
Landed Estates in Thuringia (drawn up by 
Justus Menius in 1549), and the Prince of 
Saxony’s Book of Confutation (Konfutations- 
buch) of 1558. 5. Corpus Doctrinae Branden- 
burgicum of 1572, containing the Augsburg 
Confession according to the Mainz Manu- 
script, Luther’s Small Catechism, Explanation 
of the Augsburg Confession drawn from the 
postils and doctrinal writings “of the faith- 
ful man of God Dr. Luther” by Andreas Mu- 
sculus, and a Church Agenda. 6. Corpus Do- 
etrinae Wilhelminum of Lwueneburg, 1576, 
containing the three Ecumenical Symbols, the 
Augsburg Confession, the Apology, the Smal- 
eald Articles, Luther’s Catechisms, Formulae 
‘Caute Loquendi (Forms of Speaking Cau- 
tiously) by Dr. Urbanus Regius, and For- 
mulae Recte Sentiendi de Praecipuis Horum 
Temporum Controversiis (Forms of Thinking 
Correctly concerning the Chief Controversies 
of These Times) by Martin Chemnitz. 7. Cor- 
pus Doctrinae Iulium of Duke Julius of Braun- 
schweig-Wolfenbuettel, 1576, containing the 
documents of the Wilhelminum, with the sole 
addition of the Short Report of Some Promi- 
nent Articles of Doctrine, -from the Church 
Order of Duke Julius, of 1569. 8. The Ham- 
burg Book of Confession of 1560, which was 
also adopted by Luebeck and Lueneburg, and 
contained a confession against the Interim, 
drawn up by Aepinus in 1548, and also four 
declarations concerning Adiaphorism, Osi- 
andrism, Majorism, and the doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper, drawn up since 1549. 9. The 
Confessional Book of Braunschweig, adopted 
in 1563 and reaffirmed in 1570, containing, 
The Braunschweig Church Order of 1528, the 
Unaltered Augsburg Confession, the Apology 
thereof, the Smaleald Articles, Explanation, 
etc., drawn up at Lueneburg in 1561 against 
the Crypto-Calvinists. 10. The Church Order 


of the city of Goettingen, 1568, containing 
the Church Order of Goettingen of 1531, Lu- 
ther’s Small Catechism, the Smalcald Articles, 
the Augsburg Confession, and the Apology. 
(Tschackert, l. c., 613 f.; Feuerlinus, l.c., 1 f.) 


6. Subscription to Confessions. 


The position accorded the symbols in the 
Lutheran Church is clearly defined by the 
Book of Concord itself. According to it Holy 
Scripture alone is to be regarded as the sole 
rule and norm by which absolutely all doc- 
trines and teachers are to be judged. The 
object of the Augustana, as stated in its Pref- 
ace, was to show “what manner of doctrine 
has been set forth, in our lands and churches, 
from the Holy Scripture and the pure Word 
of God.” And in its Conclusion the Lutheran 
confessors declare: “Nothing has been re- 
ceived on our part against Scripture or the 
Church Catholic,’ and “we are ready, God 
willing, to present ampler information accord- 
ing to the Scriptures.” “TIuxta Scripturam” 
— such are the closing words of the Augsburg 
Confession. The Lutheran Church knows of 
no other principle. ' , 

In the Formula of Concord we read: “Other 
writings, however, of ancient or modern 
teachers, whatever name they bear, must not 
be regarded as equal to the Holy Scriptures, 
but all of them together be subjected to them, 
and should not be received otherwise or further 
than as witnesses, [which are to show] in 
what manner after the time of the apostles, 
and at what places, this doctrine of the 
prophets and apostles was preserved.” (777, 2.) 
In the Conclusion of the Catalog of Testi- 
monies we read: “The true saving faith is 
to be founded upon no church-teachers, old or 
new, but only and alone upon God’s Word, 
which is comprised in the Scriptures of the 
holy prophets and apostles, as unquestionable 
witnesses of divine truth.” (1149.) 

The Lutheran symbols, therefore, are not 
intended to supplant the Scriptures, nor do 
they do so. They do, however, set forth what 
has been at all times the unanimous under- 
standing of the pure Christian doctrine ad- 
hered to by sincere and loyal Lutherans every- 
where; and, at the same time, they show 
convincingly from the Scriptures that our 
forefathers did indeed manfully confess noth- 
ing but God’s eternal truth, which every Chris- 
tian is in duty bound to, and consistently 
always will, believe, teach, and confess. 

The manner also in which Lutherans pledge 
themselves confessionally appears from these 
symbols. The Augsburg Confession was en- 
dorsed by the princes and estates as follows: 
“The above articles we desire to present in 
accordance with the edict of Your Imperial 
Majesty, in order to exhibit our Confession 
and let men see a summary of the doctrine 
of our teachers.” (95,6.) In the preamble to 
the signatures of 1537 the Lutheran preachers 
unanimously confess: “We have reread the 
articles of the Confession presented to the 
Emperor in the Assembly at Augsburg, and 
by the favor of God all the preachers who 
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have been present in this Assembly at Smal- 
cald harmoniously declare that they believe 
and teach in their churches according to the 
articles of the Confession and Apology.” 
(529.) John Brenz declares that he had read 
and reread, time and again, the Confession, 
the Apology, etc., and judged “that all these 
agree with Holy Scripture, and with the he- 
lief of the true and genuine catholic Church 
(haec omnia convenire cum Sacra Seriptura 
et cum sententia verae xai yrynotns catholicae 
ecclesiae).” (529.) Another subscription — 
to the Smaleald Articles—reads: “I, Con- 
rad Figenbotz, for the glory of God subscribe 
that I have thus believed and am still preach- 
ing and firmly believing as above.” (503, 13.) 
Brixius writes in a similar vein: “I... sub- 
scribe to the Articles of the reverend Father 
Martin Luther, and confess that hitherto 


I have thus believed and taught, and by the . 


Spirit of Christ I shall continue thus to be- 
lieve and teach.” (503, 27.) 

In the Preface to the Thorough Declaration 
of the Formula of Concord the Lutheran con- 
fessors declare: “To this Christian Augsburg 
Confession, so thoroughly grounded in God’s 
Word, we herewith pledge ourselves again 
from our inmost hearts. We abide by its 
simple, clear, and unadulterated meaning as 
the words convey it, and regard the said Con- 
fession as a pure Christian symbol, with which 
at the present time true Christians ought to 
be found next to God’s Word.... We intend 
also, by the grace of the Almighty, faithfully 
to abide until our end by this Christian Con- 
fession, mentioned several times, as it was de- 
livered in the year 1530 to the Emperor 
Charles V; and it is our purpose, neither in 
this nor in any other writing, to recede in the 
least from that oft-cited Confession, nor to 
propose another or new confession.” (847, 
4.5.) Again: “We confess also the First, Un- 
altered Augsburg Confession as our symbol 
for this time (not because it was composed 
by our theologians, but because it has been 
taken from God’s Word and is founded firmly 
and well therein), precisely in the form in 
which it was committed to writing in the 
year 1530, and presented to the Emperor 
Charles V at Augsburg.” (851, 5.) 

In like manner the remaining Lutheran 
symbols were adopted. (852. 777.) Other 
books, the Formula of Concord declares, are 
accounted useful, “as far as (wofern, quate- 
nus) they are consistent with” the Scriptures 
and the /symbols. (855, 10.) The symbols, 
however, are accepted “that we may have a 
unanimously received, definite, common form 
of doctrine, which all our Evangelical churches 
together and in common confess, from and ac- 
cording to which, because (cwm, weil) it has 
been derived from God’s Word, all other writ- 
ings should be judged and adjusted, as to how 
far (wiefern, quatenus) they are to be ap- 
proved and accepted.” (855, 10.) 

After its adoption by the Lutheran elec- 
tors, princes, and estates, the Formula of Con- 
cord, and with it the entire Book of Concord, 
was, as stated, solemnly subscribed by about 
8,000 theologians, pastors, and teachers, the 


pledge reading as follows: “Since now, in the 
sight of God and of all Christendom, we wish 
to testify to those now living and those who 
shall come after us that this declaration here- 
with presented concerning all the controverted 
articles aforementioned and explained, and no 
other, is our faith, doctrine, and confession, 
in which we are also willing, by God’s grace, 
to appear with intrepid hearts before the judg- 
ment-seat of Jesus Christ, and give an account 
of it; and that we will neither privately nor 
publicly speak or write anything contrary to 
it, but, by the help of God’s grace, intend to 
abide thereby: therefore, after mature de- 
liberation, we have, in God’s fear and with 
the invocation of His namé, attached our sig- 
natures with our own hands.” (1103, 40.) 

Furthermore, in the Preface to the Book 
of Concord the princes and estates declare 
at many churches and schools had received 
the Augsburg Confession “as a symbol of the 
present time in regard to the chief articles of 
faith, especially those involved in controversy 
with the Romanists and various corruptions 
of the heavenly doctrine.” (7.) They solemnly 
protest that it never entered their minds 
“either to introduce, furnish a cover for, and 
establish any false doctrine, or in the least 
even to recede from the Confession presented 
in the year 1530 at Augsburg.” (15.) They 
declare; “This Confession also, by the help 
of God, we will retain to our last breath, 
when we shall go forth from this life to the 
heavenly fatherland, to appear with joyful 
and undaunted mind and with a pure con- 
science before the tribunal of our Lord Jesus 
Christ.” (15.) “Therefore we also have de- 
termined not to depart even a finger’s breadth 
either from the subjects themselves or from 
the phrases which are found in them (vel 
a rebus vpsis vel a phrasibus, quae in illa 
habentur, discedere), but, the Spirit of: the 
Lord aiding us, to persevere constantly, with 
the greatest harmony, in this godly agree- 
ment, and we intend to examine all contro- 
versies according to this true norm and decla- 
ration of the pure doctrine.” (23.) 


7. Pledging of Ministers to the 
Confessions. 


Such being the attitude of the Lutherans 
towards their symbols, and such their evalu- 
ation of pure doctrine, it was self-evident that 
the public teachers of their churches should 
be pledged to the confessions. In December, 
1529, H. Winckel, of Goettingen, drew up a 
form in which the candidate for ordination 
declares: “I believe and hold also of the most 
sacred Sacrament ...as one ought to believe 
concerning it according to the contents of the 
Bible, and as Doctor Martin Luther writes 
and confesses concerning it especially in his 
Confession” (of the Lord’s Supper, 1528). 
The Goettingen Church Order of 1530, how- 
ever, did not as yet embody a vow of ordina- 
tion. The first pledges to the symbols were 
demanded by the University of Wittenberg in 
1533 from candidates for the degree of Doctor 
of Divinity. In 1535 this pledge was required 
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also of the candidates for ordination. The 
oath provided that the candidate must faith- 
fully teach the Gospel without corruption, 
steadfastly defend the Ecumenical Symbols, 
remain in agreement with the Augsburg Con- 
fession, and before deciding .difficult contro- 
versies consult older teachers of the Church 
of the Augsburg Confession. Even before 
1549 the candidates for philosophical degrees 
were also pledged by oath to the Augsburg 
Confession. 

In 1535, at the Diet of Smaleald, it was 
agreed that new members entering the Smal- 
cald League should promise “to provide for 
such teaching and preaching as was in har- 
mony with the Word of God and the pure 
teaching of our [Augsburg] Confession.” Ac- 
cording to the Pomeranian Church Order, 
which Bugenhagen drew up in 1535, pastors 
were pledged to the Augsburg Confession and 
the Apology thereof. Capito, Bucer, and all 
others who took part in the Wittenberg Con- 
cord of 1536, promised, over their signatures, 
“to believe and to teach in all articles accord- 
ing to the Confession and the Apology.” 
(Corpus Reformatorum, opp. Melanthonis, 
3, 76.) In 1540, at Goettingen, John Wigand 
promised to accept the Augsburg Confession 
and its Apology, and to abide by them all his 
life. “And,” he continued, “if I should he 
found to do otherwise or be convicted of teach- 
ing and confessing contrary to such Confes- 
sion and Apology, then let me, by this sig- 
nature, be condemned and deposed from this 
divine ministry. This do I swear; so help 
me God.” Also_at Goettingen, Veit Pflug- 
macher vowed, in 1541, that he would preach 
the Gospel in its truth and purity according 
to the Augsburg Confession and the contents 
of the postils of Anton Corvinus. He added: 
“Should I be found to do otherwise and not 


{ 
living up to what has been set forth above, 
then shall I by such act have deposed myself 
from office. This do I swear; so help me 
God.” 

In 1550 and 1552, Andrew Osiander at- 
tacked the oath of confession which was in 
vogue at Wittenberg, claiming it to be “an 
entanglement in oath-bound duties after the 
manner of the Papists.” “What else,” said 
he, “does this oath accomplish than to sever 
those who swear it from the Holy Scriptures 
and bind them to Philip’s doctrine? Parents 
may therefore well consider what they do by 
sending their sons to Wittenberg to become 
Masters and Doctors. Money is there taken 
from them, and they are made Masters and 
Doctors. But while the parents think that 
their son is an excellent man, well versed in 
the Scriptures and able to silence enthusiasts 
and heretics, he is, in reality, a poor captive, 
entangled and embarrassed by oath-bound 
duties. For he has abjured the Word of God 
and has taken an oath on Philip’s doctrine.” 
Replying to this fanatical charge in 1553, 
Melanchthon emphasized the fact that the doc- 
trinal pledges demanded at Wittenberg had 
been introduced, chiefly by Luther, for the 
purpose of “maintaining the true doctrine.” 
“For,” said Melanchthon, “many enthusiasts 
were roaming about at that time, each, in 
turn, spreading new silly nonsense, eé. g., the 
Anabaptists, Servetus, Campanus, Schwenck- 
feld, and others. And such tormenting spir- 
its are not lacking at any time (Ht non desunt 
tales furiae ullo tempore).” <A doctrinal 
pledge, Melanchthon furthermore explained, 
was necessary “in order correctly to acknowl- 
edge God and call upon Him to preserve 
harmony in the Church, and to bridle the 
audacity of such as invent new doctrines.” 
(CO. R. 12, 5.) 


II. The Three Ecumenical or Universal Symbols. 


8. Ecumenical Symbols. 


The Ecumenical (general, universal) Sym- 
bols were embodied in the Book of Concord 
primarily for apologetic reasons. Carpzov 
writes: “The sole reason why our Church ap- 
pealed to these symbols was to declare her 
agreement with the ancient Church in so far 
as the faith of the latter was laid down in 
these symbols, to refute also the calumnia- 
tions and the accusations of the opponents, 
and to evince the fact that she preaches no 
new doctrine and in no wise deviates from the 
Church Catholic.” (Isagoge, 37.) For like 
reasons Article I of the Augsburg Confession 
declares its adherence to the Nicene Creed, 
and the first part of the Smalcald Articles, 
to the Apostles’ and Athanasian Creeds. The 
oath introduced by Luther in 1535, and re- 
quired of the candidates for the degree of 
Doctor of Divinity, also contained a pledge on 
the Ecumenical Symbols. In 1538 Luther pub- 
lished a tract entitled, “The Three Symbols 
or Confessions of the Faith of Christ Unani- 
mously Used in the Church,” containing the 
Apostles’ Creed, the Athanasian Creed, and 


the Te Deum of Ambrose and Augustine. To 
these was appended the Nicene Creed. 

In the opening sentences of this tract, Lu- 
ther remarks: “Whereas I have previously 
taught and written quite a bit concerning 
faith, showing both what faith is and what 
faith does, and have also published my Con- 
fession [1528], setting forth both what I be- 
lieve and what position I intend to maintain; 
and whereas the devil continues to seek new 
intrigues against me, I have decided, by way 
of supererogation, to publish conjointly, in the 
German tongue, the three so-called Symbols, 
or Confessions, which have hitherto been re- 
ceived, read, and chanted throughout the 
Church. I would thereby reaffirm the fact 
that I side with the true Christian Church, 
which has adhered to these Symbols, or Con- 
fessions, to the present day, and not with the 
false, vainglorious church, which in reality is 
the worst enemy of the true Church, havin 
introduced much idolatry beside these beauti- 
ful confessions.” (St. L. 10,993; Erl. 23, 252.) 
Luther’s translation of the Ecumenical Sym- 
bols, together with the captions which ap- 
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peared in his tract, were embodied in the 
Book of Concord. The superscription, “Tria 
Symbola Catholica seu Oecumenica,” occurs 
for the first time in Selneccer’s edition of the 
Book of Concord of 1580. Before this, 1575, 
he had written: “Quot sunt) Symbola fidei 
Christianae in Ecclesia? Tria sunt praecipua, 
quae nominantur oecumenica, sive universalia 
et authentica, id est, habentia auctoritatem et 
non indigentia demonstratione aut probatione, 
videlicet Symbolum Apostolicum, Nicaenum 
et Athanasianum.” (Schmauk, Confessional 
Principle, 834.) 


9. The Apostles’ Creed. 


The foundation of the Apostles’ Creed was, 
in a way, laid by Christ Himself when He 
commissioned His disciples, saying, Matt. 28, 
19.20: “Go ye therefore and teach all nations, 


baptizing them in the name of the Father, 


and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teach- 
ing them to observe all things whatsoever 
I have commanded you.” The formula of Bap- 
tism here prescribed, “In the name of the 
Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost,” briefly indicates what Christ wants 
Christians to be taught, to believe, and to con- 
fess. And the Apostles’ Creed, both as to its 
form and contents, is evidently but an ampli- 
fication of the trinitarian formula of Bap- 
tism. Theo. Zahn remarks: “It has been said, 
and not without a good basis either, that 
Christ Himself has ordained the baptismal 
confession. For the profession of the Triune 
God made by the candidates for Baptism is 
indedd the echo of His missionary and bap- 
tismal command reechoing through all lands 
and times in many thousand voices.” (Skiz- 
zen aus dem Leben der Kirche, 252.) 

But when and by whom was the formula 
of Baptism thus amplified? — During the 
Medieval Ages the Apostles’ Creed was com- 
monly known as “The Twelve Articles,” be- 
cause it was generally believed that the twelve 
apostles, assembled in joint session before 
they were separated, soon after Pentecost, 
drafted this Creed, each contributing a clause. 
But, though retained in the Catechismus Ro- 
manus, this is a legend which originated in 
Italy or Gaul in the sixth or seventh (accord- 
ing to Zahn, toward the end of the fourth) 
century and was unknown before this date. 
Yet, though it may seem more probable that 
the Apostles™ Creed was the result of a silent 
growth and very gradual formation cor- 
responding to the ever-changing environments 
and needs of the Christian congregations, es- 
pecially over against the heretics, there is 
no sufficient reason why the apostles them- 
selves should not have been instrumental in 
its formulation, nor why, with the exception 
of a number of minor later additions, its 
original form should not have been essentially 
what it is to-day. 

Nathanael confessed: “Rabbi, Thou art the 
Son of God; Thou art the King of Israel,” 
John 1,49; the apostles confessed: ‘Thou art 
the Christ, the Son of the living God,’ Matt. 
16,16; Peter confessed: “We believe and are 
sure that Thou art that Christ, the Son of the 


living God,” John 6, 69; Thomas confessed: 
“My Lord and my God,” John 20, 28. These 
and similar confessions of the truth concern- 
ing Himself were not merely approved of, but. 
solicited and demanded by, Christ. For He 
declares most solemnly: ‘Whosoever there- 
fore shall confess Me before men, him will — 
I confess also before My Father which is in 
heaven. But whosoever shall deny Me before: 
men, him will I also deny before My Father 
which is in heaven,” Matt. 10, 32. 33. The 
same duty of confessing their faith, 1. e¢., the 
truths concerning Christ, is enjoined upon all 
Christians by the Apostle Paul when he 
writes: “If thou shalt confess with thy mouth 
the Lord Jesus and shalt believe in thine heart 
that God hath raised Him from the dead, 
thou shalt be saved,’ Rom. 10, 9. 

In the light of these and similar passages,. 
ae trinitarian baptismal formula prescribed 
y Christ evidently required from the candi- 
date for Baptism a definite statement of 
what he believed concerning the Father, Son, 
and Holy Ghost, especially concerning Jesus 
Christ the Savior. And that such a con- 
fession of faith was in vogue even in the 
days of the apostles appears from the Bible 
itself. Of Timothy it is said that he had 
“professed a good profession before many 
witnesses,” 1 Tim.6,12.. Heb. 4,14 we read: 
“Let us hold fast our profession.” Heb. 10, 23: 
“Let us hold fast the profession of our faith 
without wavering.” Jude urges the Christians 
that they\“should earnestly contend for the 
faith which was once delivered unto the 
saints,’ and build up themselves on their 
“most holy faith,” vv. 3.20. Compare also- 
l@orze 15) 3443) Pebime 3; 16.7 fittest sis 
3, 4—7. 


10. Apostles’ Creed and Early Christian. 
Writers. \ 


- The Christian writers of the first three cen- 
turies, furthermore, furnish ample proof for 
the following facts: that from the very be- 
ginning of the Christian Church the candi- 
dates for Baptism everywhere were required’ 
to make a confession of their faith; that 
from the beginning there was existing in all’ 
the Christian congregations a formulated con- 
fession, which they called the rule of faith,. 
the rule of truth, ete.; that this rule was 
identical with the confession required of the 
candidates for Baptism; that it was declared 
to be of apostolic origin; that the summaries 
and explanations of this rule of truth, given 
by these writers, tally with the contents and, 
in part, also with the phraseology of the- 
Apostles’ Creed; that the scattered Christian 
congregations, then still autonomous, re- 
garded the adoption of this rule of faith as 
the only necessary condition of Christian 
unity and fellowship. 

The manner in which Clement, Ignatius, 
Polycarp, Justin, Aristides, and other early 
Christian writers present the Christian truth: 
frequently reminds us of the Apostles’ Creed’ 
and suggests its existence. Thus Justin Mar- 
tyr, who died 165, says in his first Apology,. 
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‘which was written about 140: “Our teacher 
of these things is Jesus Christ, who also was 
born for this purpose and was crucified under 
Pontius Pilate, procurator of Judea, that we 
reasonably worship Him, having learned that 
He is the Son of the true God Himself, and 
holding Him in the second place, and the 
prophetic Spirit in the third.” “Eternal 
praise to the Father of all, through the name 
of the Son and of the Holy Spirit.” 
strains, sounding like echoes of the Second 
Article, may be found in the Epistles to the 
Trallians and to the Christians at Smyrna, 
written by Ignatius, the famous martyr and 
‘bishop of Antioch, who died 107. 

Irenaeus, who died 189, remarks: Every 
Christian “who retains immovable in himself 
the rule of the truth which he received 
through Baptism (6 roy xavdva ths adndetas 
axhun ev égavt@® xaréyor, dv Oia tod Paxti- 
ouatos eidngye)’’ is able to see through the de- 
ceit of all heresies. Irenaeus here identifies 
the baptismal confession with what he calls 
the “rule of truth, xavdyv tis ddndeias,’’ 1. €., 
the truth which is the rule for everything 
claiming to be Christian. Apparently, this 
“rule of truth” was the sum of doctrines which 
every Christian received and confessed at his 
baptism. The very phrase “rule of truth” im- 
plies that it was a concise and definite formu- 
lation of the chief Christian truths. For 
“canon, rule,” was the term employed by the 
ancient Church to designate such brief sen- 
tences as were adopted by synods for tHe prac- 
tise of the Church. And this “rule of truth” 
is declared by Irenaeus to be “the old tradi- 
tion,” “the old tradition of the apostles”: 
q] te amo thy aootdlwy év th sxxdnola maod- 
dootc. (Zahn, l. c., 379 f.) Irenaeus was the 
pupil of Polycarp the Martyr; and what he 
had learned from him, Polycarp had received 
from the Apostle John. Polycarp, says Ire- 
naeus, “taught the things which he had 
learned from the apostles, and which the 
Church has handed down, and which alone 
are true.” According to Irenaeus, then, the 
“rule of truth” received and confessed by 
every Christian at his baptism was trans- 
mitted by the apostles. 

The contents of this rule of truth received 
from the apostles are repeatedly set forth by 
Irenaeus. In his Contra Haereses (I, 10, 1) 
one of these summaries reads as follows: 
“The Church dispersed through the whole 
world, to the ends of the earth, has received 
from the apostles and their disciples the faith 
in one God, the Father Almighty, who has 
made heaven and earth and the sea and all 
things that are in them; and in one Jesus 
Christ, the Son of God, who became incarnate 
for our salvation; and in the Holy Spirit, 
who has proclaimed through the prophets the 
dispensations, and the advents, and the birth 
from a virgin, and the passion, and the resur- 
rection from the dead, and the bodily assump- 
tion into heaven of the beloved Christ Jesus, 
our Lord, and His manifestation from heaven 
in the glory of the Father.” It thus appears 
that the “rule of truth” as Irenaeus knew it, 


Similar _ 


the formulated sum of doctrines mediated by 
Baptism, which he, in accordance with the 
testimony of his teacher Polycarp, believed to 
have been received from the apostles, at least 
approaches our present Apostolic Creed. 


11. Tertullian and Cyprian on Apostles’ 
Creed. 


A similar result is obtained from the writ- 
ings of Tertullian, Cyprian, Novatian, Origen, 
and others. “When we step into the water of 
Baptism,” says Tertullian, who died about 
220, “we confess the Christian faith accord- 
ing to the words of its law,” 7. ¢., according 
to the law of faith or the rule of faith. Ter- 
tullian, therefore, identifies the confession to 
which the candidates for Baptism were 
pledged with the brief formulation of the 
chief Christian doctrines which he variously 
designates as “the law of faith,” “the rule of 
faith,” frequently also as tessara, watchword, 
and sacramentum, a term,then signifying the 
military oath of allegiance. This Law or 
Rule of Faith was, according to Tertullian, 
the confession adopted by Christians every- 
where, which distinguished them from un- 
believers and heretics. The unity of the con- 
gregations, the granting of the greeting of 
peace, of the name brother, and of mutual 
hospitality, — these and similar Christian 
rights and privileges, says Tertullian, “de- 
pend on no other condition than the similar 
tradition of the same oath of allegiance,” i. e., 
the adoption of the same baptismal rule of 
faith. (Zahn, 250.) 

At the same time Tertullian most em- 
phatically claims, “that this rule of faith was 
established by the apostles, aye, by Christ 
Himself,” inasmuch as He had commanded to 
baptize “in the name of the Father, and of the 
Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” (Zahn, 252.) In 
his book Adversus Praxeam, Tertullian con- 
cludes an epitome which he gives of “the rule ° 
of faith” as follows: “That this rule has come 
down from the beginning of the Gospel, even 
before the earlier heretics, and so, of course, 
before the Praxeas of yesterday, is proved both 
by the lateness of all heretics and by the 
novelty of this Praxeas of yesterday.” (Schaff, 
Creeds of Christendom, 2,18.) The following 
form is taken from Tertullian’s De Virginibus 
Velandis: “For the rule of faith is altogether 
one, alone (sola), immovable, and irreform- 
able, namely, believing in one God omnipotent, 
the Maker of the world, and in His Son Jesus 
Christ, born of the Virgin Mary, crucified 
under Pontius Pilate, raised from the dead 
the third day, received into the heavens, sit- 
ting now at the right hand of the Father, 
who shall come to judge the living and the 
dead, also through the resurrection of the 
flesh.” Cyprian the Martyr, bishop of Car- 
thage, who died 257, and who was the first 
one to apply the term symbolum to the bap- 
tismal creed, in his Epistle to Magnus and 
to Januarius, as well as to other Numidian 
bishops, gives the following as the answer of 
the candidate for Baptism to the question, 
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“Do you believe?”: “I believe in God the 
Father, in His Son Christ, in the Holy Spirit. 
I believe the remission of sins, and the life 
eternal through the holy Church.” 


12. Variations of the Apostles’ Creed. 


While there can be no reasonable doubt 
either that the Christian churches from the 
very beginning were in possession of a definite 
and formulated symbol, or that this symbol 
was an amplification of the trinitarian for- 
mula of Baptism, yet we are unable to ascer- 
tain with any degree of certainty what its ex- 
act original wording was. There has not been 
found in the early Christian writers a single 
passage recording the precise form of the -bap- 
tismal confession or the rule of truth and 
faith as used in the earliest churches. This 
lack of contemporal written records is ac- 
counted for by the fact that the early Chris 
tians and Christian churches refused on prin- 
ciple to impart and transmit their confession 
in any other manner than by word of mouth. 
Such was their attitude, not because they be- 
lieved in keeping their creed secret, but be- 
cause they viewed the exclusively oral method 
of impartation as the most appropriate in a 
matter which they regarded as an affair of 
deepest concern of their hearts. 

It is universally admitted, even by those 
who believe that the apostles were instru- 
mental in formulating the early Christian 
‘Creed, that the wording of it was not abso- 
lutely identical in all Christian congregations, 

»and that in the course of time various changes 
and additions were made. “Tradition,” says 
Tertullian with respect to the baptismal con- 
fession, received from the apostles, “has en- 
larged it, custom has confirmed it, faith ob- 
‘serves and preserves it.” (Zahn, 252. 381.) 
‘When, therefore, .Tertullian and other ancient 
writers declare that the rule of faith received 
from the apostles is “altogether one, immoy- 
able, and irreformable,” they do not at all 
mean to say that the phraseology of this sym- 
bol was alike everywhere, and that in this re- 
spect no changes whatever had been made, nor 
that any clauses had been added. Such varia- 
tions, additions, and alterations, however, in- 
volved a doctrinal change of the confession no 
more than the Apology of the Augsburg Con- 
fession implies a doctrinal departure from 
this symbol. It remained the same Apostolic 
Creed, the changes and additions merely bring- 
ing out more fully and clearly its true, origi- 
nal meaning. And this is the sense in which 
Tertullian and others emphasize that the rule 
of faith is “one, immovable, and irreformable.” 

The oldest known form of the Apostles’ 
Creed, according to A. Harnack, is the one 
used in the church at Rome, even prior to 
150 A.D. It was, however, as late as 337 or 
338, when this Creed, which, as the church at 
Rome claimed, was brought thither by Peter 
himself, was for the first time quoted as a 
whole by Bishop Marcellus of Ancyra in 
a letter to Bishop Julius of Rome, for the 
purpose of vindicating his orthodoxy. During 
the long period intervening, some changes, 
however, may have been, and probably were, 


made also in this Old Roman Symbol, which 
reads as follows: — 

INotedw sis Pedy natéoa waytoxedtoea* “at 
sis Xovorov “Inooty [tov] vioy abrod tov movo- 
yer, TOY xUOQLOY HU@Y, TOY yeryndévta &x mVvEd- 
patos aylov zat Maotacs ths nxagBévov, tov emi 
TTovtiov INildrov otavombévta xai tapévta, tH 
toltn Huéow avactavta & ae VEXO@Y, AVA- 
favre eis tovs ovoavots, xadhusvor év SEEtG tod 
matods, Wer Zoyeta xotvar C@vtas xal vexoovs’ 
nai sis avedua dyiov, dylay éxxdnolay, apeow 
Geer: oaoxos avaotaow. (Herzog, R. #.1, 

44.) 


13. Present Form of Creed and Its 
Contents. 
The complete form of, the present textus 
receptus of the Apostles’ Creed, evidently the 
result of a comparison and combination of the 


Various preexisting forms of this symbol, may 


be traced to the end of the fifth century and is 
first found in a sermon by Caesarius of Arles 
in France, about 500. — In his translation, 


- Luther substituted “Christian” for “catholic” 


in the Third Article. He regarded the two 
expressions as equivalent in substance, as ap- 
pears from the Smalcald Articles, where he 
identifies these terms, saying: “Sic enim 
orant pueri: Credo sanctam ecclesiam catho- 
licam sive Christianam.” (472,5; 498,3.) The 
form;: “I believe a holy Christian Church,” 
however, is met with even before Luther’s 
time. (Carpzov, Isagoge, 46.) — In the Greek 
version the received form of the Apostles’ 
Creed reads as follows: — 

Ihotstw eis decoy natéoa, mavtoxedtooa, moin- 
thy ovoav0d xal yAs. Kai sis “Incoty Xovotoy, 
viov avtod toy “ovoyEery, TOY XUOLOY HU@Y, TOY 
ovddnpdérta é avebuatos aylov, yevyndérta 
& Maolas tis aaovévov, aadorta éxi Ilovtiov 
Iliidtov, otavombévta, Pavorvta, xal tapévta, 
natehddvta sic ta xatedtata, tH tToity Huson 
GVAOTAVTA G0 THY vexo@y, avedddvta sis tovs 
oveavots, xabsCousrvoy & ds&ia Yeot aatods 
mavtoduvauov, éxetBev goyousvoyv xotwar Ca@yv- 
tas zal vexoovs. Ilotetvw sic 10 avedua tO 
dytoy, aylay xadohinny éxxdnolay, aylw@y xou- 
YOVIAY, APEOLV AUAOTL@Y, GAaQK0S aVYdoTAOLY, 
Cony aia@yiorv. “Aury. 

As to its contents, the Apostles’ Creed is 
a positive statement of the essential facts of 
Christianity. The Second Article, says Zahn, 
is “a compend of the Evangelical history, in- 
cluding even external details.” (264.) Yet 
some of the clauses of this Creed were prob- 
ably inserted in opposition to prevailing, 
notably Gnostic, heresies of the first centuries. 
It was the first Christian symbol and, as Ter-. 
tullian and others declare, the bond of unity 
and fellowship of the early Christian congre- 
gations everywhere. It must not, however, be 
regarded as inspired, much less as superior 
even to the Holy Scriptures; for, as stated 
above, it cannot even, in any of its existing 
forms, be traced to the apostles. Hence it 
must be subjected to, and tested and judged 
by, the Holy Scriptures, the inspired Word of 
God and the only infallible rule and norm of 
all doctrines, teachers, and symbols. In ac- 
cordance herewith the Lutheran Church re- 
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ceives the Apostles’ Creed, as also the two 
other ecumenical confessions, not as per se 
divine and authoritative, but because its doc- 
trine is taken from, and well grounded in, the 
prophetic and apostolic writings of the Old 
and New Testaments. (Conc. Triat., 851, 4.) 


14. The Nicene Creed. 


In the year 325 Emperor Constantine the 
Great convened the First Ecumenical Council 
at Nicaea, in Bithynia, for the purpose of 
settling the controversy precipitated by the 
teaching of Arius, who denied the true divin- 
ity of Christ. The council was attended by 
318 bishops and their assistants, among whom 
the young deacon Athanasius of Alexandria 
gained special prominence as a theologian of 
great eloquence, acumen, and learning. “The 
most valiant champion against the Arians,” 
as he was called, Athanasius turned the tide 
of victory in favor of the Homoousians, who 
believed that the essence of the Father and of 
the Son is identical. The discussions were 
based upon the symbol of Eusebius of Caesa- 
rea, which by changes and the insertion of 
Homoousian phrases (such as é tis ovolas 
tov watods; yevyntets, ov moindEts; Opmoovoros 
t@® mato’) was amended into an unequivocal, 
clean-cut, anti-Arian confession. Two Egyp- 
tian bishops who refused to sign the symbol 
were banished, together with Arius, to Illyria. 
The text of the original Nicene Creed reads 
as follows: — 

Ihotetvoueyv sis tva Yedv, matéoa mavtoxod- 
TO0A, MAVTWY OOATHY TE xal GoQatTwWY MoLNTHY. 
Kai eis &va xbo.ov “Inooty Xotordy, toy vior tov 
Veod, yevryndévta Ex tod WATOOS MovoyEeryn, TOUT- 
éotly & tHS OvGlas TOD natods, Beov &x Heod, 
pas & patos, Beov alndiwwoy & Beod alnti- 
vov, yevynDEerta, ov momdEervta, OMOOVCLOY T@ Wa- 
tol, Ov’ ob ta mayta éyévEeto, TA TE EV TH OVOAYM 
Hal Ta El THS yHS* TOY Ov? Huds tods avOowsmous 
zal O1a ty HuEtéoay owtnoiay xatelDovta xal 
capxmdérta nat éevavdownnoarvta, mavddvta, xal 
avactarvta th toitn Huéod, xal aveABdrta eis TOvS 
ovoavots, xai Eoyomevoy aad xotvar C@ytas xal 
vexoovs. Kai eis to xavetua to dytov. Tods dé ié- 
yorvtas, ow wi mOvE Ove ovx nV, xal oly yeryn- 
O7vat obx nv, xai Ort &E ovx Cvt@y éyéveto, 7H €E 
étépas bm00taoEwWS 7 Obolas PaoxRoVtas eivat, 7 
xtLOtOY, 1) GAhoLwWTOY, 7 ToOETTOY TOY VvidY TOD 
Deo’, tobtovs avavewariler 4 xadohixi xai aso- 
otolinn éxxdnoia. (Mansi, Amplissima Col- 
lectio, 2, 665 sq.) 


15. Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. 


In order to suppress Arianism, which still 
continued to flourish, Emperor Theodosius con- 
vened the Second Ecumenical Council, in 381, 
at Constantinople. The bishops here assem- 
bled, 150 in number, resolved that the faith 
of the Nicene Fathers must ever remain firm 
and unchanged, and that its opponents, the 
Eunomians, Anomoeans, Arians, Eudoxians, 
Semi-Arians, Sabellians, Marcellians, Photin- 
ians, and Apollinarians, must be rejected. At 
this council also Macedonius was condemned, 
who taught that the Holy Spirit is not God: 
theye yao abto un sivas Bedv, GAL tis Yedtntos 
tod tatoos adddrovoy. (Mansi, 3, 558. 566. 573. 
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577. 600.) By omissions, alterations, and ad- 
ditions (in particular concerning the Holy 
Spirit) this council gave to the Nicene Creed 
its present form. Hence it is also known as 
the Niceno-Constantinopolitan Creed. The 
Third Ecumenical Council, which assembled 
at Toledo, Spain, in 589, inserted the word 
“Filioque,” an addition which the Greek 
Church has never sanctioned, and which later 
contributed towards bringing about the great 
Eastern Schism. A. Harnack considers the 
Constantinopolitanum (CPanum), the creed 
adopted at Constantinople, to be the baptismal 
confession of the Church of Jerusalem, which, 
he says, was revised between 362 and 373 and 
amplified by the Nicene formulas and a rule 
of faith concerning the Holy Ghost. (Herzog, 
R.#.,11,19f.) Following is the text of the 
CPanum according to Mansi: — 

INotebouey eis &va Yedv natéoa, mavtoxod- 
TOA, Hoty Oboavod Hal YAS, OOATHY te maAy- 
tov xai aooatwy. Kai eis tva xtovov “Inoobty 
Xotoroy toy vidy tot eod tov wovoyevy, tov &x% 
TOU MATOS yEevryNnDErTA MOO MAYTMY TOY alavoyr, 
pas éx pawtos, Deov Gdndivoy &x Deod alndivod, 
yevynBérta, ob momdérta, duoovo.oy t@ matol, 
Ov 0b ta xavra éyéveto, toy Ov Huds tOvS avboa- 
ous xal Old THY HuEtéoay Cwtnolay xatelDovta 
éx TOY OvOAaY@Y, xal capxMBEerta &x mVEv MATOS 
dylov xai Maolas ths naodévov, xal évavdowmn- 
carta, otavombérta te Vato Hua@y éxi L[lovtiov 
Iliharov, xat nadovta, xal tapévta, xal ava- 
OTAVTA TH TOLTN HMEOU HATH TUS youMas, xal ar- 
eldovta eis tovs ovoavots, xal xatelCousvoy &x 
deEty tod matods, xal madi goyousvoy weta O0- 
Ens xotvat C@vtas xai vexoots* ob tHs Baoletas 
ovx éotat tédos. Kai sis to mvedua to ayLtoy, TO 
xboLoy, tO CwWomOLOY, TO éx TOU MATOOS ExTOOEVO- 
EVO, TO OLY TATOL xal Vi OVUMOoDOXvYOLMEVOY 
nat ovvdokalouevoy, to ladnoay dia THY TQOpN- 
tay, eis lay aylay xadolixhy xa axootolinny 
éxxdnolav. ‘Owolhoyotuer év Paxtwoua eis dpeow 
auUaoti@yv* woocdox@usv Gvaotac vexo@y, xat 
Conv tov wéddovtos ai@vos. Aurny. (3, 565.) 


16. The Athanasian Creed. 


From its opening word this Creed is also 
called Symbolum Quicunque. Roman tradi- 
tion has it that Athanasius, who died 373, 
made this confession before Pope Julius when 
the latter summoned him “to submit himself 
to him [the Pope], as to the ecumenical bishop 
and supreme arbiter of matters ecclesiastical 
(ut et, sew episcopo oecumenico et supremo 
rerum ecclesiasticarum arbitro, sese submit- 
teret).” However, Athanasius is not even the 
author of this confession, as appears from the 
following facts: 1. The Creed was originally 
written in Latin. 2. It is mentioned neither 
by Athanasius himself nor by his Greek eulo- 
gists. 3. It was unknown to the Greek Church 
till about 1200, and has never been accorded 
official recognition by this Church nor its 
“orthodox” sister churches. 4. It presupposes 
the post-Athanasian Trinitarian and Christo- 
logical controversies. — Up to the present day 
it has been impossible to reach a final verdict 
concerning the author of the Quicunque and 
the time and place of its origin. Koellner’s 
Symbolik allocates it to Gaul. Loofs inclines 
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to the same opinion and ventures the con- 
jecture that the source of this symbol must 
be sought in Southern Gaul between 450 and 
600. (Herzog, R. H., 2, 177.) Gieseler and 
others look to Spain for its origin. 

Paragraphs 1, 2, and 40 of the Athanasian 
Creed have given offense not only to theo- 
logians who advocate an undogmatic Chris- 
tianity; but to many thoughtless Christians as 
well. Loofs declares: The Quicunque is un- 
evangelical and cannot be received, because 
its very first sentence confounds fides with 
expositio fidei. (H., R. H., 2,194.) However, 
the charge is gratuitous, since the Athanasian 
Creed deals with the most fundamental Chris- 
tian truths: concerning the Trinity, the divin- 
ity of Christ, and His work of redemption, 
without the knowledge of which saving faith 
is impossible. The paragraphs in question 
merely express the clear doctrine of such pas, 
sages of the Scriptures as Acts 4, 12: “Neither 
is there salvation in any other; for there is 
none other name under heaven given among 
men whereby we must be saved”; John 8, 21: 
“If ye believe not that I am He, ye shall die 
in your sins’; John 14,6: “Jesus saith unto 
him, I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life; 
no man cometh unto the Father but by Me.” 
In complete agreement with the impugned 
statements of the Athanasian Creed, the 
Apology of the Augsburg Confession closes its 
article “Of God” as follows: ‘Therefore we 
do freely conclude that they are all idolatrous. 
blasphemers,, and outside of the Church of 
Christ who hold or teach otherwise.” (102.) 

In the early part of the Middle Ages the 
Quicunque had already received a place in the 
order of public worship. The Council of Vavre 
resolved, 1368: “Proinde Symbolum Aposto- 
lorum silenter et secrete dicitur quotidie in 
Completorio et in Prima, quia fuit editum 
tempore, quo nondum erat fides catholica pro- 
palata. Alia autem duo publice in diebus 
Dominicis et festivis, quando maior:ad eccle- 
siam congregatur populus, decantantur, quia 
fuere edita tempore fidei propalatae. Sym- 
bolum quidem Nicaenum post evangelium can- 
tatur in Missa quasi evangelicae fidei expo- 
sitio. Symbolum Athanasii de mane solum 
cantatur in Prima, quia fuit editum tempore, 
quo maxime fuerunt depulsa et detecta nox 
atra et tenebrae haeresium et errorum.” 
(Mansi, 26, 487.) Luther says: “The first 
symbol, that of the apostles, is indeed the best 
of all, because it contains a concise, correct, 
and splendid presentation of the articles of 
faith and is easily learned by childreh and the 
common people. The second, the Athanasian 
Creed, is longer . . . and practically amounts 
to an apology of the first symbol.” “I do not 
know of any more important document of the 
New ‘Testament Church since the days of 
the apostles” [than the Athanasian Oreed]. 
(St. L. 10, 994; 6, 1576; E..23, 253.) 


17. Luther on Ecumenical Creeds. 


The central theme of the three Ecumenical 
Symbols is Christ’s person and work, the 
paramount importance of which Luther extols 
as follows in his tract of 1538: “In all the 


histories of the entire Christendom I have 
found and experienced that all who had and 
held the chief article concerning Jesus Christ 
correctly remained safe and sound in the true 
Christian faith. And even though they erred 
and sinned in other points, they nevertheless 
were finally preserved.” “For it has been de- 
ereed, says Paul, Col. 2, 9, that in Christ 
should dwell all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily, or personally, so that he who does not 
find or receive God in Christ shall never have 
nor find Him anywhere outside of Christ, even 
though he ascend above heaven, descend below 
hell, or go beyond the world.” “On the other 
hand, I have also observed that all errors, 
heresies, idolatries, offenses, abuses, and un- 
godliness within the Church originally re- 
sulted from the fact that this article of faith 
concerning Jesus Christ was despised or -lost. 
And viewed clearly and rightly, all heresies 


Nnilitate against the precious article of Jesus 


Christ, as Simeon says concerning Him, Luke 
2, 34, that He is set for the falling and the 
rising of many in Israel and for a sign which 
is spoken against; and long before this, 
Isaiah, chapter 8, 14, spoke of Him as ‘a stone 
of stumbling and a rock of offense.” “And 
we, in the Papacy, the last and greatest of 
saints, what have we done? We have con- 
fessed that He [Christ] is God and man; but 
that He is our Savior, who died and rose for 
us, etc., this we have denied and persecuted 
with might and main” (those who taught 
this). ‘And even now those who claim to be 
the best Christians and boast that they are 
the Holy Church, who burn the others and 
wade in innocent blood, regard as the best doc- 
trine [that which teaches] that we obtain 
grace and salvation through our own works. 
Christ is to be accorded no other honor with 
regard to our salvation than that He made 
the beginning, while we are the heroes who 
complete it with our merit.” 


Luther continues: “This is the way the 
devil goes to work. He attacks Christ with 
three storm-columns. One will not suffer Him 
to be God; the other will not suffer Him to 
be man; the third denies that He has merited 
salvation for us. Each of the three endeavors 
to destroy Christ. For what does it avail 
that you confess Him to be God if you do not 
also believe that He is man? For then you 
have not the entire and the true Christ, but 
a phantom of the devil. What does it avail. 
you to confess that He is true man if you 
do not also believe that He is true God? What 
does it avail you to confess that He is God 
and man if you do not also believe that what- 
ever He became and whatever He did was done 
for you?” “Surely, all three parts must be 
believed, namely, that He is God, also, that 
He is man, and that He became such a man 
for us, that is, as the first symbol says: con- 
ceived by the Holy Ghost, born of the Virgin 
Mary, suffered, was crucified, died, and rose 
again, ete. If one small part is lacking, then 
all parts are lacking. For faith shall and 
must be complete in every particular. While 
it may indeed be weak and subject to afflic- 
tions, yet it must be entire and not false. 
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Weakness [of faith] does not work the harm, 
but false faith — that is eternal death.” 
(St. L. 10, 998; E. 23, 258.) 

Concerning the mystery involved in the doc- 
trine of the Holy Trinity, the chief topic of 
the Ecumenical Creeds, Luther remarks in the 
same tract: “Now, to be sure, we Christians 
are not so utterly devoid of all reason and 
sense as the Jews consider us, who take us to 
be nothing but crazy geese and ducks, unable 
to perceive or notice what folly it is to believe 
that God is man, and that in one Godhead 
there are three distinct persons. No, praise 
God, we perceive indeed that this doctrine 
cannot and will not be received by reason. 
Nor are we in need of any sublime Jewish 
reasoning to demonstrate this to us. We be- 
lieve it knowingly and willingly. We confess 
and also experience that, where the Holy 


Spirit does not, surpassing reason, shine into 
the heart, it is impossible to grasp, or to be- 
lieve, and abide by, such article; moreover, 
there must remain in it [the heart] a Jewish, 
proud, and supercilious reason deriding and 
ridiculing such article, and thus setting up 
itself as judge and master of the Divine Being, 
whom it has never seen nor is able to see, and 
hence does not know what it is passing judg- 
ment on, nor whereof it thinks or speaks. For 
God dwells in a ‘light which no man can ap- 
proach unto,’ 1 Tim. 6, 16. He must come to 
us, yet hidden in the lantern, and as it is 
written, John 1,18: ‘No man hath seen God 
at any time; the only-begotten Son, which is 
in the bosom of the Father, He hath declared 
Him,’ and as Moses said before this, Ex. 33: 
‘There shall no man see Me [God] and live.’ ” 
(St. L. 10, 1007; EH. 23, 568.) 


III. The Augsburg Confession. 


18. Diet Proclaimed by Emperor. 


January 21, 1530, Emperor Charles V pro- 
claimed a diet to convene at Augsburg on the 
8th of April. The manifesto proceeded from 
Bologna, where, three days later, the Em- 
peror was crowned by Pope Clement VII. The 
proclamation, after referring to the Turkish 
invasion and the action to be taken with ref- 
erence to this great peril, continues as fol- 
lows: “The diet is to consider furthermore 
what might and ought to be done and resolved 
upon regarding the division and separation in 
the holy faith and the Christian religion; and 
that this may proceed the better and more 
salubriously, [the Emperor urged] to allay 
divisions, to cease hostility, to surrender past 
errors to our Savior, and to display diligence 
in hearing, understanding, and considering 
with love and kindness the opinions and views 
of everybody, in order to reduce them to one 
single Christian truth and agreement, to put 
aside whatever has not been properly ex- 
plained or done by either party, so that we 
all may adopt and hold one single and true 
religion; and may all live in one communion, 
church, and unity, even as we all live and do 
battle under one Christ.” 

In his invitation to attend the diet, the Em- 
peror at the same time urged the Elector of 
Saxony by all means to appear early enough 
(the Elector reached Augsburg on May 2, 
while the Emperor did not arrive before 
June 16), “lest the others who arrived in 
time be compelled to wait with disgust, heavy 
expenses, and detrimental delay such as had 
frequently occurred in the past.” The Em- 
peror added the warning: In case the Elector 
should not appear, the diet would proceed as 
if he had been present and assented to its 
resolutions. (Foerstemann, Urkundenbuch, 1, 
(CER, 

March 11 the proclamation reached Elector 
John at Torgau. On the 14th Chancellor 
Brueck advised the Elector to have “the opin- 
ion on which our party has hitherto stood 
and to which they have adhered,” in the con- 


troverted points, “properly drawn up in writ- 
ing, with a thorough confirmation thereof 
from the divine Scriptures.” On the same 
day the Elector commissioned Luther, Jonas, 
Bugenhagen, and Melanchthon to prepare a 
document treating especially of “those articles 
on account of which said division, both in 
faith and in other outward church customs 
and ceremonies, continues.” (43.) At Witten- 
berg the theologians at once set to work, and 
the result was presented at Torgau March 27 
by Melanchthon. On April 4 the Elector and 
his theologians set out from Torgau, arriving 
at Coburg on the 15th, where they rested for 
eight days. On the 23d of April the Elector 
left for Augsburg, while Luther, who was still 
under the ban of both the Pope and the Em- 
peror, remained at the fortress Ebernburg. 
Nevertheless he continued in close touch with 
the confessors, as appears from his numerous 
letters written to Augsburg, seventy all told, 
about twenty of which were addressed to 
Melanchthon. 


19. Apology Original Plan of\Lutherans. 


The documents which the Wittenberg theo- 
logians delivered at Torgau treated the fol- 
lowing subjects: Human Doctrines and Ordi- 
nances, Marriage of Priests, Both Kinds, 
Mass, Confession, Power of Bishops, Ordina- 
tion, Monastic Vows, Invocation of the Saints, 
German Singing, Faith and Works, Office of 
the Keys (Papacy), Ban, Marriage, and Pri- 
vate Mass. Accordingly, the original inten- 
tion of the Lutherans was not to enter upon, 
and present for discussion at Augsburg, such 
doctrines as were not in controversy (Of 
God, etc.), but merely to treat of the abuses 
and immediately related doctrines, especially 
of Faith and Good Works. (66 ff.) They evi- 
dently regarded it as their chief object and 
duty to justify before the Emperor and the 
estates both Luther and his protectors, the 
electors of Saxony. This is borne out also by 
the original Introduction to the contemplated 
Apology, concerning which we read in the 
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prefatory remarks to the so-called Torgau 
Articles mentioned above: “To this end [of 
justifying the Elector’s peaceable frame of 
mind] it will be advantageous to begin [the 
projected Apology] with a lengthy rhetorical 
introdudtion.” (68; C.R.,26,171.) This in- 
troduction, later on replaced by another, was 
composed by Melanchthon at Coburg and pol- 
ished by him during the first days at Augs- 
burg. May 4 he remarks in a letter to Lu- 
ther: “I have shaped the Exordium of our 
Apology somewhat more rhetorical (éntoo- 
xewreoov) than I had written it at Coburg.” 
(O. R., 2,40; Luther, St. L. 16, 652.) In this 
introduction .Melanchthon explains: Next to 
God the Elector builds his hope on the Em- 
peror, who had always striven for peace, and 
was even now prepared to adjust the religious 
controversy in mildness. As to the Elector 
and his brother Frederick, they had ever been 
attached to the Christian religion, had proved 
faithful to the Emperor, and had constantly 
cultivated peace. -Their present position was 
due to the fact that commandments of men 
had been preached instead of faith in Christ. 
Not Luther, but Luther’s opponents, had be- 
gun the strife. It was for conscience’ sake 
that the Elector had not proceeded against 
Luther. Besides, such action would only have 
made matters worse, since Luther had resisted 
the Sacramentarians and the Anabaptists. 
Equally unfounded were also the accusations 
that the Evangelicals had abolished all order 
as well as all ceremonies, and had undermined 
the authority of the bishops. If only the 
bishops would tolerate the Gospel and do away 
with the gross abuses, they would suffer no 
loss of power, honor, and prestige. In con- 
cluding Melanchthon emphatically protests: 
“Never has a reformation been undertaken 
so utterly without any violence as this [in 
Saxony]; for it is a public fact that our men 
have prevailed with such as were already in 


arms to make peace.” (Kolde, J. c., 13.) The 
document, accordingly, as originally planned 
for presentation at Augsburg, was to be a de- 


fense of Luther and his Elector. In keeping 
herewith it was in the beginning consistently 
designated “Apology.” 


20. Transformation of Apology into Con- 
fession Due to Eck’s Slanders. 


This plan, however, was modified when the 
Lutherans, after reaching Augsburg, heard of 
and read the 404 Propositions published by 
Dr. John Eck, in which Luther was classified 
with Zwingli, Oecolampadius, Carlstadt, Pirk- 
heimer, Hubmaier, and Denk, and was charged 
with every conceivable heresy. In a letter of 
March 14, accompanying the copy of his 
Propositions which Eck sent to the Emperor, 
he refers to Luther as the domestic enemy of 
the Church (hostis ecclesiae domesticus), who 
has fallen into every Scylla and Charybdis of 
iniquity; who speaks of the Pope as the Anti- 
christ and of the Church as the harlot; who 
has praise for none but heretics and schis- 
matics; whom the Church has to thank for 
the Iconoclasts, Sacramentarians, New Hus- 


sites, Anabaptists, New Epicureans, who 
teach that the soul is mortal, and the Cerin- 


‘thians; who rehashes all the old heresies con- 


demned more than a thousand years ago, etc. 
(Plitt, Hinleitung in die Augustana, 1, 527 ff.) 
Such and similar slanders had been dissemi- 
nated by the Papists before this, and they con- 
tinued to do so even after the Lutherans, at 
Augsburg, had made a public confession of 
their faith and had most emphatically dis- 
avowed all ancient and modern heresies. Thus 
Cochlaeus asserted in his attack on the Apol- 
ogy, published 1534, that Lutheranism was a 
concoction of all the old condemned heresies, 
that Luther taught fifteen errors against the 
article of God, and Melanchthon nine against 
the Nicene Creed, etc. Luther, he declared, 
had attacked the doctrine of the Trinity in 
a coarser fashion than Arius. (Salig, Historie 
d. Augsb. Konf., 1, 377.) 

These calumniations caused the Lutherans ~ 
to remodel and expand the defense originally 
planned into a document which should not 
merely justify the changes made by them with 
regard to customs and ceremonies, but also 
present as fully as possible the doctrinal 
articles which they held over against ancient 
and modern heresies, falsely imputed to them. 
Thus to some extent it is due to the scurrility 
of Eck that the contemplated Apology was 
transformed into an all-embracing Confession, 
a term employed by Melanchthon himself. In 
a letter to Luther, dated May 11, 1530, he 
wrote: “Our Apology is being sent to you, — 
though it is rather a Confession. Mittitur 
tibi apologia nostra, quamquam verius con- 
fessio est. I included [in the Confession] 
almost all articles of faith, because Eck pub- 
lished most diabolical lies against us, quia 
Eckius edidit diapohixdtatas diapohas contra 
nos. Against these it was my purpose to pro- 
vide an antidote.” (C; R.2,45; Luther, St. L. 
16, 654. ) 

This is in accord also with Melanchthon’s 
account in his Preface of September 29, 1559, 
to the German Corpus Doctrinae (Philippi- 
cum), stating: ‘‘Some papal scribblers had 
disseminated pasquinades at the diet [at 
Augsburg, 1530], which reviled our churches 
with horrible lies, charging that they taught 
many condemned errors, and were like the 
Anabaptists, erring and rebellious. Answer 
had to be made to His Imperial Majesty, and 
in order to refute the pasquinades, it was 
decided to include all articles of Christian 
doctrine in proper succession, that every one 
might see how unjustly our churches were 
slandered in the lying papal writings. .. . 
Finally, this Confession was, as God directed 


,and guided, drawn up by me in the manner 


indicated, and the venerable Doctor Martin 
Luther was pleased with it.” (C. R. 9, 929.) 
The original plan, however, was not entirely 
abandoned, but merely extended by adding 
a defense also against the various heresies 
with which the Lutherans were publicly 
charged. This was done in an objective pres- 
entation of the principal doctrines held by the 
Lutherans, for which the Marburg and Schwa- 
bach Articles served as models and guides. 


21. Marburg, Schwabach, and Torgau 
Articles. 


The material from which Melanchthon con- 
structed the Augsburg Confession is, in the 
last analysis, none other than the Reforma- 
tion truths which Luther had proclaimed since 
1517 with ever-increasing clarity and force. 
In particular, he was guided by, and based his 
labor on, the Marburg Articles, the Schwabach 
Articles, and the so-called Torgau Articles. 
The Marburg Articles, fifteen in number, had 
been drawn up by Luther, in 1529, at the Col- 
loquy of Marburg, whence he departed Octo- 
ber 5, about six months before the Diet at 
Augsburg. (Luther, St. L., 17, 11388 f.) The 
seventeen Schwabach Articles were composed 
by Luther, Melanchthon, Jonas, Brenz, and 
Agricola, and presented to the Convention at 
Smalcald about the middle of October, 1529. 
According to recent researches the Schwabach 
Articles antedated the Marburg Articles and 
formed the basis for them. (Luther, Weimar 
Kd., 30, 3, 97. 107.) In 1530 Luther published 
these Articles, remarking: “It is true that 
I helped to draw up such articles; for they 
were not composed by me alone.” This public 
statement discredits the opinion of v. Schubert 
published in 1908, according to which Me- 
lanchthon is the sole author of the Schwabach 
Articles, Luther’s contribution and participa- 
tion being negligible. The Schwabach Arti- 
cles constitute the seventeen basic articles of 
the first part of the Augsburg Confession. 
(St. L, 16, 638. 648. 564; OC. R. 26, 146 f.) 

The so-called Torgau Articles are the docu- 
ments referred to above, touching chiefly upon 
the abuses. Pursuant to the order of the 
Elector, they were prepared by Luther and his 
assistants, Melanchthon, Bugenhagen, and pos- 
sibly also Jonas. They are called Torgau 
Articles: because the order for drafting them 
came from Torgau (March 14), and because 
they were presented to the Elector at Torgau. 


(Foerstemann, 1, 66; OC. R. 26,171; St. L.16,. 


638.) With reference to these articles Luther 
wrote (March 14) to Jonas, who was then still 
conducting the visitation: “The Prince has 
written to us, that is, to you, Pomeranus, 
Philip, and myself, in a letter addressed to 
us in common, that we should come together, 
set aside all other business, and finish before 
next Sunday whatever is necessary for the 
next diet on April 8. For Emperor Charles 
himself will be present at Augsburg to settle 
all things in a friendly way, as he writes in 
his bull. Therefore, although you are absent, 
we three shall do what we can to-day and to- 
morrow; still, in order to comply with the 
will of the Prince, it will be incumbent upon 
you to turn your work over to your com- 
panions and be present with us here on the 
morrow. For things are in a hurry. Jesti- 
nata enim sunt omnia.” (St. L. 16, 638.) 
Melanchthon also wrote to Jonas on the 
15th of March: “Luther is summoning you 
by order of the Prince; you will therefore 
come as soon as it is at all possible. ‘The 
Diet, according to the proclamation, will con- 
vene at Augsburg. And the Emperor gra- 
ciously promises that he will investigate the 


Book of Concord. 
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matter, and correct the errors on both sides. 
May Christ stand by us!” (0. R. 2,28; Foer- 
stemann, 1,45.) It was to these articles (Tor- 
gau Articles) that the Elector referred when 
he wrote to Luther from Augsburg on _the 
llth of May: “After you and others of our 
learned men at Wittenberg, at our gracious 
desire and demand, have drafted the articles 
which are in religious controversy, we do not 
wish to conceal from you that Master Philip 
Melanchthon has now at this place perused 
them further and drawn them up in one form.” 
(0. R. 2, 47.) ' . 


22. Luther’s Spokesman at Augsburg. 


The material, therefore, out of which Me- 
lanchthon, who in 1530 was still in full ac- 
cord with Luther doctrinally, framed the fun- 
damental symbol of the Lutheran Church were 
the thoughts and, in a large measure, the very 
words of Luther. Melanchthon gave to the 
Augsburg Confession its form and its irenic 
note; its entire doctrinal content, however, 
must be conceded to be “iwata sententiam Lu- 
theri, according to the teaching of Luther,” 
as Melanchthon himself declared particularly 
with respect to the article of the Lord’s Sup- 
per. (C. R. 2,142.) On the 27th of June, two 
days after the presentation of the Confession, 
Melanchthon wrote to Luther: “We have 
hitherto followed your authority, tuwam secuti 
hactenus auctoritatem,’? and now, says Me- 
lanehthon, Luther should also let him know 
how much could be yielded to the opponents. 
(2,146.) Accordingly, in the opinion of Me- 
lanchthon, Luther, though absent, was the 
head of the Evangelicals also at Augsburg. 

In his answer Luther does not deny this, 
but only demands of Melanchthon to consider 
the cause of the Gospel as his own. “For,” 
says he, “it is indeed my affair, and, to tell 
the truth, my affair more so than that of all 
of you.”, Yet they should not speak of 
“authority.” “In this matter,” he continues, 
“T will not be or be called your author 
[authority]; and though this might be cor- 
rectly explained, I do not want this word. 
If it is not your affair at the same time and 
in the same measure, I do not desire that it 
be called mine and be imposed upon you. If 
it is mine alone, I shall direct it myself.” 
(St. L. 16, 906. 903. Enders, Luthers Brief- 
wechsel, 8, 43.) 

Luther, then, was the prime mover also at 
Augsburg. Without him there would have 
been no Evangelical cause, no Diet of Augs- 
burg, no Evangelical confessors, no Augsburg 
Confession. And this is what Luther really 
meant when he said: “Confessio Augustana 
mea; the Augsburg Confession is mine.” 
(Walch 22, 1532.) He did not in the least 
thereby intend to deprive Melanchthon of any 
credit properly due him with reference to the 
Confession. Moreover, in a letter written to 
Nicolaus Hausmann on July 6, 1530, Luther 
refers to the Augustana as “our confession, 
which our Philip prepared; quam Philippus 
noster paravit.” (St. L. 16, 882; Enders 8, 80.) 
As a matter of fact, however, the day of Augs- 
burg, even as the day of Worms, was the day _ 
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of Luther and of the Evangelical truth once 
more restored to light by Luther. At Augs- 
burg, too, Melanchthon was not the real author 
and moving spirit, but the instrument and 
mouthpiece of Luther, out of whose spirit the 
doctrine there confessed had proceeded. (See 
Formula of Concord 983, 32—34.) 

Only blindness born of false religious inter- 
ests ‘(indifferentism, unionism, etc.) can speak 
of Melanchthon’s theological independence at 
Augsburg or of any doctrinal disagreement 
between the Augsburg Confession and the 
teaching of Luther. That, at the Diet, he was 
led, and wished to be led, by Luther is ad- 
mitted by Melanchthon himself. In the letter 
of June 27, referred to above, he said: “The 
matters, as you [Luther] know, have been con- 
sidered before, though in the combat it always 
turns out otherwise than expected.” (St. L. 
16, 899; O. R. 2,146.) On the 3lst of August 
he wrote to his friend Camerarius: 
we have yielded nothing to our opponents, ex- 
cept what Luther judged should be done, since 
the matter was considered well and carefully 
before the Diet; re bene ac diligenter delibe- 
rata ante conventum.” (2, 334.) 

Very pertinently E. T. Nitzsch said of Me- 
lanchthon (1855): “With the son of the 
miner, who was destined to bring good ore 
out of the deep shaft, there was associated 
the son of an armorer, who was well quali- 
fied to follow his leader and to forge shields, 
helmets, armor, and swords for this great 
work.” This applies also to the Augsburg 
Confession, in which Melanchthon merely 
shaped the material long before produced by 
Luther from the divine shafts of God’s Word. 
Replying to Koeller, Rueckert, and Heppe, 
who contend that the authorship of the Augs- 
burg Confession must in every way be ascribed 
to Melanchthon, Philip Schaff writes as fol- 
lows: “This is true as far as the spirit [which 
Luther called ‘pussyfooting,’ Leisetreten] and 
the literary composition are concerned; but as 
to the doctrines Luther had a right to say, 
‘The Catechism, the Exposition of the Ten 
Commandments, and the Augsburg Confession 
are mine.’” (Creeds 1, 229.) 


23. Drafting the Confession. 


May 11 the Confession was so far completed 
that the Elector was able to submit it to 
Luther for the purpose of getting his opinion 
on it. According to Melanchthon’s letter of 
the same date, the document contained “‘al- 
most all articles of faith, omnes fere articu- 
los fider.” (OC. R. 2,45.) This agrees with the 
account written by Melanchthon shortly be- 
fore his death, in which he states that in the 
Augsburg Confession he had presented “the 
sum of our Church’s doctrine,” and that in so 
doing he had arrogated nothing to himself; 
for in the presence of the princes, ete., each 
individual sentence had been discussed. 
“Thereupon,” says Melanchthon, “the entire 
Confession was sent also to Luther, who in- 
formed the princes that he had read it and 
approved it. The princes and other honest 
and learned men still living will remember 
that such was the case. Missa est denique et 


“Hitherto 


Luthero tota forma Confessionis, qui Prin- 
cipibus scripsit, se hane Confessionem et 
legisse et probare. Haec ita acta esse, Prin- 
cipes et alii honesti et docti viri adhuc super- 
stites meminerint.” (9, 1052.) As early as 
May 15 Luther returned the Confession with 
the remark: “I have read Master Philip’s 
Apology. I am well pleased with it, and know 
nothing to improve or to change in it; neither 
would this be proper, since I cannot step so 
gently and softly. Christ, our Lord, grant 
that it may produce much and great fruit, 
which, indeed, we hope and pray for. Amen.” 
(St. L. 16,657.) Luther is said to have added 
these words to the Tenth Article: “And they 
condemn those who teach otherwise; et im- 
probant secus docentes.” (Enders, 7, 336.) 

Up to the time of its presentation the Augs- 
burg Confession was diligently improved, pol- | 
ay perfected, and partly recast. Additions 

ere inserted and several articles added. Nor 
was this done secretly and without Luther’s 
knowledge. May 22 Melanchthon wrote to 
Luther: “Daily we change much in the 
Apology. I have eliminated the article On 
Vows, since it was too brief, and substituted 
a fuller explanation. Now I am also treating 
of the Power of the Keys. I would like to 
have you read the articles of faith. If you 
find no shortcoming in them, we shall manage 
to treat the remainder. For one must always 
make some changes in them and adapt oneself 
to conditions. Swubinde enim mutandi sunt, 
atque ad occasiones accommodandi.” (C. R. 
2, 60; Luther, 16, 689.) Improvements sug- 
gested by Regius and Brenz were also 
adopted. (Zoeckler, Die A. K., 18.) 

Even Brueck is said to have made some im- 
provements. May 24 the Nuernberg delegates 
wrote to their Council: “The Saxon Plan 
[Apology] has been returned by Doctor Lu- 
ther. But Doctor Brueck, the old chancellor, 
still has some changes to make at the begin- 
ning and the end.” (C. R. 2,62.) . The expres- 
sion “beginning and end (hinten und vorne) ,” 
according to Tschackert, is tantamount to “all 
over (ueberall).” However, even before 1867 
Plitt wrote it had long ago been recognized 
that this expression refers to the Introduction 
and the Conclusion of the Confession, which 
were written by Brueck. (Aug.2,11.) Bret- 
schneider is of the same opinion. (C. R. 2, 62.) 
June 3 the Nuernberg delegates wrote: “Here- 
with we transmit to Your Excellencies a copy 
of the Saxon Plan [Confession] in Latin, to- 
gether with the Introduction or Preamble. 
At the end, however, there are lacking one or 
two articles [20 and 21] and the Conclusion, 
in which the Saxon theologians are still en- 
gaged. When that is completed, it shall be 
sent to Your Excellencies. Meanwhile Your 
Excellencies may cause your learned men and 
preachers to study it and deliberate upon it. 
When this Plan [Confession] is drawn up in 
German, it shall not be withheld from Your 
Excellencies. The Saxons, however, distinctly 
desire that, fot the present, Your Excellencies 
keep this Plan or document secret, and that 
you permit no copy to be given to any one 
until it has been delivered to His Imperial 
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Majesty. They have reasons of their own for 
making this request... . 
cellencies’ pastors and learned men should de- 
cide to make changes or improvements in this 
Plan or in the one previously submitted, these, 
too, Your Excellencies are asked to transmit 
to us.” (2,83.) June 26 Melanchthon wrote 
to Camerarius: ‘Daily I changed and recast 
much; and I would have changed still more 
if our advisers (ovuqoedduores) had permitted 
us to do so.” (2, 140.) 


24. Public Reading of the Confession. 


June 15, after long negotiations, a number 
of other estates were permitted to join the 
adherents of the Saxon Confession (0. R. 2, 
105.) As a result, Melanchthon’s Introduc- 
tion, containing a defense of the Saxon Elec- 
tors, without mentioning the other Lutheran 
estates, no longer fitted in with the changed 
conditions. Accordingly, it was supplanted 
by the Preface composed by Brueck, and trans- 
lated into Latin by Justus Jonas, whose 
acknowledged elegant Latin and German style 
qualified him for such services. At the last 
deliberation, on June 23, the Confession was 
signed. And on June 25, at 3 P.M., the ever- 
memorable meeting of the Diet took place at 
which the Augustana was read by Chancellor 
Beyer in German, and both manuscripts were 
handed over. The Emperor kept the Latin 
copy for himself, and gave the German copy 
to the Imperial Chancellor, the Elector and 
Archbishop Albrecht, to be preserved in the 
Imperial Archives at Mainz. Both texts, 
therefore, the Latin as well as the German, 
have equal authority, although the German 
text has the additional distinction and pres- 
tige of having been publicly read at the Diet. 

As to where and how the Lutheran heroes 
confessed their faith, Kolde writes as follows: 
“The place where they assembled on Satur- 
day, June 25, at 3 P.M., was not the court- 
room, where the meetings of the Diet were 
ordinarily conducted, but, as the Imperial 
Herald, Caspar Sturm, reports, the ‘Pfalz,’ 
the large front room, %.e., the Chapter-room 
of the bishop’s palace, where the Emperor 
lived. The two Saxon chancellors, Dr. Greg. 
Brueck and Dr. Chr. Beyer, the one with the 
Latin and the other with the German copy 
of the Confession, stepped into the middle of 
the hall, while as many of the Evangelically 
minded estates as had the courage publicly to 
espouse the Evangelical cause arose from their 
seats. Caspar Sturm reports: ‘Als aber die 
gemeldeten Commissarii und Botschaften der 
oesterreichischen Lande ihre Werbung und 
Botschaft vollendet und abgetreten, sind dar- 
auf von Stund’ an Kurfuerst von Sachsen, 
naemlich Herzog Johannes, Markgraf Joerg 
von Brandenburg, Herzog Ernst samt seinem 
Bruder Franzisko, beide Herzoege zu Braun- 
schweig und Lueneburg, Landgraf Philipp von 
Hessen, Graf Wolf von Anhalt usw. von ihrer 
Session auf- und gegen Kaiserliche Majestaet 
gestanden.’ The Emperor desired to hear the 
Latin text. But when Elector John had called 
attention to the fact that the meeting was 
held on German soil, and expressed the hope 
that the Emperor would permit the reading 


And if Your Ex-’ 


to proceed in German, it was granted. Here- 
upon Dr. Beyer read the Confession. The - 
reading lasted about two hours; but he read 
with a voice so clear and plain that the mul- 
titude, which could not gain access to the hall, 
understood every word in the courtyard.” 
(19>t.) 

The public reading of the Confession exer- 
cised a tremendous influence in every direc- 
tion. Even before the Diet adjourned, Heil- 
bronn, Kempten, Windsheim, Weissenburg, 
and Frankfurt on the Main professed their 
adherence to it. Others had received the first 
impulse which subsequently induced them to 
side with the Evangelicals. Brenz has it that 
the Emperor fell asleep during the reading. 
However, this can have been only temporarily 
or apparently, since Spalatin and Jonas as- 
sure us that the Emperor, like the other 
princes and King Ferdinand, listened atten- 
tively. | Their report reads: “Satis attentus 
erat Caesar, The Emperor was attentive 
enough.” Duke William of Bavaria declared: 
“Never before has this matter and doctrine 
been presented to me in this manner.” And 
when Hck assured him that he would under- 
take to refute the Lutheran doctrine with the 
Fathers, but not with the Scriptures, the 
Duke responded, “Then the Lutherans, I under- 
stand, sit in the Scriptures and we of the 
Pope’s Church beside the Scriptures! So 
hoer’ ich wohl, die Lutherischen sitzen in der 
Schrift und wir Pontificii daneben!” The 
Archbishop of Salzburg declared that he, too, 
desired a reformation, but the unbearable 
thing about it was that one lone monk wanted 
to reform them all. In private conversation, 
Bishop Stadion of Augsburg exclaimed, “What 
has been read to us is the truth, the pure 
truth, and we cannot deny it.” (St. L. 16, 882; 
Plitt, Apologie, 18.) Father Aegidius, the Em- 
peror’s confessor, said to Melanchthon, “You 
have a theology which a person can under- 
stand only if he prays much.” Campegius is 
reported to have said that for his part he 
might well permit such teaching; but it would 
be a precedent of no little consequence, as the 
same permission’ would then have to be given 
other nations and kingdoms, which could not 
be tolerated. (Zoeckler, A. K., 24.) 


25. Luther’s Mild Criticism. 


June 26 Melanchthon sent a copy of the 
Confession, as publicly read, to Luther, who, 
adhering to his opinion of May 15, praised it, 
yet not without adding a grain of gentle criti- 
cism. June 29 he wrote to Melanchthon: 
“T have received your Apology and cannot 
understand what you may mean when you 
ask what and how much should be yielded to 
the Papists.... As far as I am concerned, 
too much has already been yielded (plus satis 
cessum est) in this Apology; and if they re- 
ject it, I see nothing that might be yielded 
beyond what has been done, unless I see the 
proofs they proffer, and clearer Bible-passages 
than I have hitherto seen. ... As I have 
always written — I am prepared to yield 
everything to them if we are but given the 
liberty to teach the Gospel. I cannot yield 
anything that militates against the Gospel.” 
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(St. L. 16,902; Enders, 8,42.45.) The clear- 
est expression of Luther’s criticism is found 
in a letter to Jonas, dated July 21, 1530. 
Here we read: “Now I see the purpose of those 
questions [on the part of the Papists] whether 
you had any further articles to present. The 
devil still lives, and he has noticed very well 
that your Apology steps softly, and that it 
has veiled the articles of Purgatory, the Ado- 
ration of the Saints, and especially that of 
the Antichrist, the Pope.” Another reading 
of this passage of Luther: “Apologiam ve- 
stram, die Leisetreterin, dissimulasse,” is se- 
verer even than the one quoted: “Apologiam 
vestram leise treten et dissimulasse.” (St. L. 
16, 2323; Enders, 8, 133.) 

Brenz regarded the Confession as written 
“very courteously and modestly, valde civili- 
ter et modeste.” (CO. R. 2, 125.) The Nuern- 


berg delegates had also received the impres- | 


sion that the Confession, while saying what 
was necessary, was very reserved and discreet. 
They reported to their Council: “Said in- 
struction [Confession], as far as the articles 
of faith are concerned, is substantially like 
that which we have previously sent to Your 
Excellencies, only that it has been improved 
in some parts, and throughout made as mild 
as possible (allenthalben aufs glimpflichste 
gemacht), yet, according to our view, with- 
out omitting anything necessary.” (2, 129.) 
At Smalcald, in 1537, the theologians were 
ordered by the Princes and Estates “to look 
over the Confession, to make no changes per- 
taining to its contents or substance, nor those 
of the Concord [of 1536], but merely to en- 
large upon matters regarding the Papacy, 
which, for certain reasons, was previously 
omitted at the Diet of Augsburg in submissive 
deference to His Imperial Majesty.” (Kolde, 
Analecta, 297.) 

Indirectly Melanchthon himself admits the 
correctness of Luther’s criticism. True, when 
after the presentation of the Confession he 
thought of the angry Papists, he trembled, 
fearing that he had written too severely. 
June 26 he wrote to his most intimate friend, 
Camerarius: “Far from thinking that I have 
written milder than was proper, I rather 
strongly fear (mirum in modum) that some 
have taken offense at our freedom. For Val- 
des, the Emperor’s secretary, saw it before its 
presentation and gave it as his opinion that 
from beginning to end it was sharper than 
the opponents would be able to endure.” 
(C. R. 2,140.) On the same day he wrote to 
Luther: “According to my judgment, the Con- 
fession is severe enough. For you will see 
that I have depicted the monks sufficiently.” 
(141.) 

In two letters to Camerarius, however, 
written on May 21 and June 19, respectively, 
hence before the efforts at toning down the 
Confession were completed, Melanchthon ex- 
pressed the opinion that the Confession could 
not have been written “in terms more gentle 
and mild, mitior et lenior.” (2,57.) No doubt, 
Melanchthon also had in mind his far-reaching 
irenics at Augsburg, when he wrote in the 
Preface to the Apology of the Augsburg Con- 
fession: “It has always been my custom in 


these controversies to retain, so far as I was 
at all able, the form of the customarily re- 
ceived doctrine, in order that at some time 
concord might the more readily be effected. 
Nor, indeed, am I now departing far from 
this custom, although I could justly lead away 
the men of this age still farther from the 
opinions of the adversaries.” (101, 11.) Evi- 
dently, Melanchthon means to emphasize that 
in the Augustana he had been conservative, 
criticizing only when compelled to do so for 
conscience’ sake. 


26. Luther Praising Confession and 
Confessors. 


Luther’s criticism did not in the least 
dampen his joy over the glorious victory at 
Augsburg nor. lessen his praise of the splen- 
did confession there made. In the above- 
mentioned letter of June 27 he identifies him- 
Self fully and entirely with the Augustana, 
and demands that Melanchthon, too, consider 
it an expression of his own faith, and not 
merely of Luther’s faith. July 3 he wrote to 
Melanchthon: “Yesterday I reread carefully 
your entire Apology, and it pleases me ex- 
tremely (vehementer).” (St. L. 16, 913; En- 
ders, 8,79.) July 6 he wrote a letter to Cor- 
datus in which he speaks of the Augustana as 
“altogether a most beautiful confession, plane 
pulcherrima confessio.” At the same time he 
expresses his great delight over the victory 
won at Augsburg, applying to the Confession 
Ps. 119,46: “I will speak of Thy testimonies 
aiso before kings, and will not be ashamed,” 
-—a text which ever since has remained the 
motto, appearing on all of its subsequent 
manuscripts and printed copies. 

Luther said: “I rejoice beyond measure 
that I lived to see the hour in which Christ 
was publicly glorified by such great confessors 
of His, in so great an assembly, through this 
in every respect most beautiful Confession. 
And the word has been fulfilled [Ps. 119, 46]: 
‘I will speak of Thy testimonies also before 
kings’; and the other word will also be ful- 
filled: ‘I was not confounded.’ For, ‘Whoso- 
ever confesses Me before men’ (so speaks He 
who lies not), ‘him will I also confess before 
My Father which is in heaven.” (16, 915; 
E. 8, 83.) July 9 Luther wrote to Jonas: 
“Christ was loudly proclaimed by means of 
the public and glorious Confession (publica 
et gloriosa confessione) and confessed in the 
open (am Lichte) and in their [the Papists’} 
faces, so that they cannot boast that we fled, 
had been afraid, or had concealed our faith. 
I only regret that I was not able to be present 
when this splendid Confession was made (in 
hac pulchra confessione).” (St. L. 16, 928; 
E. 8, 94.) 

On. the same day, July 9, Luther wrote to 
the Elector: “I know and consider well that 
our Lord Christ Himself comforts the heart 
of Your Electoral Grace better than I or any 
one else is able to do. This is shown, too, and 
proved before our eyes by the facts; for the 
opponents think that they made a shrewd 
move by having His Imperial Majesty pro- 
hibit preaching. But the poor deluded people 
do not see that, through the written Confes- 
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sion presented to them, more has_ been 
preached than otherwise perhaps ten preachers 
could have done. Is it not keen wisdom and 
great wit that Magister Hisleben and others 
must keep silence? But in leu thereof the 
Elector of Saxony, together with other princes 
and lords, arises with the written Confession 
and preaches freely before His Imperial Maj- 
esty and the entire realm, under their noses, 
so that they must hear and cannot gainsay. 
I think that thus the order prohibiting preach- 
ing was a success indeed. They will not per- 
mit their servants to hear the ministers, but 
must themselves hear something far worse (as 
they regard it) from such great lords, and 
keep their peace. Indeed, Christ is not silent 
at the Diet; and though they be furious, still 
they must hear more by listening to the Con- 
fession than they would have heard in a year 
from the preachers. Thus is fulfilled what 
Paul says: God’s Word will nevertheless have 
free course. If it is prohibited in the pulpit, 
it must be heard in the palaces. If poor 
preachers dare not speak it, then mighty 
princes and lords proclaim it. In brief, if 
everything keeps silence, the very stones will 
ery out, says Christ Himself.” (16,815.) Sep- 
tember 15, at the close of the Diet, Luther 
wrote to Melanchthon: “You have confessed 
Christ, offered peace, obeyed the Emperor, en- 
dured reproach, been sated with slander, and 
have not recompensed evil for evil; in sum, 
you have performed the holy work of God, as 
becomes saints, in a worthy manner... . 
I shall canonize you (canonizabo vos) as faith- 
ful members of Christ.” (16, 23819; HE. 8, 259.) 


27. Manuscripts and Editions of 
Augustana. 


As far as the text of the Augsburg Confes- 
sion is concerned, both of the original manu- 
scripts are lost to us. Evidently they have 
become a prey to Romish rage and enmity. 
Eck was given permission to examine the Ger- 
man copy in 1540, and possibly at that time 
already it was not returned to Mainz. It may 
have been taken to Trent for the discussions 
at the Council, and thence carried to Rome. 
The Latin original was deposited in the Im- 
perial Archives at Brussels, where it was seen 
and perused by Lindanus in 1562. February 
18, 1569, however, Philip II instructed Duke 
Alva to bring the manuscript to Spain, lest 
the Protestants “regard it as a Koran,” and 
in order that “such a damned work might for- 
ever be destroyed; porque se hunda para 
siempre tan malvada obra.” The keeper of 
the Brussels archives himself testifies that the 
manuscript was delivered to Alva. There is, 
however, no lack of other manuscripts of the 
Augsburg Confession. Up to the present time 
no less than 39 have been found. Of these, 
five German and four Latin copies contain 
also the signatures. The five German copies 
are in verbal agreement almost throughout, 


and therefore probably offer the text as read _ 


and presented at Augsburg. 

The printing of the Confession had been 
expressly prohibited by the Emperor. June 26 
Melanchthon wrote to Veit Dietrich: “Our 


Confession has been presented to the Emperor. 
He ordered that it be not printed. You will 
therefore see that it is not made public.” 
(OC. R. 2,142.) However, even during the ses- 
sions of the Diet a number of printed editions, 
six in German and one in Latin, were issued 
by irresponsible parties. But since these were 
full of errors, and since, furthermore, the 
Romanists asserted with increasing boldness’ 
and challenge that the Confession of the Lu- 
therans had been refuted, by the Roman Con- 
futation, from the Scriptures and the Fathers, 
Melanchthon, in 1530, had a correct edition 
printed, which was issued, together with the 
Apology, in May, 1531. This quarto edition 
(“Beide, Deutsch Und Lateinisch Ps. 119”) is 
regarded as the editio princeps. 

For years this edition was also considered 
the authentic edition of the Augsburg Con- \ 
fession. Its Latin text was embodied 1584 in 
the Book of Concord as the teatus receptus. 
But when attention was drawn to the changes 
in the German text of this edition (also the 
Latin text had been subjected to minor altera- 
tions), the Mainz Manuscript was substituted 
in the German Book of Concord, as its Preface 
explains. (14.) This manuscript, however, 
contains no original signatures and was er- 
roneously considered the identical document 
presented to the Emperor, of which it was 
probably but a copy. In his Introduction to 
the Symbolical Books, J. T. Mueller expresses 
the following opinion concerning the Mainz 
Manuscript: “To say the least, one cannot 
deny that its text, as a rule, agrees with that 
of the best manuscripts, and that its mistakes 
can easily be corrected according to them and 
the editio princeps, so that we have no reason 
to surrender the text received by the Church 
and to accept another in place thereof, of 
which we cannot prove either that it is any 
closer to the original.” (78.) Tschackert, who 
devoted much study to the manuscripts of the 
Augsburg Confession, writes: “The Saxon 
theologians acted in good faith, and the Mainz 
copy is still certainly better than Melanch- 
thon’s original imprint [the editio princeps]; 
yet, when compared with the complete and — 
because synchronous with the originally pre- 
sented copy — reliable manuscripts of the 
signers of the Confession, the Mainz Manu- 
script proves to be defective in quite a num- 
ber of places.” (ZL. c. 621 f.) 

However, even Tschackert’s minute com- 
parison shows that the Mainz Manuscript 
deviates from the original presented to the 
Emperor only in unimportant and purely 
formal points. For example, in § 20 of the 
Preface the words: ‘“Papst das Generalkon- 
zilium zu halten nicht geweigert, so waere 
HK. K. M. gnaediges Erbieten, zu fordern und 
zu handeln, dass der’” are omitted. Art. 27, 
; 48 we are to read: “dass die erdichteten 
geistlichen Orden Staende sind christlicher 
Vollkommenheit” instead of: “dass die er- 
dichteten geistlichen Ordensstaende sind 
christliche Vollkommenheit.” Art. 27, § 61 
reads, “die Uebermass der Werke,” instead of, 
“die Uebermasswerke,” by the way, an excel- 
lent expression, which should again be given 
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currency in the German. The conclusion of 
§ 2 has “Leichpredigten” instead of “Beipre- 
digten.” According to the manuscripts, also 
the Mainz Manuscript, the correct reading of 
§ 12 of the Preface is as follows: “Wo aber 
bei unsern Herrn, Freunden und_ besonders 
den Kurfuersten, Fuersten und Staenden des 
andern Teils die Handlung dermassen, wie 
E. K. M. Ausschreiben vermag (‘bequeme 
Handlung unter uns selbst in Lieb’ und Gue- 
tigkeit’?) nicht verfangen noch erspriesslich 
sein wollte” etc. The words, “bequeme Hand- 
lung unter uns selbst in Lieb’ und Guetig- 
keit,’ are quoted from the imperial procla- 
mation: (Foerstemann, 7,378; Plitt, 2, 12.) 

Originally only the last seven articles con- 
cerning the abuses had separate titles, the doc- 
trinal articles being merely numbered, as in 
the Marburg and Schwabach Articles, which 
Melanchthon had before him at Augsburg: 
(Luther, Weimar 30, 3, 86. 160.) Nor are the 
present captions of the doctrinal articles found 
in the original German and Latin editions of 
the Book of Concord, Article XX forming 
a solitary exception; for in the German (in 
the Latin Concordia, too, it bears no title) it 
is superscribed: “Vom Glauben und guten 
Werken, Of Faith and Good Works.” This 
is probably due to the fact that Article XX 
was taken from the so-called Torgau Articles 
and, with its superscription there, placed 
among the doctrinal articles. In the German 
edition of 1580 the word “Schluss” is omitted 
where the Latin has “Epilogus.” 

As to the translations, even before the Con- 
fession was presented to the Emperor, it had 
been rendered into French. (This translation 
was published by Foerstemann, 1, 357.) The 
Emperor had it translated for his own use 
into both Italian and French. (C. &. 2, 155; 
Luther, St. L., 16, 884.) Since then the Augus- 
tana has been done into Hebrew, Greek, Span- 
ish, Portuguese, Belgian, Slavic, Danish, Swed- 
ish, English, and many other languages. As 
to the English translations, see page 6. 


28. Signatures of Augsburg Confession. 


Concerning the signatures of the Augustana, 
Tschackert writes as follows: “The names of 
the signers are most reliably determined from 
the best manuscript copies of the original of 
the Confession, which have been preserved 
to us. There we find the signatures of eight 
princes and two free cities, to wit, Elector 
John of Saxony, Margrave George of Branden- 
burg-Ansbach, Duke Ernest of Braunschweig- 
Lueneburg, Landgrave Philip of Hesse, then 
John Frederick, the Electoral Prince of 
Saxony, HErnest’s brother Francis of Braun- 
schweig-Lueneburg, Prince Wolfgang of An- 
halt, Count Albrecht of Mansfeld, and the 
cities Nuernberg and Reutlingen.” (1. ¢. 285; 
see also Luther’s letter of July 6, 1530, St. L. 
16, 882.) Camerarius, in his Life of Melanch- 
thon, relates that Melanchthon desired to have 
the Confession drawn up in the name of the 
theologians only, but that his plan did not 
prevail because it was believed that the sig- 
natures of the princes would lend prestige and 
splendor to the act of presenting this confes- 


\ 


sion of faith. Besides, this plan of Melanch- 
thon’s was excluded by the Emperor’s procla- 
mation. — 

Although Philip of Hesse, in the interest of 
a union with the Swiss, had zealously, but in 
vain, endeavored to secure for the article con- 
cerning the Lord’s Supper a milder form, 
still, in the end, he did not refuse to sign. 
Regius wrote to Luther, May 21, that he had 
discussed the entire cause of the Gospel with 
the Landgrave, who had invited him to din- 
ner, and talked with him for two hours on 
the Lord’s Supper. The Prince had presented 
all the arguments of the Sacramentarians and 
desired to hear Regius refute them. But while 
the Landgrave did not side with Zwingli (non 
sentit cum Zwinglo), yet he desired with all 
his heart an agreement of the theologians, as 
far as piety would permit (exoptat doctorwm 


wiominum concordiam, quantum sintt pietas). 


He was far less inclined to dissension than 
rumor had it before his arrival. He would 
hardly despise the wise counsel of Melanch- 
thon and others. (Kolde, Analecta, 125; see 
also CO. R. 2, 59, where the text reads, “nam 
sentit cum Zwinglio” instead of, “non sentit 
cum Zwinglo.”) Accordingly, the mind of 
the Landgrave was not outright Zwinglian, 
but unionistic. He regarded the followers of 
Zwingli as weak brethren, who must be borne 
with, and to whom Christian fellowship should 
not be refused. This also explains how the 
Landgrave could sign the Augustana, and yet 
continue his endeavors to bring about a union. 

May 22 Melanchthon wrote to Luther: 
“The Macedonian [Philip of Hesse} now con- 
templates signing our formula of speech, and 
it appears as if he-can be drawn back to our 
side; still, a letter from you will be neces- 
sary. Therefore I beg you most urgently that 
you write him, admonishing him not to bur- 
den his conscience with a godless doctrine.” 
Still the Landgrave did not change his posi- 
tion in the next few weeks. June 25, however, 
Melanchthon reported to Luther: “The Land- 
grave approves our Confession and has 
signed it. You will, I hope, accomplish much 
if you seek to strengthen him by writing him 
a letter.” (CO. R. 2, 60. 92. 96. 101. 103. 126; 
Luther, St. L., 16, 689; 2la, 1499.) 

_At Augsburg, whither also Zwingli had sent 
his Fidei Ratio, the South-German imperial 
cities (Strassburg, Constance, Memmingen, 
Lindau) presented the so-called Confessio 
Tetrapolitana, prepared by Bucer and Capito, 
which declares that the Sacraments are “holy 
types,” and that in the Lord’s Supper the 
“true body” and the “true blood” of Christ 
“are truly eaten and drunk as meat and drink 
for the souls, which are thereby nourished 
unto eternal life.’ However, in 1532 these 
cities, too, signed the Augsburg Confession. 

Thus the seed which Luther sowed had 
grown wonderfully. June 25, 1530, is prop- 
erly regarded as the real birthday of the Lu- 
theran Church. From this day on she stands 
before all the world as a body united by a 
public confession and separate from the 
Roman Church. The lone, but courageous con- 
fessor of Worms saw himself surrounded with 
a stately host of true Christian heroes, who 
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were not afraid to place their names under 
his Confession, although they knew that it 
might cost them goods and blood, life and 
limb. When the Emperor, after entering 
Augsburg, stubbornly demanded that the Lu- 
therans cease preaching, Margrave George of 
Brandenburg finally declared: “Rather than 
deny my God and suffer the Word of God to 
be taken from me, I will kneel down and have 
my head struck off.” (0. R. 2,115.) That 
characterizes the pious and heroic frame of 
mind of all who signed the Augustana in 1530. 
In a letter, of June 18, to Luther, Jonas re- 
lates how the Catholic princes and estates 
knelt down to receive the blessing of Cam- 
pegius when the latter entered the city, but 
that the Elector remained standing and de- 
clared: “To God alone shall knees be bowed; 


In Deo flectenda sunt genua.” (Kolde, Ana- , 


lecta, 135.) When Melanchthon called the 
Elector’s attention to the possible conse- 
quences of his signing the Augsburg Con- 
fession, the latter answered that he would 
do what was right, without concerning him- 
self about his electoral dignity; he would 
confess his Lord, whose cross he prized higher 
than all the power of the world. 

Brenz wrote: “Our princes are most stead- 
fast in confessing the Gospel, and surely, when 
I ‘consider their great steadfastness, there 
comes over me no small feeling of shame be- 
cause we poor beggars [theologians] are filled 
with fear of the Imperial Majesty.” (0. R. 
2,125.) Luther praises Elector John for hav- 
ing suffered a bitter death at the Diet of Augs- 
burg. There, says Luther, he had to swallow 
all kinds of nasty soups and poison with which 
the devil served him; at Augsburg he pub- 
licly, before all the world, confessed Christ’s 
death and resurrection, and hazarded prop- 
erty and people, yea, his own body and life; 
and because of the confession which he made, 
we shall honor him as a Christian. (St. L. 
12, 2078 f.) And not only the Lutheran 
Church, but all Protestant Christendom, aye, 
the entire world has every reason to revere 
and hold sacred the memory of the heroes who 
boldly affixed their names to the Confession 
of 1530. 


29. Tributes to Confession of Augsburg. 


From the moment of its presentation to 
the present day, men have not tired of prais- 
ing the Augsburg Confession, which has been 
called Oonfessio augusta, Confessio augustis- 
sima, the “Hvangelischer Augapfel,”’ ete. 
They have admired its systematic plan, its 
completeness, comprehensiveness, and arrange; 
ment; its balance of mildness and firmness; 
its racy vigor, freshness, and directness; its 
beauty of composition, “the like of which can- 


not be found in the entire literature of the 
Reformation period.” Spalatin exclaims: 
“A Confession, the like of which was never 
made, not only in a thousand years, but as 
long as the world has been standing!” Sar- 
torius: “A confession of the eternal truth, of 
true ecumenical Christianity, and of all fun- 
damental articles of the Christian faith!” 
“From the Diet of Augsburg, which is the 
birthday of the Evangelical Church Federa- 
tion, down to the great Peace Congress of 
Muenster and Osnabrueck, this Confession 
stands as the towering standard in the entire 
history of those profoundly troublous times, 
gathering the Protestants about itself in ever 
closer ranks, and, when assaulted by the ene- 
mies of Evangelical truth with increasing 
fury, is defended by its friends in severe fight- 
ing, with loss of goods and blood, and always 
finally victoriously holds the field. Under the 
protection of this banner the Evangelical Lu- 
theran Church in Germany has been built up 
on firm and unassailable foundations; under 
the same protection the Reformed Church in 
Germany has found shelter. But the banner 
was carried still farther; for all Swedes, 
Danes, Norwegians, and Prussians have sworn 
allegiance to it, and the Esthonians, Letts, 
Finns, as well as all Lutherans of Russia, 
France, and other lands recognize therein the 
palladium of their faith and rights. No other 
Protestant confession has ever been so hon- 
ored.” (Guericke, Kg., 3, 116 f.) 

Vilmar says in praise of the Confession: 
“Whoever has once felt a gentle breath of 
the bracing mountain air which is wafted 
from this mighty mountain of faith [the 
Augsburg Confession] no longer seeks to pit 
against its firm and quiet dignity his own 
uncertain, immature, and wavering thoughts, 
nor to direct the vain and childish puff of his 
mouth against that breath of God in order to 
give it a different direction.” (Theol. d. Tat- 
sachen, 76.) In his Introduction to the Sym- 
bolical Books, J. T. Mueller says: “Luther 
called the Diet of Augsburg ‘the last trumpet 
before Judgment Day’; hence we may well 
call the confession there made the blast of 
that trumpet, which, indeed, has gone forth 
into all lands, even as the Gospel of God, 
which it proclaims in its purity.” (78.) The 
highest praise, however, is given the Augs- 
burg Confession by the Church which was 
born with it, when, e.g., in the Formula of 
Concord, the Lutherans designate it as “the 
symbol of our time,” and glory in it as the 
Confession, which, though frowned upon and 
assailed by its opponents, “down to this day 
has ‘remained unrefuted and unoverthrown 
(bis auf diesen Tag unwiderlegt und unumge- 
stossen geblieben).” (777, 4; 847, 3.) 


IV. Melanchthon’s Alterations of the Augsburg Confession. 


30. Changes Unwarranted. 


Melanchthon continued uninterruptedly to 
polish and correct the Augsburg Confession 
till immediately before its presentation on 
June 25, 1530. While, indeed, he cannot be 
censured for doing this, it was, though origi- 


nally not so intended by Melanchthon, an act 
of presumption to continue to alter the docu-. 
ment after it had been adopted, signed, and 
publicly presented. Even the editio princeps 
of 1531 is no longer in literal agreement with 
the original manuscripts. For this reason the 
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German text embodied in the Book of Con- 
cord is not the one contained in the editio 
princeps, but that of the Mainz Manuscript, 
which, as stated, was erroneously believed to 
be the identical German copy presented to the 
Emperor. The Latin text of the editio prin- 
ceps, embodied in.the Book of Concord, had 
likewise undergone some, though unessential, 
changes. These alterations became much more 
extensive in the Latin octavo edition of 1531 
and in the German revision of 1533. The 
Variata of 1540 and 1542, however, capped 
the climax as far as changes are concerned, 
some of them being very questionable also 
doctrinally. In their “Approbation” of the 
Concordia Germanico-Latina, edited by Rei- 
‘neccius, 1708, the Leipzig theologians remark 
pertinently: Melanchthon found it “impos- 
sible to leave a book as it once was.” Wit- 
ness his Loci of 1521, which he remodeled, 
three times — 1535, 1542, and 1548. How- 
ever, the Loci were his own private work, 
_while the Augustana was the property and 
confession of the Church. 

Tschackert is right when he comments as 
follows: ‘To-day it is regarded as an almost 
incomprehensible trait of Melanchthon’s char- 
acter, that immediately after the Diet and all 
his lifetime he regarded the Confession as 
a private production of his pen, and made 
changes in it as often as he had it printed, 
while he, more so than others, could but eval- 
uate it as a state-paper of the Evangelical 
estates, which, having been read and delivered 
in solemn session, represented an important 
document of German history, both secular and 
ecclesiastical. In extenuation it is said that 
Melanchthon made these changes in pedagogi- 
eal interests, namely, in order to clarify terms 
.or to explain them more definitely; further- 
more, that for decades the Evangelical estates 
and theologians did not take offense-at Me- 
lanchthon’s changes. Both may be true. But 
this does not change the fact that the chief 
editor of the Confession did not appreciate 
the world-historical significance of this state- 
paper of the Evangelical estates.” (L. ec. 288.) 
Nor can it be denied that Melanchthon made 
these changes, not merely in pedagogical inter- 
ests, but, at least a number of them, also in 
the interest of his deviating dogmatic views 
and in deference to Philip of Hesse, who 
favored a union with the Swiss. Nor can 
Melanchthon be fully cleared of dissimulation 
in this matter. The revised Apology of 1540, 
for example, he openly designated on the title- 
page as “diligently revised, diligenter reco- 
guita”’; but in the case of the Augsburg Con- 
fession of 1540 and 1542 he in no way indi- 
eated that it was a changed and augmented 
edition. 

As yet it has not been definitely ascertained 
when and where the terms “Variata” and “In- 
variata” originated. At the princes’ diet of 
Naumburg, in 1561, the Variata was desig- 
nated as the “amended” edition. The Reuss 
Confession of 1567 contains the term ‘“un- 
altered Augsburg Confession.” In its Epitome 
as well as in its Thorough Declaration the 
Formula of Concord speaks of “the First Un- 
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altered Augsburg Confession — Augustana illa 
prima et non mutata Confessio.” (TTT, 4; 
851, 5.) The Preface to the Formula of Con- 
cord repeatedly speaks of the Variata of 1540 
as “the other edition of the Augsburg Confes- 
sion — altera Augustanae Confessionis editio.” 
(13 e5) 


31. Detrimental Consequences of 
Alterations. 


The changes made in the Augsburg Confes- 
sion brought great distress, heavy cares, and 
bitter struggles upon the Lutheran Church, 
both from within and without. Church his- 
tory records the manifold and sinister ways 
in which they were exploited by the Reformed 
as well as the Papists; especially by the 
latter (the Jesuits) at the religious colloquies, 
beginning 1540, until far into the time of the 
Whirty Years’ War, in order to deprive the 
Lutherans of the blessings guaranteed by the 
religious Peace of Augsburg, 1555. (Salig, 
Gesch. d. A. K., 1, 770 ff.; Lehre und’ Wehre 
1919, 218 ff.) 

On Melanchthon’s alterations of the Augs- 
burg Confession the Romanists, as the Preface 
to. the Book of Concord explains, based the 
reproach and slander that the Lutherans 
themselves did not know “which is the true 
and genuine Augsburg Confession.” (15.) De- 
crying the Lutherans, they boldly declared 
“that not two preachers are found who pe 
in each and every article of the Augsburg Con- 
fession, but that they are rent asunder and 
separated from.one another to such an extent 
that they themselves no longer know what is 
the Augsburg Confession and its proper sense.” 
(1095.) In spite of the express declaration 
of the Lutherans at Naumburg, 1561, that 
they were minded to abide by the original 
Augsburg Confession as presented to Emperor 
Charles V at Augsburg, 1530, the Papists and 
the Reformed did not cease their calumnia- 
tions, but continued to interpret their decla- 
rations to mean, “as though we [the Lu- 
therans] were so uncertain concerning our 
religion, and so often had transfused it from 
one formula to another, that it was no longer 
clear to us or our theologians what is the Con- 
fession once offered to the Emperor at Augs- 
burg.” (11.) 

As a result of the numerous and, in part, 
radical changes made by Melanchthon in the 
Augsburg Confession, the Reformed also, in 
the course of time more and more, laid claim 
to the Variata and appealed to it over against 
the loyal Lutherans. In particular, they re- 
garded and interpreted the alteration which 
Melanchthon had made in Article X, Of the 
Lord’s Supper, as a correction of the original 
Augustana in deference to the views of Cal- 
vinism. Calvin declared that he (1539 at 
Strassburg) had signed the Augustana “in 
the sense in which its author [Melanchthon] 
explains it (sicut eam auctor ipse interpre- 
tatwr).’ And whenever the Reformed, who 
were regarded as confessionally related to the 
Augsburg Confession (Oonfessioni Augusta- 
nae addicti), and as such shared in the bless- 
ings of the Peace of Augsburg (1555) and the 
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Peace of Westphalia (1648), adopted, and ap- 
pealed to, the Augustana, they interpreted it 
according to the Variata. 

Referring to this abuse on the part of the 
Reformed and Crypto-Calvinists, the Preface 
to the Book of Concord remarks: “To these 
disadvantages [the slanders of the Romanists] 
there is also added that, under the pretext of 
the Augsburg Confession [Variata of 1540], 
the teaching conflicting with the institution 
of the Holy Supper of the body and blood of 
Christ and also other corruptions were intro- 
duced here and there into the churches and 
schools.” (11. 17.) — Thus the changes made 
in the Augsburg Confession did much harm 
to the Lutheran cause. Melanchthon belongs 
to the class of men that have greatly benefited 
our Church, but have also seriously harmed it. 
“These fictions” of the adversaries, says the 
Preface to the Book of Concord concerning 
the slanders based on Melanchthon’s changes, 
“have deterred and alienated many good men 
from our churches, schools, doctrine, faith, 
and confession.” (11.) 


32. Attitude toward Variata. 


John Eck was the first who, in 1541, at the 
religious colloquy of Worms, publicly pro- 
tested against the Variata. But since it was 
apparent that most of the changes were in- 
tended merely as reenforcements of the Lu- 
theran position against the Papists, and Me- 
lanchthon also declared that he had made no 
changes in “the matter and substance or in 
the sense,” i. e¢., in the doctrine itself, the Lu- 
therans at that time, as the Preface to the 
Book of Concord shows, attached no further 
importance to the matter. The freedom with 
which in those days formal alterations were 
made even in public documents, and the guile- 
lessness with which such changes were re- 
ceived, appears, for example, from the trans- 
lation of the Apology by Justus Jonas. How- 
ever, not all Lutherans even at that time were 
able to view Melanchthon’s changes without 
apprehension and indifference. Among these 
was Elector John Frederick, who declared that 
he considered the Augustana to be the con- 
fession of those who had signed it, and not 
the private property of Melanchthon. 

In his admonition to Brueck of May 5, 1537, 
he says: “Thus Master Philip also is said 
to have arrogated to himself the privilege of 
changing in some points the Confession of 
Your Electoral Grace and the other princes 
and estates, made before His Imperial Majesty 
at Augsburg, to soften it and to print it else- 
where [a reprint of the changed Latin octavo 
edition of 1531 had been published 1535 at 
Augsburg and another at Hagenau] without 
the previous knowledge and approval of Your 
Electoral Grace and of the other estates, 
which, in the opinion of Your Electoral Grace, 
he should justly have refrained from, since 
the Confession belongs primarily to Your 
Electoral Grace and the other estates; and 
’ from it [the alterations made] Your Electoral 
Grace and the other related estates might be 
charged that they are not certain of their 


doctrine and are also unstable. Besides, it 
is giving an offense to the people.” (0. R. 
3, 365.) Luther, too, is said to have remon- 
strated with Melanchthon for having altered 
the Confession. In his Introduction to the 
Augsburg Confession (Koenigsberg, 1577) 
Wigand reports: “TI heard from Mr: George 
Rorarius that Dr. Luther said to Philip, 
‘Philip, Philip, you are not doing right in 
changing Augustanam Confessionem so often; 
for it is not your, but the Church’s book.’ ” 
Yet it is improbable that this should have 
occurred between 1537 and 1542, for in 1540 
the Variata followed, which was changed still 
more in 1542, without arousing any public 
protest whatever. ; 

After Luther’s death, however, when Me- 
lanchthon’s doctrinal deviations became ap- 
parent, and the Melanchthonians and the loyal 
Lutherans became more and more opposed to 
one another, the Variata was rejected with in- 
creasing determination by the latter as the 
party-symbol of the Philippists. In 1560 
Flacius asserted at Weimar that the Variata 
differed essentially from the Augustana. In 
the Reuss-Schoenburg Confession of 1567 the 
Variata was unqualifiedly condemned; for 
here we read: We confess “the old, true, un- 
altered Augsburg Confession, which later was 
changed, mutilated, misinterpreted, and falsi- 
fied . . . by the Adiaphorists in many places 
both as regards the words and the substance 
(nach den Worten und sonst in den Haen- 
deln), which thus became a buskin, Bund- 
schuh, pantoffle, and a Polish boot, fitting 
both legs equally well [suiting Lutherans as 
well as Reformed], or a cloak and a change- 
ling (Wechselbalg), by means of which Adi- 
aphorists, Sacramentarians, Antinomians, new 
teachers of works, and the like hide, adorn, 
defend, and establish their errors and falsi- 
fications under the cover and name of the 
Augsburg Confession, pretending to be like- 
wise confessors of the Augsburg Confession, 
for the sole purpose of enjoying with us under 
its shadow, against rain and hail, the common 
peace of the Empire, and selling, furthering, 
and spreading their errors under the sem- 
blance of friends so much the more easily and 
safely.” (Kolde, Hinleitung, 30.) Ina sermon 
delivered at Wittenberg, Jacob Andreae also 
opposed the Variata very zealously. 

Thus the conditions without as well as 
within the Lutheran Church were such that 
a public declaration on the part of the genuine 
Lutherans as to their attitude toward the 
alterations of Melanchthon, notably in the 
Variata of 1540, became increasingly impera- 
tive. Especially the continued slanders, in- 
trigues, and threats of the Papists necessi- 
tated such a declaration. As early as 1555, 
when, the Peace of Augsburg was concluded, 
the Romanists attempted to limit its pro- 
visions to the adherents of the Augustana of 
1530. At the religious colloquy of Worms, in 
1557, the Jesuit Canisius, distinguishing he- 
tween a pure and a falsified Augustana, de- 


‘manded that the adherents of the latter be 


condemned, and excluded from the discussions. 
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33. Alterations in Editions of 1531, 
- 1583, 1540. 


As to the alterations themselves, the Latin 
text of the editio princeps of the Augsburg 
Confession of 1531 received the following ad- 
ditions: § 3 in Article 13, § 8 in Article 18, 
and § 26 in Article 26. Accordingly, these 
passages do not occur in the German text of 
the Book of Concord. Originally § 2 in the 
conclusion of Article 21 read: “Tota dissensio 
est de paucis quibusdam abusibus,” and § 3 
in Article 24: “Nam ad hoc praecipwe-opus 
est ceremoniis, ut doceant imperitos.” The 
additions made to Articles 13 and 18 are also 
found in the German jtext of the editio prin- 
ceps. (C. R. 26, 279. 564.) ‘ 

In the “Approbation” of the Leipzig theo- 
logians mentioned above we read: The octavo 
edition of the Augustana and the Apology, 
printed 1531 by George Rauh, according to 
the unanimous testimony of our theologians, 
cannot be tolerated, “owing to the many ad- 
ditions and other changes originating from 
Philip Melanchthon. For if one compares the 
20th Article of the Augsburg Confession as 
well as the last articles on the Abuses: ‘Of 
Monastic Vows’ and ‘Of Ecclesiastical Author- 
ity,’ it will readily be seen what great addi- 
tions (laciniae) have been patched onto this 
Wittenberg octavo edition of 1531. The same 
thing has also been done with the Apology, 
especially in the article ‘Of Justification and 
Good Works,’ where often entire successive 
pages may be found which do not occur in the 
genuine copies. Furthermore, in the declara- 
tion regarding the article ‘Of the Lord’s Sup- 
per,’ where Paul’s words, that the bread is 
a communion of the body of Christ, ete., as 
well as the testimony of Theophylact concern- 
ing the presence of the body of Christ in the 
Supper have been omitted. Likewise in the 
defense of the articles ‘Of Repentance,’ ‘Of 
Confession and Satisfaction,’ ‘Of Human Tra- 
ditions,’ ‘Of the Marriage of Priests,’ and ‘Of 
Ecclesiastical Power, where, again, entire 
pages have been added.” (L. c. 8,13; OC. R. 
27,437.) In the German edition of the Augs- 
burg Confession of 1533 it was especially 
Articles 4, 5, 6, 12, 13, 15, and 20 that were 
remodeled. These alterations, however, in- 
volve no doctrinal changes, with the possible 
exception of Article 5, where the words “where 
and when He will” are expunged. (CO. R. 
26, 728.) 

As to the Variata of 1540, however, the ex- 
tent of the 21 doctrinal articles was here 
almost doubled, and quite a number of ma- 
terial alterations were made. Chief among 
the latter are the following: In Article 5 the 
words, “ubi et quando visum est Deo,” are 
omitted. In the 10th Article the rejection of 
the Reformed doctrine is deleted, and the fol- 
lowing is substituted for the article proper: 
‘De coena Domini docent, quod cum pane 
et vino vere exhibeantur corpus et sanguis 
Christi vescentibus in Coena Domini.” (0. R. 
26,-357.) The following sentences have also 
given offense: “Et eum hoc modo consolamur 
nos promissione seu Evangelio et erigimus nos 
fide, certo consequimur remissionem peccato- 
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rum, et simul datur nobis Spiritus Sanctus.” 
“Cum Evangelium audimus aut cogitamus aut_ 
sacramenta tractamus et fide nos consolamur, 
simul est efficax Spiritus Sanctus.” (354.) 

For the words of the 18th Article: “sed haec 
fit in cordibus, cum per Verbum Spiritus San- 
etus concipitur,” the Variata substitutes: 

“Rt Christus dicit: Sine me nihil potestis 
facere. Efficitur autem spiritualis iustitia 
in nobis, cum adiuvamur a Spiritu Sancto. 
Porro Spiritum Sanctum concipimus, cum 
Verbo Dei assentimur, ut nos fide in terrori- 
bus consolemur.” (362.) Toward the end of 
the same article we read: “Quamquam enim 
externa opera aliquo modo potest efficere 
humana natura per sese, .. . verum timorem, 
veram fiduciam, patientiam, castitatem non 
potest efficere, nisi Spiritus Sanctus gubernet 
et adiuvet corda nostra.” (363.) In the 
19th Article the phrase “non adiuvante Deo” 
is erased, which, by the way, indicates that 
Melanchthon regarded these words as equiva- 
lent to those of the German text: “so Gott 
die Hand abgetan,” for else he would have 
weakened the text against his own interests. 
(363.) To the 20th Article Melanchthon 
added the sentence: “Debet autem ad haec 
dona [Dei] accedere exercitatio nostra, quae 
et conservat ea et meretur incrementum, iuxta 
illud: Habenti dabitur. Et Augustinus prae- 
clare? dixit: Dilectio meretur incrementum 
dilectionis, cum videlicet exercetur.” (371.) 


34. Alterations Render Confession 
Ambiguous. 


True, in making all these changes, Melanch- 
thon did not introduce any direct heresy into: 
the Variata. He did, however, in the interest 
of his irenic and unionistic policy and dog- 
matic vacillations, render ambiguous and 
weaken the clear sense of the Augustana. By 
his changes he opened the door and cleared 
the way, as it were, for his deviations in the 
direction of Synergism, Calvinism (Lord’s 
Supper), and Romanism (good works are 
necessary to salvation). Nor was Melanch- 
thon a man who did not know what he was 
doing when he made alterations. Whenever 
he weakened and trimmed the doctrines he had 
once confessed, whether in his Loci or in the 
Augustana, he did so in order to satisfy defi- 
nite interests of his own, interests self- 
evidently not subservient to, but conflicting 
with, the clear expression and bold confession 
of the old Lutheran truth. 

Kolde, referring in particular to the changes 
made in the 10th Article, says: “It should 
never have been denied that these alterations 
involved real changes. The motives which 
actuated Melanchthon cannot be definitely 
ascertained, neither from his own expressions 
nor from contemporary remarks of his circle: 
of acquaintances” [As late as 1575 Selneccer 
reports that Philip of Hesse had asked Me- 
lanchthon to erase the improbatio of the 
10th Article, because then also the Swiss 
would accept the Augustana as their con- 
fession]. “A comparison with the Witten- 
berg Concord of May, 1536 (cum pane et vino 
vere et substantialiter adesse — that the body: 
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and blood [of Christ] are really and substan- 
tially present with the bread and wine, OC. R. 
3,75) justifies the assumption that by using 
the form: cum pane et vino vere exhibeantur, 
he endeavored to take into account the ex- 
isting agreement with the South Germans 
(Oberlaender). However, when, at the same 
time, he omits the words: vere et substantia- 
liter adesse, and the. improbatio, it cannot, in 
view of his gradually changed conception of 
the Lord’s Supper, be doubted that he sought 
to leave open for himself and others the pos- 
sibility of associating also with the Swiss.” 
(25.) 

An adequate answer to the question what 
prompted Melanchthon to make his altera- 
tions will embrace also the following points: 
1. Melanchthon’s mania for changing and re- 
modeling in general. 2. His desire, especially 
after the breach between the Lutherans and 
the Papists seemed incurable, to meet and 
satisfy the criticism that the Augustana was 
too mild, and to reenforce the Lutheran posi- 
tion over against the Papists. 3. Melanch- 
thon’s doctrinal deviations, especially in Re- 
formed and synergistic directions. 


35. Variata Disowned by Lutheran 
Church. 


It cannot be denied that during Luther’s 
life and for quite a time after his death the 
Variata was used by Lutherans without any 
public opposition and recognized as the Augs- 
burg Confession. Martin Chemnitz, in his 
“Tudicium de Controversiis quibusdam circa 
quosdam Augustanae Confessionis Articulos 
— Decision concerning Certain Controversies 
about Some Articles of the Augsburg Con- 
fession,” printed 1597, says that the edition 
of 1540 was employed at the religious col- 
loquies with the previous knowledge and ap- 
proval of Luther; in fact, that it was drawn 
up especially for the Colloquy at Hagenau, 
which the opponents (Cochlaeus at Worms, 
Pighius at Regensburg) had taken amiss. 
“Graviter tulerant,” says Chemnitz, “multis 
articulis pleniori declaratione plusculum lucis 
accessisse, unde videbant veras sententias 
magis illustrari et Thaidis Babyloniae turpi- 
tudinem manifestius denudare — They took it 
amiss that more light had been shed on many 
articles by a fuller explanation, whence they 
perceived the true statements to be more fully 
illustrated and the shame of the Babylonian 
Thais to be more fully disclosed.” (Mueller, 
Binleitung, 72.) 

Furthermore, it is equally certain that, on 
the part of the Lutheran princes, the Variata 
was employed without any sinister intentions 
whatever, and without the slightest thought 
of deviating even in the least from the doc- 
trine of the original Augustana, as has been 
falsely asserted by Heppe, Weber, and others. 
Wherever the Variata was adopted by Lu- 
theran princes and theologians, 1t was never 
for the purpose of weakening the doctrine of 
the Augsburg Confession in any point. More- 
over, the sole reason always was to accentuate 
and present more clearly the contrast between 
themselves and the Popists ; and, generally 


speaking, the Variata did serve this purpose. 
True, Melanchthon at the same time, no doubt, 
planned to prepare the way for his doctrinal 
innovations; but wherever such was the case, 
he kept it strictly to himself. 

The complete guilelessness and good faith 
in which the Lutheran princes and theologians 
employed the Variata, and permitted its use, 
appears from the Preface to the Book of Con- 
cord. For here they state: “Therefore we 
have decided in this writing to testify pub- 
licly, and to inform all, that we wished neither 
then nor now in any way to defend, or excuse, 
or to approve, as agreeing with the Gospel- 
doctrine, false and godless doctrines and 
opinions which may lie concealed under cer- 
tain coverings of words [in the Variata]. 
We, indeed, never received the latter edition 
[of 1540] in a sense differing in any part 
from the former which was presented [at 
Augsburg]. Neither do we judge that other 
useful writings of Dr. Philip Melanchthon, or 
of Brenz, Urban , Regius, Pomeranus, etc., 
should be rejected and condemned, as far as, 
in all things, they agree with the norm which 
has been set forth in the Book of Con- 
cord.” (17.) 

Accordingly, when the Variata was boldly 
exploited by the Romanists to circulate all 
manner of slanders about the Lutherans; 
when it also became increasingly evident that 
the Reformed and Crypto-Calvinists employed 
the Variata as a cover for their false doctrine 
of the Lord’s Supper; when, furthermore, 
within the Lutheran Church the suspicion 
gradually grew into conviction that Melanch- 
thon, by his alterations, had indeed intended 
to foist doctrinal deviations upon the Lu- 
theran Church; and when, finally, a close 
scrutiny of the Variata had unmistakably re- 
vealed the fact that it actually did deviate 
from the original document not only in ex- 
tent, but also with regard to intent, not 
merely formally, but materially as well, — 
all loyal Lutheran princes and theologians 
regarded it as self-evident that they unani- 
mously and solemnly declare their exclusive 
adherence to the Augsburg Confession as pre- 
sented to Emperor Charles at Augsburg, and 
abandon the Variata without delay. At 
Naumburg, in 1561, the Lutheran princes, 
therefore, after some vacillation, declared 
that they would adhere to the original Augs- 
burg Confession and its “genuine Christian 
declaration and norm,” the Smalcald Articles. 
Frederick III of the Palatinate alone with- 
drew, and before long joined the Calvinists 
by introducing the Heidelberg Catechism, thus ~ 
revealing the spuriousness of his own Luther- 
anism. 

It was due especially to the Crypto-Calvin- 
ists in Electoral Saxony and to the Corpus 
Doctrinae Philippicwm that the Variata re- 
tained a temporary and local authority, until 
it was finally and generally disowned by the 
Lutheran Church and excluded from its sym- 
bols by the adoption of the Formula of Con- 
cord. For here our Church pledges adherence 
to “the First, Unaltered Augsburg Confession, 
delivered to the Emperor Charles V at Augs- 
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burg in the year 1530, in the great Diet.” 
(777, 4; 847, 5; 851, 5.) And in the Preface 
to the Book of Concord the princes and estates 
declare: “Accordingly, in order that no per- 
sons may permit themselves to be disturbed 
by the charges of our adversaries spun out of 
their own minds, by which they boast that not 
even we are certain which is the true and 
genuine Augsburg Confession, but that both 
those who are now among the living and pos- 
terity may be clearly and firmly taught and 
informed what that godly Confession is which 
we and the churches and schools of our realms 
at all times professed and embraced, we em- 


V. The Pontifical Confutation 


86. Papal Party Refusing Conciliation. 


At the Diet of Augsburg, convened in order & 
to restore the disturbed religious peace, the 
Lutherans were the first to take a step 
towards reconciliation by delivering their Con- 
fession, June 25, 1530. In accordance with 
the manifesto of Emperor Charles, they now 
expected that the papal party would also 
present its “view and opinion,” in order that 
the discussions might thereupon proceed “in 
love and kindness,” as the Emperor put it. 
In the Preface to their Confession the Lu- 
therans declared: “In obedience to Your Im- 
perial Majesty’s wishes, we offer, in this mat- 
ter of religion, the Confession of our preachers 
and of ourselves, showing what manner of 
doctrine from the Holy Scriptures and the 
pure Word of God has been up to this time 
set forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions, 
and cities, and taught in our churches. And 
if the other Electors, Princes, and Estates of 
the Empire will, according to the said im- 
perial proposition, present similar writings, 
to wit, in Latin and German, giving their 
opinions in this matter of religion, we, with 
the Princes and friends aforesaid, here before 
Your Imperial Majesty, our most clement 
Lord, are prepared to confer amicably con- 
cerning all possible ways and means, in order 
that we may come together, as far as this 
may be honorably done, and, the matter be- 
tween us on both sides being peacefully dis- 
cussed without offensive strife, the dissension, 
by God’s help, may be done away and brought 
back to one true accordant religion; for as 
we all are under one Christ and do battle 
under Him, we. ought to confess the one 
Christ, after the tenor of Your Imperial 
. Majesty’s edict, and everything ought to be 
conducted according to the truth of God; and 
this is what, with most fervent prayers, we 
entreat of God.” (39, 8.) 

The Lutherans did not believe that the 
manifesto of the Emperor could be construed 
in any other way than that both parties 
would be treated as equals at the Diet. Not 
merely as a matter of good policy, but bona 
fide, as honest Germans and true Christians, 
they clung tenaciously to the words of the 
Emperor, according to which the Romanists, 
too, were to be regarded as a party summoned 
for the trial, the Emperor being the judge. 
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phatically testify that next to the pure and 
immutable truth of God’s Word we wish to 
embrace the first Augsburg Confession alone 
which was presented to the Emperor Charles V, 
in the year 1530, at the famous Diet of Augs- 
burg, this alone (we say), and no other.” (15.) 
At the same time the princes furthermore pro- 
test that also the adoption of the Formula of 
Concord did not make any change in this re- 
spect. For doctrinally the Formula of Con-: 
cord was not, nor was it intended to be, 
a “new or different confession,” 7. e., different 
from the one presented to Emperor Charles V. 
(20.) 


of the Augsburg Confession. 


The Lutherans simply refused to take the 
word of the Emperor at anything less than 
par, or to doubt his good will and the sincerity 
of his promise. The fact that from the very 
beginning his actions were in apparent con- 
travention of the manifesto was attributed by 
the Lutherans to the sinister influence of such 
bitter, baiting, and unscrupulous theologians 
as Eck, Cochlaeus, and Faber, who, they 
claimed, endeavored to poison and incite the 
guileless heart of the Emperor. Thus the 
Lutherans would not and could not believe 
that-Charles had deceived them,—a simple 
trust, which, however, stubborn facts finally 
compelled them to abandon. 

The Romanists, on the other hand, boasting 
before the Emperor that they had remained 
with the true Christian faith, the holy Gospel, 
the Catholic Church, the bull of the Pope, and 
the Edict of Worms, refused with equal 
tenacity to be treated as a party summoned 
for trial. June 25, 1530, Elector John wrote 
to Luther: “Thus we and the other princes 
and estates who are related to us in this 
matter had to consent to submit our opinion 
and confession of faith. Our opponents, how- 
ever, as we are told, declined to present theirs 
and decided to show to the Emperor that 
they adhered to the Edict [of Worms] and to 
the faith which their fathers had bequeathed 
to and bestowed upon them, and which they 
intended to adhere to even now; if, however, 
the Pope or, in his place, the Legate, together 
with His Imperial Majesty, would point out, 
and expect them to adopt, a different and nex 
faith, they would humbly hear the Emperor’s 
opinion.” (Luther, St. L. 16, 758.) 

Thus presupposing what they were sum- 
moned to prove at-Augsburg, namely, that the 
doctrine of the Pope was identical with the 
old Christian faith, the Romanists declared 
a presentation of their views unnecessary. 
The Lutherans, they maintained, were con- 
victed apostates and rebels against Pope and 
Church, against Emperor and realm; sentence 
was not first to be pronounced upon them, but 
had been pronounced long ago, the Diet’s duty 
merely being to confirm and execute it; hence, 
there was nothing else to be done by the Em- 
peror than to attend to his office as warden 
and protector of the Church, and, together 
with the princes and estates, to proceed 
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against the heretics with drastic measures. 
‘Also in the later discussions, conducted with 
a view of effecting a reconciliation, the 
Romanists refused to relinquish this position. 
From beginning to end they acted as the ac- 
cusers, judges, and henchmen of the Lu- 
therans. Nor was anything else to be ex- 
pected, since, unlike the Lutherans, they 
considered not God’s Word, but the Pope the 
‘supreme arbiter in religious matters. Thus, 
from the very outset, the gulf between the two 
parties was such that it could not be bridged. 
Common ground was lacking. On the one side 
conscience, bound by the, Word of God! On 
the other, blind subjection to human,, papal 
authority! Also Romanists realized that this 
fundamental and irreconcilable difference was 
bound to render futile all discussions. It was 
not merely his own disgust which the papal 
historian expressed when he concluded his re- 
port on the prolonged discussions at Augs- 
burg: “Thus the time was wasted with vain 
discussions.” (Plitt, Apologie, 43.) 


37. Further Success Not Hoped for by 
Luther. 


Luther regarded the public reading of the 
Confession as an unparalleled triumph of his 
cause. Further results, such as a union with 
the Romanists, he did not expect. On July 9, 
1530, he wrote to Jonas: “Quid sperem de 
Caesare, quantumvis optimo, sed obsesso? 
What can I hope of the Emperor, even the 
best, when he is obsessed” [by the papal theo- 
logians]? The most Luther hoped for was 
mutual political toleration. In the letter 
quoted he continues: “But they [the Papists] 
must expect a sad, and wea happy issue. Not, 
indeed, that there ever will be unity of doc- 
trine; for who can hope that Belial will be 
united with Christ? Excepting that perhaps 
marriage [of priests] and the two kinds [of 
the Sacrament] be permitted (here too, how- 
ever, this adverb ‘perhaps’ is required, and 
perhaps too much ‘perhaps’). But this I wish 
and earnestly hope for, that, the difference in 
doctrine being set aside, a political union may 
be made. If by the blessing of Christ this 
takes place, enough and more than enough 
has been done and accomplished at this 
Diet. ... Now, if we obtain also the third 
thing, that we adjourn with worldly peace 
secured, then we shall have clearly defeated 
Satan in this year.” (Enders, 8,95; St. L. 16, 
927. 1666.) 

July 21, 1530, Luther wrote in a similar 
vein to Jonas: “The fact that these frogs 
[the papal theologians who wrote the Confu- 
tation] with their croakings [coawxitatibus = 
pasquinades against Luther, instead of an- 
swers to the Augustana] have free access [to 
the Emperor] chagrins me very much in this 
great work in the most important mat- 
ters. ... But this happens to prove that 
I am a true prophet; for I have always 
said that we work and hope in vain for a 
union in doctrine; it would be enough if we 
could obtain worldly peace.” (16, 927. 2324.) 
August 25, when the prolonged discussions of 
reconciliation were nearing their end, he wrote 
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to Melanchthon: “In sum, it does not please 
me at all that unity of doctrine is to be dis- 
cussed, since this is utterly impossible, unless 
the Pope would abolish his entire popery. It 
would have sufficed if we had presented to 
them the reasons for our faith and desired 
peace. But how can we hope that we shall 
win them over to accept the truth? We have 
come to hear whether they approve our doc- 
trine or not, permitting them to remain what 
they are, only inquiring whether they ac- 
knowledge our doctrine to be correct or con- 
demn it. If they condemn it, what does it 
avail to discuss the question of unity any 
longer with avowed enemies? If they ac- 
knowledge it to be right, what necessity is 
there of retaining the old abuses?” (16, 1404.) 

Though willing to yield to the Catholic 
party in all other matters, Luther refused to 
compromise the divine truth in any point or 
in any way. For this reason he also insisted 
that the Emperor should not be recognized as 
judge and arbiter without qualification, but 
only with the proviso that his decision would 
not conflict with the clear Word of God. Ac- 
cording to Luther, everybody, Pope and Em- 
peror included, must submit to the authority 
of the Scriptures. In a letter of July 9, 1530, 
he wrote to the Elector: “In the first place: 
Should His Imperial Majesty desire that the 
Imperial Majesty be permitted to decide these 


*matters, since it was not His Majesty’s pur- 


pose to enter into lengthy discussions, I think 
Your Electoral Grace might answer that His 
Imperial Majesty’s manifesto promises that 
he would graciously listen to these matters. 
If such was not intended, the manifesto would 
have been needless, for His Imperial Majesty 
might have rendered his decision just as well 
in Spain without summoning Your Electoral 
Grace to Augsburg at such great labor and 
expense. .... In the second place: Should 
His Imperial Majesty insist that the Imperial 
Majesty be permitted to decide these matters, 
Your Electoral Grace may cheerfully answer: 
Yes, the Imperial Majesty shall decide these 
matters, and Your Electoral Grace would ac- 
cept and suffer everything, provided only that 
His Imperial Majesty make no decision against 
the clear Scriptures, or God’s Word. For 
Your Electoral Grace cannot put the Emperor 
above God, nor accept his verdict in oppo- 
sition to God’s Word.” (16, 815.) 


38. Papal Peace Sought by Emperor. 


By their obstinate refusal to regard them- 
selves as a party summoned, the Romanists, 
from the outset, made it impossible for the 
Emperor to maintain the role of an impartial 
judge, which, probably, he had never really 
intended to be. At any rate, though ear- 
nestly desirous of religious peace, his actions 
throughout the Diet do not reveal a single 
serious effort at redeeming his promise and 
putting his beautiful words into practise. 
Being bound to the Pope and the papal party 
both religiously and politically, Charles did 
not require of the Romanists a fulfilment of 
the obligations imposed upon them by his 
manifesto. 
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made by the Lutherans. Revoca! — that was 
the first and only word which Rome had 
hitherto spoken to Luther. “Revoke and sub- 
mit yourselves!” — that, in the last analysis, 
was also the demand of the Emperor at Augs- 
burg with respect to the Lutheran princes, 
both when he spoke in tones friendly and 
gentle and when he uttered severe and threat- 
ening words. Charles, it is true, desired peace, 
but a Roman peace, a peace effected by uni- 
versal blind submission to the Pope; not a 
peace by mutual understanding and conces- 
sions; least of all a peace by political re- 
ligious tolerance, such as Luther desired, and 
which in our days is generally regarded as the 
outstanding feature of modern civilization, 
notably of Americanism. To force the Lu- 
therans into submission and obedience to the 
Pope, that was the real object of the Em- 
peror. And the political situation demanded 


that this be accomplished by peaceable ard * 


gentle means — if possible. 

Self-evidently, in his endeavors to establish 
a Papal Peace, the Emperor, who was haunted 
and tormented by the fear that all efforts 
might prove futile, was zealously seconded, en- 
couraged, and prodded on by the papal theo- 
logians. To bring about a religious peace, 
such as the Emperor contemplated, this, they 
flattered’ Charles, would be an ever-memo- 
rable achievement, truly worthy of the Em- 
peror; for the eyes of all Christendom were 
upon him, and he had staked his honor upon 
the success of this glorious undertaking. 
June 3 the Father Confessor of the Emperor, 
Garsia, then at Rome, wrote to Charles: “At 
present there is nothing so important in this 
life as that Your Majesty emerge victorious 
in the German affair. In Italy you will be 
accounted the best prince en earth if God 
should vouchsafe this grace unto us that the 
heresies which have arisen in that nation be 
cured by your hand.” (Plitt, 4.) June 6 
Garsia wrote: “Gracious Lord! After the 
letters from the legate [Campegius, concern- 
ing the return of Christian II to the Roman 
Church, the disagreement between Philip of 
Hesse and the Elector, etc.] had been read at 
to-day’s Consistorial Meeting, almost all the 
cardinals said that Your Majesty was the 
angel sent from heaven to restore Christen- 
dom. God knows how much I rejoiced, and 
although the sun burned fiercely when I re- 
turned to my home, how patiently I bore it! 
I was not sensitive to it from sheer joy at 
hearing such sweet words about my master 
from those who a year ago had maligned him. 
My chief comfort, however, was to behold that 
they were right; for it seems as if God were 
performing miracles by Your Majesty, and to 
judge by the beginning you have made in 
curing this ailment, it is evident that we may 
expect the issue to prove far more favorable 
than our sins merit.” (11. 67.) 


39. Compulsion Advocated by Theo- 
: logians. 


All Romanists, the Emperor included, were 
of the opinion that the Protestants must be 
brought back to the papal fold. But they 


differed somewhat as to the means of accom- 
plishing this purpose. Some demanded that 
force be resorted to forthwith, while others 
counseled that leniency be tried first. Cam- 
pegius advised kindness at the beginning, 
and greater severity only in dealing with cer- 
tain individuals, but that sharper measures 
and, finally, force of arms ought to follow. 
At Rome force was viewed as the “true rhu- 
barb” for healing the breach, especially among ~ 
the common people. July 18 Garsia wrote to 
the Emperor: “If you are determined to bring _ 
Germany back to the fold, I know of no other 
or better means than by presents and flattery 
to persuade those who are most eminent in 
science or in the empire to return to our faith. 
Once that is done, you must, in dealing with 
the remaining common people, first of all pub- 
lish your imperial edicts and Christian admo- 
nitions. If they will not obey these, then 
the true rhubarb to cure them is force. 
This alone cured Spain’s rebellion against its 
king. And force is what will also cure Ger- 
many’s unfaithfulness to God, unless, indeed, 
divine grace should not attend Your Majesty 
in the usual measure. God would learn in 
this matter whether you are a faithful son of 
His, and should He so find, then I promise you 
that among all creatures you will find no. 
power sufficiently strong to resist you. All 
will but serve the purpose of enabling you to 
obtain the crown of this world.” (42.) 


Among the open advocates of force’ were 
Cochlaeus, Eck, Faber, and the theologians 
and monks who flocked to Augsburg in large 
numbers about the time the Augsburg Con- 
fession was read. They all considered it their 
prime duty to rouse the passions of the Em- 
peror, as well as of the Catholic princes and 
estates, and to incite them against the Lu- 
therans. Their enmity was primarily directed 
against the Augustana, whose objective and 
moderate tone had gained many friends even 
among the Catholics, and which had indirectly 
branded Eck and his compeers as detractors 
and calumniators. For had not Duke William 
of Bavaria, after the reading of the Confes- 
sion, rebuked Eck, in the presence of the Elec- 
tor of Saxony, for having misrepresented the 
Lutheran doctrine to him? The moderation 
of the Augustana, said these Romanists, was 
nothing but the cunning of serpents, decep- 
tion and misrepresentation, especially on the 
part of the wily Melanchthon; for the true 
Luther was portrayed in the 404 theses of Eck. 
Cochlaeus wrote that the Lutherans were slyly 
hiding their ungodly doctrines in order to de- 
ceive the Emperor: “astute occultari in illo- 
rum Confessione prava eorum dogmata, de 
quibus ibi tacendo dissimulabant, ut in hypo- 
crisi loquentes Maiestati Tuae aliisque prin- 
cipibus imponerent.” (Laemmer, Vortridenti- 
nische Theologie, 39.) Thus the malice and 
fanaticism of the papal theologians and the 
monks rose in proportion as friendliness was 
shown the Lutherans by Catholic princes and 
the Emperor. They feared that every ap- 
proach toward the Lutherans would jeopardize 
the paw Pontificia. 

The fanaticism of the papal theologians is 


id 


V. The Pontifical Confutation of the Augsburg Confession. 81. 


frequently referred to by the Lutherans. 
June 26 Melanchthon wrote to Luther: “Soph- 
ists and monks are daily streaming into the 
city, in order to inflame the hatred of the 
Emperor against us.” (C. R. 2,141.) June 27: 
“Our Confession was presented last Saturday. 
The opponents are now deliberating upon how 
to answer; they flock together, take great 
pains, and incite the princes, who already 
have been sufficiently aroused. Eck vehe- 
mently demands of the Archbishop of Mainz 
that the matter be not debated, since it has 
already been condemned.” (144.) June 29 


Jonas wrote to Luther: “Faber is goaded on _ 


by furies, and Eck is not a whit more sensible. 
Both insist in every manner imaginable that 
the affair ought to be managed by force and 
must not be heard.” (154.) Melanchthon, 
July 8: “By chance Eck and Cochlaeus came 
to the legate [Campegius, with whom Me- 
lanchthon was deliberating]. J heard them 
say, distinctly enough, I believe, that the op- 
ponents are merely deliberating upon how to 
suppress us by force.” (175.) July 15: “Re- 
peatedly have I been with certain enemies who 
belong to that herd of Eck. Words fail me 
to describe the bitter, Pharisaical hatred 
I noticed there. They do nothing, they plan 
nothing else than how they may incite the 
princes against us, and supply the Emperor 
with impious weapons.” (197.) The im- 
placable theologians also succeeded in fanati- 
cizing some of the princes and bishops, who 
gradually became more and more opposed to 
any kind of settlement by mutual under- 
standing. (175.) 

The chief exponent of force was Cochlaeus. 
In his Lepostulatio, which appeared at Augs- 
burg in May, 1530, he argued that not only 
according to papal, but according to imperial 
law as well, which the Evangelicals also 
acknowledged, and according to the Scrip- 
tures, heretics might, aye, must be punished 
with death. The treatise concludes as fol- 
lows: “Thus it is established that obdurate 
heretics may be executed by every form of 
law. We, however, much prefer to have them 
return to the Church, be converted, healed, 
and live, and we beseech them to do so. Con- 
stat igitur, haereticos pertinaces omni iure 
imterimi posse. Nos tamen longe magis opta- 
mus et precamur, ut redeuntes ad ecclesitam 
convertantur, sanentur et vivant.” (Plitt, 
15:) 

Naturally Eck, too, was prominent among 
those who counseled the employment of com- 
pulsory measures; indeed, he could not await 
the hour when the order would be given to 
proceed against the heretics with fire and 
sword. He lamented, in bitter terms, the fact 
that the Emperor had not made use of stern 
measures as soon as he arrived in Germany. 
For now, said he, procrastination and the 
conciliatory demeanor of the Evangelicals, 
especially of Melanchthon and Brueck, had 
made it impossible to rouse the Emperor to 
such a degree as the exigency of the case de- 
manded. (Plitt, 63.) Luther wrote: “For 
that shameless gab and bloodthirsty sophist, 
Doctor Eck, one of their chief advisers, pub- 


licly declared in the presence of our people 
that if the Emperor had followed the resolu- 
tion made at Bononia, and, immediately on 
entering Germany, had courageously attacked 
the Lutherans with the sword, and beheaded 
one after another, the matter would have been 
easily settled. But all this was prevented 
when he permitted the Elector of Saxony to 
speak and be heard through his chancellor.” 
(St. L. 16, 1636.) 


40. Emperor Employs Mildness. - 


While a number of the Catholic estates, in- 
cited by the theologians, were also in favor 
of immediately resorting to brutal force, the 
Emperor, for political reasons, considered it 
more advisable to employ kindness. Lauding 
the extreme affability and leniency of Charles, 
Melanchthon wrote to Luther, January 25: 
“The Emperor greets our Prince very kindly; 
and I would that our people, in turn, were 
more complaisant towards him. I would ask 
you to admonish our Junior Prince by letter 
in this matter. The Emperor’s court has no 
one milder than himself. All others harbor 
a most cruel hatred against us. Oaesar satis 
benigne salutat nostrum principem; ac velim 
vicissim nostros erga ipsum officiosiores esse. 
Ea de re utinam iwniorem principem nostrum 
litteris admonueris. Nihil ipso Caesare mitius 
habet ipsius aula. Reliqui omnes crudelissime 
nos oderunt.” (0. R. 2, 125.) 

The reading of the Augustana strengthened 
this friendly attitude of Charles. Both its 
content and its conciliatory tone, which was 
not at all in harmony with the picture of the 
Lutherans as sketched by Eck, caused him to 
be more kindly disposed toward Protestantism, 
and nourished his hope that religious peace 
might be attained by peaceable means. Other 
Catholic dignitaries and princes had been im- 
pressed in the same manner. July 6 Luther 
wrote to Hausmann: “Many bishops are in- 
clined to peace and despise the-sophists, Eck 
and Faber. One bishop [Stadion of Augs- 
burg] is said to have declared in a private 
conversation, ‘This [the Confession of the 
Lutherans] is the pure truth, we cannot 
deny it. The Bishop of Mainz is being 
praised very much for his endeavors in the 
interest of peace. Likewise Duke Henry of 
Brunswick, who extended a friendly invita- 
tion to Philip to dine with him, and admitted 
that he was not able to disprove the articles 
treating of both kinds, the marriage of priests, 
and the distinction of meats. Our men boast 
that, of the entire Diet; no one is milder than 
the Emperor himself. Such is the beginning. 
The Emperor treats our Elector not only 
graciously, but most respectfully. So Philip 
writes. It is remarkable how all are aglow 
with love and good will toward the Emperor. 
It may happen, if God so wills, that, as the 
first Emperor [Charles at Worms] was very 
hostile, so this last Emperor [Charles at Augs- 
burg] will be very friendly. Only let us pray; 
for the power of prayer is clearly perceived.” 
(St. L. 16, 882.) The Emperor’s optimism was, 
no doubt, due to the fact that, unlike his theo- 
logians, he did not perceive and realize the 
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impassable gulf fixed between Lutheranism 
and the Papacy, as appeared also from the 
Augustana, in which, however, the Emperor 
mistook moderation of tone for surrender of 
substance. 


Al. Augustana Submitted to Catholic 
Party. 


Full of hope the Emperor, on June 26, im- 
mediately after its public presentation, sub- 
mitted the Lutheran Confession to the Cath- 
olic estates for deliberation. These, too, 
though not in the least inclined to abandon 
their arrogant attitude, seem to have given 
‘themselves over to the delusion that the Lu- 
therans could now be brought to recede from 
their position. Accordingly, their answer 
(Responsum) of June 27, couched in concilia- 
tory language, recommended as “the humble 
opinion of the electors and estates that the 
Imperial Roman Majesty would submit this 
great and important matter to a number of 
highly learned, sensible, honest, conciliating, 
and not spiteful persons, to deliberate on, 
and to consider, the writing [the Augustana], 
as far as necessary, enumerating, on the one 
hand, whatsoever therein was found to be in 
conformity and harmony with the Gospel, 
God’s Word, and the holy Christian Church, 
but, on the other hand, refuting with the true 
foundation of the Gospel and the Holy Scrip- 
ture and its doctrine, and bringing into true 
Christian understanding, such matters as were 
found to be against, and out of harmony with, 
the Gospel, the Word of God, and the Chris- 
tian Church.” (Laemmer, 32.) They recom- 
mended, however, that in this entire matter 
Campegius be consulted, and for that purpose 
be furnished with a copy of the Lutheran Con- 
fession. 

The Romanists furthermore resolved that 
the Lutherans be asked whether they had any 
additional points to present, and, if so, to do 
this immediately. The Lutherans, consider- 
ing this a snare, declared, on July 10, that 
in their Confession they had made it a special 
point to present the chief articles which it is 
necessary to believe in order to be saved, but 
had not enumerated all abuses, desiring to 
emphasize such only as burdened the con- 
sciences, lest the paramount questions be ob- 
scured; that they would let this [all that was 
enumerated in their Confession] suffice, and 
have included other points of doctrine and 
abuses which were not mentioned; that they 
would not fail to give an answer from the 
Word of God in case their opponents should 
attack the Confession or present anything 
new. (Foerstemann, 2, 16. O.R. 2, 181.) No 
doubt, the Papists felt that the Lutherans 
really should have testified directly also 
against the Papacy, ete. This, too, was the 
interpretation which Luther put on the in- 
quiry of the Romanists. July 21, 1530, he 
wrote to Jonas: “But now I see what the 
questions aimed at whether you had other 
articles to present. For Satan still lives and 
has noticed very well that your Apology 
[Augustana] steps softly and has passed by 
the articles concerning purgatory, the adora 


- stand.” (Koellner, Symbolik, 403.) 


tion of the saints, and’ especially Antichrist, 
the Pope.” (St. L. 16, 2323; Enders, 8, 133.) 

July 5 the Emperor accepted the opinion of 
the estates and appointed the confutators. 
At the same time he declared with reference 
to the Lutherans that he “was the judge of 
the content of their writing” (Augustana) ; 
that, in case they should not be satisfied with 
his verdict, the final decision must remain 
with the Council; but that meanwhile the 
Edict of Worms would be enforced every- 
where. (Laemmer, 34; OC. R. 2, 175.) Thus 
the Emperor, in unmistakable terms, indi- 
cated that the Roman Confutation would 


‘bring his own final verdict, which no further 
discussions could modify, and that he would 


compel the Lutherans by force to observe the 
Edict of Worms if they refused to submit 
willingly. The Catholic estates endorsed the 
Emperor’s declaration, but added the petition 


‘ that, after the Confutation had been read, the 


Lutherans be asked in all kindness to return, 
and that, in case this remained fruitless, an 
attempt be made to bring about an agreement 
to be reached by a committee appointed by 
both parties. Evidently, the estates as well 
as the Emperor expected the Lutherans to 
yield and surrender. Still, for the present, 
they were willing and preferred to attain this 
end by mild and gentle means. 


42. Rabid Theologians Appointed as 
Confutators. 


Campegius, to whom the entire matter was 
entrusted, manipulated things in such a man- 


‘ner that the result was the very opposite of 


what the Emperor and estates had resolved 
upon. To be sure, he made it appear as 
though he were entirely neutral, leaving 
everything to the discretion of the German 
princes. He knew also how to hide his real 
sentiments from the Lutherans. Jonas, for 
example, reports that in his address of 
June 24 Campegius had said “nothing harsh, 
or hateful (nihil acerbe, nihil odiose) against 
the Lutherans.” Spalatin reports: ‘Some 
one besought the Legate and Cardinal Cam- 
pegius to assist in obtaining peace for the 
cause of the Gospel. To this he responded: 
Since the papal power was suspicious to us, 
the matter rested with the Emperor and the 
German princes. Whatever they did would 
Thus Cam- 
pegius created the impression of absolute neu- 
trality, while in reality he was at the same 
time busy with secret intrigues against the 
Lutherans. 

Among the Confutators (Brueck mentions 
19, Spalatin 20, others 22, still others 24), 
selected by Campegius and appointed by the 
Emperor, were such rabid, abusive, and in- 
veterate enemies of Luther as Eck, Faber, 
Cochlaeus, Wimpina, Colli (author of a slan- 
derous tract against Luther’s marriage), Die- 
tenberger, etc. The first three are repeatedly 
designated as the true authors of the Confu- 
tation. In his Replica ad Bucerum, Eck 
boasts: “Of all the theologians at Augsburg 
I was chosen unanimously to prepare the 
answer to the Saxon Confession, and I obeyed. 
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Augustae ab omnibus theologis fui delectus 
wunanimiter, qui responsum pararem contra 
_confessionem Saxonicam, et parui.’” (Koell- 
ner, 407.) July 10 Brenz wrote to Myconius: 
“Their leader (antesignanus) is that good 
man Eck. The rest are 23 in number. One 
might call them an Iliad [Homer’s Iliad con- 
sists of 24 books] of sophists.” (0. 2. 2, 180.) 
Melanchthon, too, repeatedly designates Hck 
and Faber as the authors of the Confutation. 
July 14 he wrote to Luther: “With his leger- 
demain (commanipulatione) Eck presented to 
the Emperor the Confutation of our Confes- 
sion.” (193.) August 6: “This Confutation 
is the most nonsensical of all the nonsensical 
books of Faber.” (253.) August 8, to Myco- 
nius: “Eck and Faber have worked for six 
entire weeks in producing the Confutation of 
our Confession.” (260.) Hence also such allu- 
sions in Melanchthon’s letters as “confutatio 
Fabrilis,” “Fabriliter scripta,” and in the 
Apology: “Nullus Faber Fabrilius cogitare 
quidquam posset, quam hae ineptiae excogi- 
tatae sunt ad eludendum ius _ naturae.” 
(366, 10.) Brueck was right when he said 
that some of the Confutators were “purely 
partial, and altogether suspicious characters.” 
(Koellner, 411.) 


43. Confutation Prepared. 


The resolution which the Catholic estates 
passed June 27 was to the effect that the 
imperial answer to the Lutheran Confession 
be made “by sober and not spiteful men of 
learning.” The Emperor’s Prolog to the Con- 
futation, accordingly, designated the confu- 
tators as “certain learned, valiant, sensible, 
sober, and honorable men of many nations.” 
(OC. R. 27,189.) At the same time they were 
told to couch their answer in winning, convinc- 
ing, moderate, and earnest terms. The im- 
perial instruction read: “To this end it is in- 
deed good and needful that said document [the 
Augustana] be carefully considered and dili- 
gently studied by learned, wise, and sober 
persons, in order that they [the Lutherans] 
be shown in all kindness (durch gute Wege) 
where they err, and be admonished to return 
to the good way; likewise, to grant them 
whatsoever may be serviceable and adapted 
to our holy Christian faith; and to set forth 
the errors, moderately and politely, with such 
good and holy arguments as the matter calls 
for; to defend and prove everything with 
suitable evangelical declarations and admo- 
nitions, proceeding from Christian and neigh- 
borly love; and at the same time to mingle 
therewith earnestness and severity with such 
moderation as may be likely to win the five 
electors and princes, and not to destroy their 
hope or to harden them still more.” (Koell- 
ner, 403.) 

However, inspired by Campegius and goaded 
on by blind hatred, the Confutators employed 
their commission for the purpose of casting 
suspicion on the Lutherans and inciting the 
Emperor against them, They disregarded the 
imperial admonition for moderation, and in- 
stead of an objective answer to the Augus- 
tana, they produced a long-winded pasquinade 

Book of Concord. 


against Luther and the Evangelical preachers, 
a fit companion piece to the 404 theses of Eck, 
—a general accusation against the Protes- 
tants, a slanderous anthology of garbled quo- 
tations from Luther, Melanchthon, and other 
Evangelical preachers. The insinuation lurk- 
ing in the document everywhere was that the 
Confession of the Lutheran princes was in 
glaring contradiction to the real doctrine of 
their pastors. The sinister scheme of the 
Romanists, as the Elector in 1536 reminded 
the Lutheran theologians, was to bring the 
rinces in opposition to their’ preachers. 
(O. R. 3,148.) The mildness and moderation 
of the Augustana, they openly declared, was 
nothing but subtle cunning of the smooth 
and wily Melanchthon, who sought to hide the 
true state of affairs. In a book which Coch- 
laeus published against the Apology in 1534, 
he said that the open attacks of Luther were 
far more tolerable than the serpentine cun- 
ning and hypocrisy of Melanchthon (instar 
draconis insidiantis fraudes intendens), as 
manifested in particular by his demeanor 
toward Campegius at Augsburg in 1530. 
(Laemmer, 56; Salig, 1, 376.) Thus the 
Roman Confutators disregarded their com- 
mission to refute the Augustana, and substi- 
tuted a caricature of Luther and his doctrines, 
designed to irritate the Emperor. 


44. A Bulky, Scurrilous Document. 


The Confutation, compiled by Eck and Faber 
from various contributions of the Confutators, 
was ready by the 8th of July, and was pre- 
sented to the Emperor on the 12th or 13th. 
The German translation was prepared by the 
Bavarian Chancellor, Leonhard von Eck. 
July 10 Brenz had written: “It is reported 
that they are preparing wagonloads of com- 
mentaries against our Confession.” (OQ. R. 
2, 180.) Spalatin reports that the Confuta- 
tors delivered to the Emperor “a pile of books 
against Doctor Martin with most scurrilous 
titles.” The chief document was entitled: 
“Catholic and, as it were, Extemporaneous 
Response concerning Certain Articles Pre- 
sented in These Days at the Diet to the Im- 
perial Majesty by the Illustrious Elector of 
Saxony and Certain Other Princes as well as 
Two Cities. Oatholica et quasi extemporanea 
Responsio super nonnullis articulis Caesareae 
Maiestati hisce diebus in dieta imperiali 
Augustensi per Illustrem Electorem Saxoniae 
et alios quosdam Principes et duas COivitates 
oblatis.” It was supplemented by nine other 
treatises on all manner of alleged contradic- 
tions and heresies of Luther and Anabaptistic 
as well as other fruits of his teaching. (Laem- 
mer, 37; O.R. 2,197.) The pasquinade with 
its supplements comprised no less than 351 
folios, 280 of which were devoted to the an- 
swer proper. Cochlaeus also designates it as 
“very severe and extended, acrior extensior- 
que.” July 14 Melanchthon reported he had 
heard from friends that the Confutation was 
“long and filled with scurrilities.” (193. 218.) 
July 15: “I am sending you [Luther] a list 
of the treatises which our opponents have pre- 
sented to the Emperor,-from which you will 
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see that the Confutation is supplemented by 
antilogs and other treatises in order to stir 
up against us the most gentle heart of the 
Emperor. Such are the stratagems. these 
slanderers (sycophantae) devise.” (197.) 

The effect of the Confutation on the Em- 
peror, however, was not at all what its authors 
desired and anticipated. Disgusted with the 
miserable bulky botch, the Emperor convened 
the estates on July 15, and they resolved to 
return the bungling document to the theo- 
logians for revision. Tone, method, plan, 
everything displeased the Emperor and estates 
to such an extent that they expunged almost 
one-third of it. Intentionally they ignored 
the nine supplements, and demanded that re- 
flections on Luther be eliminated from the 
document entirely; moreover, that the theo- 
logians confine themselves to a refutation of 
the Augustana. (Laemmer, 39.) Cochlaeus 
writes: “Since the Catholic princes all de- 
sired peace and concord, they deemed it neces- 
sary to answer in a milder tone, and to omit 
all reference to what the [Lutheran] preachers 
had formerly taught and written otherwise 
than their Confession stated.” (Koellner, 405.) 
In a letter to Brueck he declared that such 
eoarse extracts and articles [with which the 
first draft of the Confutation charged Luther] 
should not be mentioned in the reply to the 
Confession, lest any one be put to shame or 
defamed publicly. (Laemmer, 39.) 

In his Annals, Spalatin reports: “At first 
there were perhaps 280 folios. But His Im- 
perial Majesty is said to have weeded out 
many folios and condensed the Confutation to 
such an extent that not more than twelve 
folios remained. This is said to have hurt 
and angered Eck severely.” (St. L. 21a, 1539.) 
In a letter to Veit Dietrich, dated July 30, 
Melanchthon remarks sarcastically: “Recentl 
Eck complained to one of his friends that the 
Emperor had deleted almost the third part 
of his treatise; and I suspect that the chief 
ornaments of the book were rooted out, that 
is, the glaring lies and the most stupid tricks, 
insignia mendacia et sycophantiae stolidissi- 
mae.” (CO, R. 2, 241.) Brenz regarded this as 
an evidence of the extent to which the Augus- 
tana had perturbed the opponents, leaving 
them utterly helpless. July 15 he wrote to 
Isemann: ‘Meanwhile nothing new has taken 
place in our midst, except that I heard that 
the confession of the sophists was to-day re- 
turned by the Emperor to its authors, the 
sophists, and this for the reason that it was 
so confused, jumbled, vehement, bloodthirsty, 
and cruel (confusa, incondita, violenta, sangui- 
nolenta et crudelis) that he was ashamed to 
have it read before the Imperial Senate... . 
We experience daily that we have so bewil- 
dered, stunned, and confused them that they 
know not where to begin or to end.” (198.) 
“Pussyfooting (Leisetreten) |!” — such was the 
slogan at Augsburg; and in this Melanchthon 
was nowhere equaled. Privately also Coch- 
laeus elaborated a milder answer to the Lu: 
theran Confession. But even the friends who 
had induced him to undertake this task con- 
sidered his effort too harsh to be presented 
to the Emperor. 


to the Symbolical Books. 


The first, rejected draft of the Confutation 
has been lost, with the sole exception of the 
second article, preserved by Cochlaeus. On 
the difference. between this draft and the one 
finally adopted, Plitt comments as follows: 
“The Confutation as*read simply adopted the 
first article of the Confession [Augustana] 
as in complete agreement with the Roman 
Church. The original draft also approved 
this article’s appeal to the Council of Nicaea, 
but added that now the Emperor should ad- 
monish the confessing estates to accept every- 
thing else*taught by the Catholic Church, even 
though it was not verbally contained in the 
Scriptures, as, for example, the Mass, Quad- 
ragesimal fasting, the invocation of the 
saints, etc.; for the wording of the doctrine 
of the Trinity could be found in the Scrip- 
tures just as little as that of the points men- 
tioned; furthermore, that he also call upon 

‘them to acknowledge said Synod of Nicaea in 
all its parts, hence also to retain the hier- 
archical degrees with their powers; that he 
admonish them to compel their preachers and 
teachers to retract everything which they had 
said and written against that Synod, es- 
pecially Luther and Melanchthon, its public 
defamers. Refusal of such retraction would 
invalidate their appeal to that Synod and 
prove it to be nothing but a means of decep- 
tion. . Finally, they were to be admonished, 
not to believe their teachers in anything which 
was against the declarations of the Church 
catholic. Such was the form in which the 
first draft of the Confutation was couched. 
Everywhere the tendency was apparent to 
magnify the differences, make invidious in- 
ferences, cast suspicion on their opponents, 
and place them in a bad light with the Em- 
peror and the majority. This was not the 
case in the answer which was finally read.” 


(37.) 
45. Confutation Adopted and Read. 


Only after repeated revisions, in which 
Campegius and the imperial counselors Val- 
dés and Granvella took part, was an agree- 
ment reached regarding the form of the Con- 
futation. July 30 the Emperor received the 
fourth revision, and on August 1 he presented 
it to the bishops, princes, and estates for their 
opinion. There still remained offensive pas- 
sages which had to be eliminated. A fifth re- 
vision was necessary before the approval of 
the Emperor and the estates was forthcoming. 
A Prolog and an Epilog were added, according 
to which the Confutation is drawn up in the 
name of the Emperor. Thus the original 
volume was boiled down to a comparatively 
small document. But, to speak with Kolde, 
even in its final form the Confutation is “still 
rather an accusation against the Evangelicals, 
and an effort to retain all the medieval church © 
customs, than a refutation of the Augus- 
tana.” (34.) August 6 Jonas wrote to Lu- 
ther: “The chaplain [John Henkel] of Queen 
Maria informed us that they had five times 
changed their Confutation, casting and recast- 
ing, minting and reminting it, and still there 
finally was produced nothing but an uncouth 
and confused conglomeration and a hodge- 
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_podge, as when a cook pours different soups 
into one pot. At first they patched together 
an enormous volume, as Faber is known to be 
a verbose compiler; the book grew by reason 
of the multitude of its les and scurrilities. 
However, at the first revision the Emperor 
eliminated the third part of the book, so that 
barely twelve or sixteen folios remained, 
which were read.” (St. L. 21a, 1539.) 

On August 3, 1530, in the same hall in 
which the Augsburg Confession had been sub- 
mitted thirty-eight dayse before, in the pres- 
ence of all the estates of the empire, the 
Augustanae Confessionis Responsio, immedi- 
ately called Confutatio Pontificia by the Prot- 
estants, was read in the German language by 
Alexander Schweiss, the Imperial Secretary. 
However, the reading, too, proved to be a dis- 
creditable affair. Owing to the great nate 
in which the German copy had been prepared, 
an entire portion had been omitted; the result 
was that the conclusion of Article 24 as well 
as Articles 25 and 26 were not presented. 
Furthermore, Schweiss, overlooking the lines 
of erasure, read a part which had been 
stricken, containing a very bold deliverance 
on the sacrifice of the Mass, in which they 
labored to prove from the Hebrew, Greek, and 
Latin that the word facite in the institution 
of the Sacrament was synonymous with “sac- 
rifice.” (Kolde, 34.) August 6, 1530, Jonas 
wrote to Luther: The opponents presented 
their Confutation to the Emperor on July 30, 
and on the 3d of August it was read in the 
presence of the Emperor and the estates, to- 
gether with a Prolog and an Epilog of the 
Emperor. “The reading also consumed two 
entire hours, but with an incredible aversion, 
weariness, and disgust on the part of some of 
the more sensible hearers, who complained 
that they were almost driven out by this 
utterly cold, threadbare songlet (cantilena), 
being extremely chagrined that the ears of 
the Emperor should be molested with such 
a lengthy array of worthless things masquer- 
ading under the name of Catholic doctrines.” 
(St. L. 21a, 1539.) August 4 Brenz wrote to 
Isemann: “The Emperor maintains neutrality ; 
for he slept both when the Augustana and 
when the Confutation was read. Imperator 
neutralem sese gerit; nam cum nostra con- 
fessio legeretur obdormivit; rursus cwm ad- 
versariorum responsio legeretur, iterwm ob- 
dormivit in media negotu actione.” (OC. R. 
2, 245.) 

The Confutation was neither published, nor 
was a copy of it delivered to the Lutherans. 
Apparently the Remanists, notably the Em- 
peror and the estates, were ashamed of the 
document. True, Cochlaeus reports that 
toward the close of the Diet Charles author- 
ized him and Eck to publish it, but that this 
was not done, because Duke George and the 
Emperor left Augsburg shortly after, and the 
printer also moved away. (Koellner, 414.) 
All subsequent pleading and imploring, how- 
ever, on the part of Eck and others, to in- 
duce the Emperor to publish the Confutation 
fell on deaf ears. Evidently Charles no 
longer took any interest in a document that 
had so shamefully shattered his fond ambition 


of reconciling the religious parties. What 
appeared in print, early in 1531, was merely 
an extract prepared by Cochlaeus, entitled, 
Summary of the Imperial Answer, ete. The 
first Latin edition of the Confutation ap- 
peared as late as 1573; the first German 
edition, in 1808. All previous German im- 
pressions (also the edition of 1584) are trans- 
lations of the Latin edition of 1573. (CO. R, 27, 
25.82.) Concerning the German text of the 
Confutation Kolde remarks: “Since changes 
were made even after it had been read, we 
have even less definite knowledge, respecting 
details, as to what was read than in the case 
of the Augustana.” (35.) One may therefore 
also speak of a Confutatio Variata. The doc- 
trine of the Confutation does not differ essen- 
tially from that which was later on affirmed 
by the Council of Trent (1545—1563). How- 
ever, says Kolde, “being written by the Ger- 
man leaders of the Catholic party under the 
eye of the Papal Legate, and approved by the 
Emperor, the German bishops, and the Roman- 
minded princes, it [the Confutation] must be 
reckoned among the historically most im- 

ortant documents of the Roman Catholic 
faith of that day.” 


46. Confutation Denounced by Lutherans. 


In the opinion of the Lutherans, the final 
draft of the Confutation, too, was a miserable 
makeshift. True, its tone was moderate, and, 
with few exceptions, personal defamations 
were omitted. The arrangement of subjects 
was essentially the same as in the Augustana. 
Still it was not what it pretended to be. It 
was no serious attempt at refuting the Lu- 
theran Confession, but rather an accumulation 
of Bible-texts, arbitrarily expounded, in sup- 
port of false doctrines and scholastic theo- 
ries. These efforts led to exegetical feats that 
made the Confutators butts of scorn and de- 
rision. At any rate, the Lutherans were 
charged with having failed, at the public 
reading, to control their risibilities suf- 
ficiently. Cochlaeus complains: “During the 
reading many of the Lutherans indulged in un- 
seemly laughter. Quando recitata fuit, multi 
e Lutheranis inepte cachinnabantur.” (Koell- 
ner, 411.) If this did not actually occur, it 
was not because the Confutators had given 
them no cause for hilarity. 

“Altogether childish and silly” — such is 
Melanchthon’s verdict on many of their exe- 
getical pranks. August 6 he wrote letter after 


‘letter to Luther, expressing his contempt for 


the document. “After hearing that Confuta- 
tion,” says Melanchthon, “all good people seem 
to have been more firmly established on our 
part, and the opponents, if there be among 
them some who are more reasonable, are said 
to be disgusted (stomachari) that such ab- 
surdities were forced upon the Emperor, the 
best of princes.” (CO. R. 2,252.) Again: Al- 
though the Emperor’s verdict was very stern 
and terrible, “still, the Confutation being a 
composition so very puerile, a most remark- 
able congratulation followed its reading. No 
book of Faber’s is so childish but that this 
Confutation is still more childish.” (253.) In 
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another letter he remarked that, according to 
the Confutation, in which the doctrine of 
justification by faith was rejected, “the oppo- 
nents had no knowledge of religion what- 
ever.” (253.) 

August 4 Brenz wrote to Isemann: “All 
things were written in the fashion of Coch- 
laeus, Faber, and Eek. Truly a most stupid 
comment, so that I am ashamed of the Roman 
name, because in their whole Church they can 
find no men able to answer us heretics at least 
in a manner wise and accomplished. Sed 
omnia conscripta erant Cochleice et Fabriliter 
et Eccianice. Oommentum sane stupidissi- 
mum, ut pudeat me Romani nominis, quod in 
sua religione non conquirant viros, qui saltem 
prudenter et ornate nobis haereticis respon- 
derent.” (245.) August 15 Luther answered: 
“We received all of your letters, and I praise 
God that he made the Confutation of the ad- 
versaries so awkward and foolish a thing. 
However, courage to the end! Verwm frisch 
hindurch!” (Enders, 8, 190.) 


47. Luther on the Confutation. 


* : P; 

Derision increased when the Papists de- 
clined to publish the Confutation, or even to 
deliver a copy of it to the Lutherans for 
further inspection. This refusal was uni- 
versally interpreted as an admission, on the 
part of the Romanists, of a guilty conscience, 
and of being ashamed themselves of the docu- 
ment. In his Warning to My Beloved Ger- 
mans, which appeared early in 1531, Luther 
wrote as follows: “But I am quite ready to 
believe that extraordinary wisdom prompted 
them [the Papists at Augsburg] to keep this 
rebuttal of theirs and that splendid booklet 
[Confutation] to themselves, 
own conscience tells them very plainly that it 
is a corrupt, wicked, and frigid thing, of 
which they would have to be ashamed if it 
were published and suffered itself to be seen 
in the light or to endure an answer. For 
I very well know these highly learned doctors 
who have cooked and brewed over it for six 
weeks, though with the ignorant they may be 
able to give the matter a good semblance. 
But when it is put on paper, it has neither 
hands nor feet, but lies there in a disorderly 
mass, as if a drunkard had spewed it up, as 
may be seen, in particular, in the writings of 
Doctor Schmid and Doctor Eck. For there is 
neither rhyme nor rhythm in whatsoever they 
are compelled to put into writing. Hence 
they are more sedulous to shout and prattle. 
Thus I have also learned that when our Con- 
fession was read, many of our opponents were 
astonished, and confessed that it was the pure 
truth, which they could not refute from the 
Scriptures. On the other hand, when their 
rebuttal was read, they hung their heads, and 
showed by their gestures that they considered 
it a mean and useless makeshift as compared 
with our Confession. Our people, however, 
and many other pious hearts were greatly de- 
lighted and mightily strengthened when they 
heard that with all the strength and art which 
our opponerits were then called upon to dis- 
play, they were capable of producing nothing 
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but this flimsy rebuttal, which now, praise 
God! a woman, a child, a layman, a peasant, 
are fully able to refute with good arguments 
taken from the Scriptures, the Word of Truth. 
And that is also the true and ultimate reason 
why they refused to deliver [to the Lutherans 
a copy of] their refutation. Those fugitive 
evil consciences were filled with horror at 
themselves, and dared not await the answer 
of Truth. And it is quite evident that they 
were confident, and that they had the Diet 
called together in the conviction that our 
people would never have the boldness to ap- 
pear, but if the Emperor should only be 
brought to Germany in person, every one 
would be frightened and say to them: Mercy, 
dear lords, what would you have us do? When 
they were disappointed in this, and the Elec- 
tor of Saxony was the very first to appear on 
the scene, good Lord, how their breeches be- 
an to ! How all their confidence was 
confounded! What gathering together, secret 
consultations, and whisperings resulted! ... 
The final sum and substance of it all was to 
devise ways and means (since our men were 
the first joyously and cheerfully to appear) 
how to keep them from being heard [block the 
reading of the Augustana]. When also this 
scheme of theirs was defeated, they finally 
succeeded in gaining the glory that they did 
not dare to hand over their futile rebuttal nor 
to give us an opportunity to reply to it! ... 
But some one might say: The Emperor was 
willing to deliver the answer to our party, 
provided they would promise not to have it 
published nor its contents divulged.. That is 
true, for such a pledge was expected of our 
men. Here, however, every one may grasp 
and feel (even tkough he is able neither to 
see nor hear) what manner of people they 
are who will not and dare not permit their 
matter to come to the light. If it is so 
precious a thing and so well founded in the 
Scriptures as they bellow and boast, why, 
then, does it shun the light? What benefit 
can there be in hiding from us and every one 
else such public matters as must nevertheless 
be taught and held among them? But if it 
is unfounded and futile, why, then, did they, 
in the first resolution [of the Diet], have the 
Hlector of Brandenburg proclaim and publish 
in writing that our Confession had been re- 
futed [by the Confutation] with the Scrip- 
tures and stanch arguments? If that were 
true, and if their own consciences did not give 
them the lie, they would not merely have 
allowed such precious and well-founded Refu- 
tation to be read, but would have furnished 
us with a written copy, saying: There you 
have it; we defy any one to answer it! as 
we did and still do with our Confession. . 
What the Elector of Brandenburg said in the 
resolution [read at the Diet], that our Con- 
fession was refuted with the Scriptures and 
with sound arguments, is not the truth, but 
lie, ak For this well-founded refutation 
[Confutation] has as yet not come to light, 
but is perhaps sleeping with the old Tann- 
haeuser on Mount Venus (Venusberg).” 
(St. L. 16, 1635.) 
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48. Emperor Demands Adoption of 
Confutation. 


The Confutation was written in the name of 
the Emperor. This is indicated by the title: 
“Roman Imperial Confutation, Roemisch-Kai- 
serliche Konfutation.” (O. R. 27, 189.) And 
according to his declaration of July 5, demand- 
ing that the Lutherans acknowledge him as 
judge, the Emperor, immediately before the 
reading, announced: The Confutation con- 
tained his faith and his verdict on the Con- 
fession of the Lutherans; he demanded that 
they accept it; should they refuse to do so, he 
would prove himself the warden and protector 
of the Church. In the Epilog the Emperor 
gave expression to the following thoughts: 
From this Confutation he saw that the Evan- 
gelicals “in many articles agree with the Uni- 
versal and also the Roman Church, and reject 
and condemn many wicked teachings current 
among the common people of the German na- 
tion.” He therefore did not doubt that, having 
heard his answer to their Confession, they 
would square themselves also in the remaining 
points, and return to what, by common con- 
sent, had hitherto been held by all true be- 
lievers. Should they fail to heed his admo- 
nition, they must consider that he would be 
compelled to reveal and demean himself in 
this matter in such manner as “by reason of 
his office, according to his conscience, behooved 
the supreme warden and protector of the 
Holy Christian Church.” (27,228.) Immedi- 
ately after the reading, Frederick, Duke of 
the Palatinate, declared in the name of the 
Emperor that the Confutation was the Em- 
peror’s answer to the Lutherans, the verdict 
he rendered against their Confession; and 
they were now called upon to relinquish the 
articles of their Confession that were refuted 
in the Confutation, and to return to the 
Roman Church in unity of faith. (See the re- 
ports of Brenz, Melanchthon, and the dele- 
gates from Nuernberg, C. R. 2, 245. 250. 253.) 
Thus the Emperor, who had promised to have 
the deliberations carried on in love and kind- 
ness, demanded blind submission, and closed 
his demand with a threat. His manifesto was 
Protestant; his actions remained Papistical. 
In the estimation of the Romanists, the EKm- 
peror, by condescending to an extended reply 
to the Lutheran Confession, had done more 
than his duty, and much more than they had 
* eonsidered expedient. Now they rejoiced, be- 
lieving that everything they wished for had 
been accomplished, and that there was no 
other way open for the Lutherans than to 
submit, voluntarily or by compulsion. 

Naturally the attitude of the Emperor was 
a great disappointment to the Lutherans, and 
it caused much alarm and fear among them. 
From the very beginning they had declared 
themselves ready, in the interest of peace, to 
do whatever they could “with God and con- 
science.” And this remained their position 
to the very last. They dreaded war, and were 
determined to leave no stone unturned towards 


avoiding this calamity. In this interest even 
Philip of Hesse was prepared to go to the very 
limits of possibility. Melanchthon wrote: 
“The Landgrave deports himself with much 
restraint. He has openly declared to me that 
in order to preserve peace, he would accept 
even sterner conditions, as long as he did not 
thereby disgrace the Gospel.” (0. R. 2, 254.) 
But a denial of God, conscience, and the Gos- 
pel was precisely what the Emperor expected. 
Hence the Lutherans refer to his demands as 
cruel, impossible of fulfilment, and as a breach 
of promise. Outraged by the Emperor’s pro- 
cedure, and fearing for his own safety, the 
Landgrave secretly left the Diet on August 6. 
War seemed inevitable to many. The reading 
of the Confutation had shattered the last 
hopes of the Lutherans for a peaceful settle- 
ment. They said so to each other, and wrote 
it to those at home, though not all of them 
in the lachrymose tone of the vacillating Me- 
lanchthon, who, filled with a thousand fears, 
was temporarily more qualified for depriving 
others of their courage than for inspiring 
courage. (Plitt, 24.) 


49. Sustained by Luther. 


In these days of severe trials and sore dis- 
tress the Lutherans were sustained by the 
comforting letters of Luther and the bracing 
consciousness that it was the divine truth it- 
self which they advocated. And the reading 
of the Confutation had marvelously strength- 
ened this conviction. Brueck reports an eye- 
witness of the reading of the Augustana as 
saying: “The greater portion among them 
[the Papists] is not so ignorant as not to 
have seen long ago that they are in error.” 
(Plitt, 18.) Because of this conviction there 
was, as Melanchthon reported, a “marvelous 
congratulation” among the Lutherans after 
the reading of the Confutation. “We stand 
for the divine truth, which God cannot but 
lead to victory, while our opponents are con- 
demned by their own consciences,’’ — such was 
the buoying conviction of the Lutherans. And 
in this the powerful letters of Luther strength- 
ened the confessors at Augsburg. He wrote: 
“This is the nature of our Christian doctrine, 
that it must be held and grasped as certain, 
and that every one must think and be con- 
vinced: The doctrine is true and sure indeed 
and cannot fail. But whoever falls to reason- 
ing and begins to waver within himself, say- 
ing: My dear friend, do you believe that it 
is true, ete.? such a heart will never be a 
true Christian.” (Plitt, 12.) 

Concerning the spiritual support which the 
confessors at Augsburg, notably Melanchthon, 
received from Luther, Plitt remarks: “What 
Luther did during his solitary stay in the 
Castle at Coburg cannot be rated high enough. 
His ideal deportment during these days, so 
trying for the Church, is an example which 
at all times Evangelical Christians may look 
up to, in order to learn from him and to 
emulate him. What he wrote to his followers 
in order to comfort and encourage them, can 
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and must at all times refresh and buoy up 
those who are concerned about the course of 
the Church.” (24.) June 30 Veit Dietrich, 
~who shared Luther’s solitude at Coburg, wrote 
to Melanchthon: “My dear Philip, you do not 
know how concerned I am for your welfare, 
and I beseech you for Christ’s sake not to re- 
gard as vain the Doctor’s [Luther’s] letters 
to you. I cannot sufficiently admire that 
man’s unique constancy, joy, confidence, and 
hope in these days of most sore distress. And 
daily he nourishes them by diligent contem- 
plation of the Word of God. Not a day passes 
in which he does not spend in prayer at least 
three hours, such as are most precious for 
study. On one occasion I chanced to hear him 
pray. Good Lord, what a spirit, what faith 
spoke out of his words! He prayed with such 
reverence that one could see he was speaking 
with God, and withal with such faith and 
such confidence as is shown by one who is 
speaking with his father and friend. I know, 
said he, that Thou art our Father and our 
God. Therefore I am certain that Thou wilt 
confound those who persecute Thy children. 
If Thou dost not do it, the danger is Thine 
as well as ours. For the entire matter is 
Thine own. We were compelled to take hold 
of it; mayest Thou therefore also protect 
it, etc. Standing at a distance, I heard him 
praying in this manner with a loud voice. 
Then my heart, too, burned mightily within 
me, when he spoke so familiarly, so earnestly, 
and reverently with God, and in his prayer 
insisted on the promises in the Psalms, as 
one who was certain that everything he prayed 
for would be done. Hence I do not doubt that 
his prayer will prove a great help in the des- 
perately bad affair of this Diet. And you, 
my teacher, would do far better to imitate 
our father, the Doctor, also in this point. For 
with your miserable cares and your weakling 
tears you will accomplish nothing, but pre- 
pare a sad destruction for yourself and us all, 
who take pleasure in, and are benefited by, 
nothing more than your welfare.” (C. R. 2, 
158 £.5) St. 1. 16)-929 $3) 


50. Copy of Confutation Refused to 
Lutherans. 


Since the Confutation, in the manner indi-- 
cated, had been presented as the Emperor’s 
final verdict upon the Augsburg Confession, 
the Lutherans were compelled to declare them- 
selves. Accordingly, Chancellor Brueck at 
once responded to the demand for submission 
made through the Palatinate after the read- 
ing of the Confutation, saying: The import- 
ance of this matter, which concerned their 
salvation, required that, the Confutation be 
delivered to the Lutherans for careful inspec- 
tion and examination to enable them to arrive 
at a decision in the matter. The delegates 
from Nuernberg reported, in substance: After 
the Confutation was read, Doctor Brueck 
answered: Whereas, according to their Con- 
fession, the Lutherans were willing to do and 
yield everything that could be so done with 
a good conscience; whereas, furthermore, ac- 
cording to the Confutation, some of their [the 
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Lutherans’] articles were approved, others en- 
tirely rejected, still others partly admitted to 
be right and partly repudiated; and whereas 
the Confutation was a somewhat lengthy docu- 
ment: therefore the Electors, princes, and 
cities deemed it necessary to scan these articles 
‘more closely, the more so, because many writ- 
ings were adduced in them that made it neces- 
sary to show to what intent, and if at all, 
they were rightly quoted, and accordingly re- 
quested the Emperor, since he had promised 
to hear both parties, to submit the Confuta- 
tion for their inspection. The Emperor 
answered: “As it was now late and grown 
dark, and since the matter was important, he 
would consider their request and reply to it 
later.” Hereupon, according to the Nuern- 
berg delegates, “the chancellor pleaded again 
and most earnestly that His Imperial Majesty 
qWrould consider this important and great affair 
as a gracious and Christian emperor ought 
to do, and not deny their prayer and petition, 
but deliver to them the document which had 
been read.” (C. R. 2, 251.) 

Now, although the Romanists were in no 
way minded and disposed to submit the Con- 
futation to the Lutherans, they nevertheless 
did not consider it wise to refuse their peti- 
tion outright and bluntly; for they realized 
that this would redound to the glory neither 
of themselves nor of their document. The 
fanatical theologians, putting little faith in 
that sorry fabrication of their own, and shun- 
ning the light, at first succeeded in having 
a resolution passed declaring the entire mat- 
ter settled with the mere reading. However, 
in order to save their faces and to avoid the 
appearance of having refused the Confutation 
as well as “the scorn and ridicule on that 
account” (as the Emperor naively put it), 
and “lest any one say that His Imperial 
Majesty had not, in accordance with his mani- 
festo, first dealt kindly with” the Lutherans, 
the estates resolved on August 4 to grant their 
request. At the same time, however, they 
added conditions which the Lutherans re- 
garded as dangerous, insinuating, and impos- 
sible, hence rendering the Catholic offer illu- 
sory and unacceptable. 

August 5 the Emperor communicated the 
resolutions adopted by the Catholie estates to 
the Lutherans. According to a report of the 
Nuernberg delegates the negotiations pro- 
ceeded as follows: The Emperor declared that 
the Confutation would be forwarded to the 
Lutherans, but with the understanding that 
they must come to an agreement with the 
Catholic princes and estates; furthermore, 
that they spare His Imperial Majesty with 
their refutations and make no further reply; 
and, above all, that they keep this and other 
writings to themselves, nor let them pass out 
of their hands, for instance, by printing them, 
or in any other way. MHereupon Brueck, in 
the name of the Lutherans, thanked the Em- 
peror, at the same time voicing the request 
“that, considering their dire necessity, His 
Imperial Majesty would permit his Elector 
and princes to make answer to the Confuta- 
tion.” Duke Frederick responded: The Em- 
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peror was inclined to grant them permission 
to reply, but desired the answer to be “as 
profitable and brief as possible,” also expected 
them to come to an agreement with the Cath- 
olics, and finally required a solemn promise 
that they would not permit the document to 
pass out of their hands. Brueck answered 
guardedly: The Lutherans would gladly come 
to an agreement “as far as it was possible for 
them to-do so with God and their conscience” ; 
and as to their answer and the preservation 
of the document, they would be found “irrep- 
rehensible.” The Emperor now declared: 
“The document should be delivered to the Lu- 
therans in case they would promise to keep 
it to themselves and not allow it to fall into 
other hands; otherwise His Imperial Majesty 
was not minded to confer with them any 
longer.” Brueck asked for time to consider 
the matter, and was given till evening. In 
his response he declined the Emperor’s offer, 
at the same time indicating that an answer 
to the Confutation would be forthcoming 
nevertheless. The Lutherans, he said, felt 
constrained to relinquish their petition, be- 
cause the condition that the document be kept 
in their hands had been stressed in such a 
manner that they could not but fear the worst 
interpretation if it would nevertheless leak 
out without their knowledge and consent; 
still, they offered to answer the Confutation, 
since they had noted the most important 
points while it was read; in this case, how- 
ever, they asked that it be not charged to 
them if anything should be overlooked; at 
the same time they besought the Emperor to 
consider this action of theirs as compelled by 
dire necessity, and in no other light. (0. R. 
2, 255 ff.) In the Preface to the Apology, 
Melanchthon says: “This [a copy of the Con- 
futation] our princes could not obtain, except 
on the most perilous conditions, which it was 
impossible for them to accept.” (99.) 


51. Lutherans on Roman Duplicity and 
Perfidy. 


The duplicity and perfidy of the Emperor 
and the Romanists in their dealings with the 
Lutherans was characterized by Chancellor 
Brueck as follows: “The tactics of the oppo- 
nents in offering a copy [of the Confutation] 
were those of the fox when he invited the 
stork to be his guest and served him food in 
a broad, shallow pan, so that he could not 
take the food with his long bill. In like man- 
ner they treated the five electors and princes, 
as well as the related cities, when they offered 
to accede to their request and submit a copy 
to them, but upon conditions which they could 
not accept without greatly violating their 
honor.” (Koellner, 419.) Over against the 
Emperor’s demand of blind submission and 
his threat of violence, the Lutherans appealed 
to their pure Confession, based on the Holy 
Scriptures, to their good conscience, bound in 
the Word of God, and to the plain wording 
of the imperial manifesto, which had prom- 
ised discussions in love and kindness. In an 
Answer of August 9, e. g., they declared: The 
articles of the Augustana which we have pre- 


sented are drawn from the Scriptures, and “it 
is impossible for us to relinquish them with 
a good conscience and peace of heart, unless 
we find a refutation founded on God’s Word 
and truth, on which we may rest our con- 
science in peace and certainty.” (Foerstemann, 
2, 185.) In the Preface to the Apology, Me- 
lanchthon comments as follows on the demand 
of the Romanists: “Afterwards, negotiations 
for peace were begun, in which it was ap- 
parent that our princes declined no burden, 
however grievous, which could be assumed 
without offense to conscience. But the adver- 
saries obstinately demanded that we should 
approve certain manifest abuses and errors; 
and as we could not do this, His Imperial 
Majesty again demanded that our princes 
should assent to the Confutation. This our 
princes refused to do. For how could they, 
in a matter pertaining to religion, assent to 
a writing which they had not been able to 
examine, especially as they had heard that 
some articles were condemned in which it 
was impossible for them, without grievous 
sin, to approve the opinions of the adver- 
saries?” (99.) 

Self-evidently the Lutherans also protested 
publicly that the procedure of the Romanists 
was in contravention of the proclamation of 
the Emperor as well as of his declaration on 
June 20, according to which both parties were 
to deliver their opinions in writing for the 
purpose of mutual friendly discussion. In 
the Answer of August 9, referred to above, 
they said: “We understand His Imperial 
Majesty’s answer to mean nothing else than 
that, after each party had presented its mean- 
ing and opinion, such should here be discussed 
among us in love and kindness.” Hence, they 
said, it was in violation of this agreement to 
withhold the Confutation, lest it be answered. 
(Foerstemann, 2, 184 f.) Luther expressed 
the same conviction, saying: “All the world 
was awaiting a gracious diet, as the manifesto 
proclaimed and pretended, and yet, sad to say, 
it was not so conducted.” (St. L. 16, 1636.) 

That the Romanists themselves fully real- 
ized that the charges of the Lutherans were 
well founded, appears from the subterfuges to 
which they resorted in order to justify their 
violence and duplicity, notably their refusal 
to let them examine the Confutation. In 
a declaration of August 11 they stated “that 
the imperial laws expressly forbid, on pain of 
loss of life and limb, to dispute or argue 
(gruppeln) about the articles of faith in any 
manner whatever,” and that in the past the 
edicts of the Emperor in this matter of faith 
had been despised, scorned, ridiculed, and 
derided by the Lutherans. (Foerstemann, 2, 
190.) Such were the miserable arguments 
with which the Romanists defended their 
treachery. Luther certainly hit the nail on 
the head when he wrote that the Romanists 
refused to deliver the Confutation “because 
their consciences felt very well that it was 
a corrupt, futile, and frigid affair, of which 
they would have to be ashamed in case it 
should become public and show itself in the 
light, or endure an answer.” (St. L. 16, 1635.) 
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52. Original Draft of Apology. 


August 5 the Lutherans had declared to the 
Emperor that they would not remain indebted 
for an answer to the Confutation, even though 
a copy of it was refused them. They knew 
the cunning Romanists, and had prepared for 
every emergency. Melanchthon, who, accord- 


ing to a letter addressed to Luther (C. RR. 2, . 


254), was not present at the reading of the 
Confutation, writes in the Preface to the 
Apology: “During the reading some of us had 
taken down the chief points of the topics and 
arguments.” (101.) Among these was Came- 
rarius. August 4 the Nuernberg delegates re- 
ported to their senate that the Confutation, 
comprising more than fifty pages, had been 
publicly read on August 3, at 2 p. M., and that 
the Lutherans had John Kammermeister “re- 
cord the substance of all the articles; this he 
has diligently done in shorthand on his tablet, 
as far as he was able, and more than all of 
us were able to understand and remember, as 
Your Excellency|may perceive from the en- 
closed copy.” (C. R. 2, 250.) 

On the basis of these notes the council of 
Nuernberg had a theological and a_ legal 
opinion drawn up, and a copy of the former 
(Osiander’s refutation of the Confutation) 
was delivered to Melanchthon on August 18 
by the Nuernberg delegates. Osiander spe- 
cially stressed the point that the demand of 
the Romanists to submit to the decision of 
the Church in matters of faith must be re- 
jected, that, on the contrary, everything must 
be subordinated to the Holy Scriptures. 
(Plitt, 87.) In drawing up the Apology, how- 
ever, Melanchthon made little, if any, use of 
Osiander’s work. Such, at least, is the in- 
ference Kolde draws from Melanchthon’s 
words to Camerarius, September 20: “Your 
citizens [of Nuernberg] have sent us a book 
on the same subject [answer to the Confuta- 
tion], which I hope before long to discuss with 
you orally.” (383.) There can be little doubt 
that Melanchthon privately entertained the 
idea of writing the Apology immediately after 
the reading of the Confutation. The commis- 
sion, however, to do this was not given until 
later; and most of the work was probably 
done in September. For August 19 the Nuern- 
berg delegates reported that their “opinion” 
had been given to Melanchthon, who as yet, 
however, had not received orders to write 
anything in reply to the Confutation, “un- 
less he is privately engaged in such under- 
taking.” (C0. R. 2, 289.) 

At Augsburg the execution of the resolution 
to frame an answer to the Confutation had 
been sidetracked for the time being, by the 
peace parleys between the Lutherans and the 
Catholics, which began soon after the Confu- 
tation was read and continued through 
August. But when these miscarried, the 
Evangelical estates, on the 29th of August, 
took official action regarding the preparation 
of an Apology. Of the meeting in which the 
matter was discussed the Nuernberg delegates 
report: “It was furthermore resolved: ‘Since 
we have recently declared before His Majesty 
that, in case His Majesty refused to deliver to 


us the Confutation of our Confession without 
restrictions [the aforementioned conditions], 
we nevertheless could not refrain from writing 
a reply to it, as far as the articles had been 
noted down during the reading, and from de- 
livering it to His Imperial Majesty: we there- 
fore ought to prepare ourselves in this mat- 
ter, in order to make use of it in case of 
necessity.’ In this we, the delegates of the 
cities, also acquiesced. ... I, Baumgaertner, 
also said: In case such a work as was under 
discussion should be drawn up, we had some 
opinions [the theological and the legal opin- 
ions of the city of Nuernberg], which might 
be of service in this matter, and which we 
would gladly submit. Hereupon it was 
ordered that Dr. Brueck and other Saxons be 
commissioned to draft the writing.” (321.) 
The assumption, therefore, that Melanchthon 
was the sole author of the first draft of the 
Apology is erroneous. In the Preface to the 
Apology he writes: “They had, however, com- 
manded me and some others to prepare an 
Apology of the Confession, in which the rea- 
sons why we could not accept the Confutation 
should be set forth to His Imperial Majesty, 
and the objections made by the adversaries 
be refuted.” (101.) In the same Preface he 
says that he had originally drawn up the 
Apology at Augsburg, “taking counsel with 
others.” (101.) However, we do not know 
who, besides Brueck, these “others” were. 


53. Apology Presented, But Acceptance © 
Refused. 


By September 20 Melanchthon had finished 
his work. For on the same day he wrote to 
Camerarius: “The verdict [decision of the 
Diet] on our affair has not yet been ren- 
dered. . .. Our Prince thought of leaving 
yesterday, and again to-day. The Emperor, 
however, kept him here by the promise that 
he would render his decision within three 
days. . Owing to the statements of evil- 
minded people, I am now remaining at home 
and have in these days written the Apology 
of our Confession, which, if necessary, shall 
also be delivered; for it will be opposed to 
the Confutation of the other party, which you 
heard when it was read. I have written it 
sharply and more vehemently” (than the Con- 
fession). (C. R. 2, 383.) 

Before long, a good opportunity also for de- 
livering this Apology presented itself. It was 
at the meeting of the Diet on September 22, 
when the draft of a final resolution (Ab- 
schied) was read to the estates. According 
to this decision, the Emperor offered to give 
the Evangelicals time till April 15, 1531, to 
consider whether or not they would unite with 
the Christian Church, the Holy Father, and 
His Majesty “in the other articles,” provided, 
however, that in the mean time nothing be 
printed and absolutely no further innovations 
be made. The imperial decision also declared 
emphatically that the Lutheran Confession 
had been refuted by the Confutation. The 
verdict claimed the Emperor “had, in the 
presence of the other electors, princes, and 
estates of the holy empire, graciously heard 
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the opinion and confession [of the Evangelical 
princes], had given it due and thorough con- 
sideration, and had refuted and disproved it 
with sound arguments from the holy gospels 
and the Scriptures.” (Foerstemann, 2, 475.) 

Self-evidently, the Lutherans could not let 
this Roman boast pass by in silence. Accord- 
ingly, in the name of the Elector, Brueck arose 
to voice their objections, and, while apologiz- 
ing for its deficiencies, presented the Apology. 
In his protest, Brueck dwelt especially on the 
offensive words of the imperial decision which 
claimed that the Augustana was refuted by 
the Confutation. He called attention to the 
fact that the Lutherans had been offered a 
copy only under impossible conditions; that 
they had nevertheless, on the basis of what was 
heard during the reading, drawn up a “coun- 
ter-plea, or reply”; this he was now holding 
in his hands, and he requested that it be read 
publicly; from it every one might learn “with 
what strong, irrefutable reasons of Holy Scrip- 
ture” the Augustana was fortified. (Foerste- 
mann, 2, 479.) Duke Frederick took the 
Apology, but returned it on signal from the 
Emperor, into whose ear King Ferdinand 
had been whispering. Sleidan relates: “Cum- 
que hucusce perventum esset, Pontanus apo- 
logiam Caesari defert; eam ubi Fridericus 
Palatinus accepit, subnuente Caesare, cui Fer- 
dinandus aliquid ad aures insusurraverat, red- 
dit.” A similar report is found in the annals 
of Spalatin. (Koellner, 422.) 

By refusing to accept the Apology, the Em- 
peror and the Romanists de facto broke off 
negotiations with the Lutherans; and the 
breach remained, and became permanent. Sep- 
tember 23 the Elector left Augsburg. By the 
time the second imperial decision was ren- 
dered, November 19, all the Evangelical 
princes had left the Diet. The second verdict, 
dictated by the intolerant spirit of the papal 
theologians, was more vehement than the first. 
Confusing Lutherans, Zwinglians, and Ana- 
baptists, Charles emphasized the eXecution of 
the Edict of Worms; sanctioned all dogmas 
and abuses which the Evangelicals had at- 
tacked; confirmed the spiritual jurisdiction 
of the bishops; demanded the restoration of 
all abolished rites; identified himself with 
the Confutation, and repeated the assertion 
that the Lutheran Confession had been refuted 
from the Scriptures. (Foerstemann, 2, 839 f.; 
Laemmer, 49.) 

In his Gloss on the Alleged Imperial Edict 
of 1531, Luther dilates as follows on the 
Roman assertion of having refuted the Augus- 
tana from the Scriptures: “In the first place, 
concerning their boasting that our Confession 
was refuted-from the holy gospels, this is so 
manifest a lie that they themselves well know 
it to be an abominable falsehood. - With this 
rouge they wanted to tint their faces and to 
defame us, since they noticed very well that 
their affair was leaky, leprous, and filthy, and 
despite such deficiency nevertheless was to be 
honored. Their heart thought: Ours is an 
evil cause, this we know very well; but we 
shall say the Lutherans were refuted; that’s 
enough. Who will compel us to prove such 


a false statement? For if they had not felt 
that their boasting was lying, pure and simple, 
they would not only gladly, and without offer- 
ing any objections, have surrendered their 
refutation as was so earnestly desired, but 
would also have made use of all printing- 
presses to publish it, and heralded it with all 
trumpets and drums, so that such defiance 
would have arisen that ‘the very sun would 
not have been able to shine on account of it. 
But now, since they so shamefully withheld 
their answer and still more shamefully hide 
and secrete it, by this action their evil con- 
science bears witness to the fact that they 
lie like reprobates when they boast that our 
Confession has been refuted, and that by such 
lies they seek not the truth, but our dis- 
honor and a cover for their shame.” (St. L. 
16, 1668.) 


54. Apology Recast by Melanchthon. 


Owing to the fact that Melanchthon, im- 
mediately after the presentation of the Apol- 
ogy, resolved to revise and recast it, the origi- 
nal draft was forced into the background. It 


remained unknown for a long time and was 


published for the first time forty-seven years 
after the Diet. Chytraeus embodied it in his 
Historia Augustanae Confessionis, 1578, with 
the caption, “Prima Delineatio Caesari Carolo 
Die 22. Septembris Oblata, sed Non Recepta 
— The First Draft which was Offered to Em- 
peror Charles on September 22,sbut Not Ac- 
cepted.” The German and Latin texts are 
found in Corp. Ref. 27, 275 ff. and 322. Fol- 
lowing is the Latin title: “Apologia Confes- 
sionis, 1530. Ps. 119: Principes persecuti 
sunt me gratis.” “The German title runs: 
“Antwort der Widerlegung auf unser Bekennt- 
nis uebergeben.” (245. 378.) Plitt says of the 
original Apology: “It was well qualified to 
be presented to the Emperor, and, in form 
also, far surpassed the Confutation of the 
Papists. Still the Evangelical Church suf- 
fered no harm when the Emperor declined to 
accept it. The opportunity for revision which 
was thus offered and fully exploited by Me- 
lanchthon, who was never able to satisfy him- 
self, resulted in a great improvement. The 
Apology as it appeared the following year is 
much riper, sharper in its rebuttal, and 
stronger in its argumentation.” (88.) 

The draft of the Apology presented at Augs- 
burg concluded as follows: “If the Confuta- 
tion had been forwarded to us for inspection, 
we would perhaps have been able to give a 
more adequate answer on these and additional 
points.” (0. R. 27,378.) When, therefore, the 
Emperor had refused to accept it, Melanch- 
thon determined to revise, reenforce, and aug- 
ment the document. September 23 he left 
Augsburg in the company of the Elector; and 
already while en route he began the work. 
In his History of the Augsburg Confession, 
1730, Salig remarks: “Still the loss of the 
first copy [of the Apology] does not seem to 
be so great, since we now possess the Apology 
in a more carefully elaborated form. For 
while the Diet was still in session, and also 
after the theologians had returned home, Me- 
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lanchthon was constantly engaged upon it, 
casting it into an entirely different mold, and 
making it much more extensive than it was 
before. When the theologians had returned 
to Saxony from the Diet, Melanchthon, in 
Spalatin’s house at Altenburg, even worked 
at it on Sunday, so that Luther plucked the 
pen from lis hand, saying that on this day 
he must rest from such work.” (1, 377.) How- 
ever, since the first draft was presented to the 
Emperor on September 22, and Melanchthon, 
together with the Elector, left Augsburg on 
the following day, it is evident that he could 
not have busied himself very much with the 
revision of the Apology at Augsburg. And 
that Luther, in the Altenburg incident, should 
have put especial stress on the Sunday, for 
this neither Salig nor those who follow him 
(e.g., Schaff, Oreeds, 1, 243) offer any evi- 
dence. In his Seventeen Sermons on the Life 
of Luther, Mathesius gives the following ver- 
sion of the incident: “When Luther, return- 
ing home with his companions from Coburg, 
was visiting Spalatin, and Philip, constantly 
engrossed in thoughts concerning the Apology, 
was writing during the meal, he arose and 
took the pen away from him [saying]: ‘God 
can be honored not alone by work, but also 
by rest and recreation; for that reason He 
has given the Third Commandment and com- 
manded the Sabbath.’” (243.) This report 
of Mathesius certainly offers no ground for 
a Puritanic ‘explanation of the incident in 
Spalatin’s home. 

Originally Melanchthon does not seem to 
have contemplated a revision on a very large 
scale. In the Preface, which was printed first, 
he merely remarks that he made “some ad- 
ditions” (quaedam adieci) to the Apology 
drawn up at Augsburg. (101.) Evidently, 
at the time when he wrote this, he had no 
estimate of the proportions the work, which 
grew under his hands, would finally assume. 
Before long also he obtained a complete copy 
of the Confutation. It was probably sent to 
him from Nuernberg, whose delegate had been 
able to send a copy home on August 28, 1530. 
(Kolde, 37.) Says Melanchthon in the Pref- 
ace to the Apology: “I have recently seen the 
Confutation, and have noticed how cunningly 
and slanderously it was written, so that on 
some points it could deceive even the cau- 
tious.” (101.) Hck clamored that the Confu- 
tation “had gotten into Melanchthon’s hands 
in a furtive and fraudulent manner, furtim 
et fraudulenter ad manus Melanchthonms ean- 
dem pervenisse.” (Koellner, 426.) The pos- 
session of the document enabled Melanchthon 
to deal in a reliable manner with all ques- 
tions involved, and spurred him on to do most 
careful and thorough work. 


55. Completion of Apology Delayed. 


Owing to the fact that Melanchthon spent 
much more time and labor on the work 
than he had anticipated and _ originally 
planned, the publication of the Apology was 
unexpectedly delayed. October 1, 1530, Me- 
lanchthon wrote to Camerarius: “Concerning 
the word ‘liturgy’ [in the Apology] I ask you 
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again and again carefully to search out for 
me its etymology as well as examples of its 
meaning.” November 12, to Dietrich: “TI shall 
describe them [the forms of the Greek mass] 
to Osiander as soon as I have completed the 
Apology, which I am now having printed and 
am endeavoring to polish. In it I shall fully 
explain the most important controversies, 
which, I hope, will prove profitable.” (0. R. 
2, 438.) In a similar strain he wrote to 
Camerarius, November 18. (440.) January 1, 
1531, again to Camerarius: “In the Apology 
I experience much trouble with the article of 
Justification, which I seek to explain profit- 
ably.” (470.) February, 1531, to Brenz: “I am 
at work on the Apology. It will appear con- 
siderably augmented and better founded. For 
this article, in which we teach that men are 
justified by faith and not by love, is treated 
exhaustively.” (484.) March 7, to Camera- 
ius: “My Apology is not yet completed. It 
grows in the writing.” (486.) Likewise in 
March, to Baumgaertner: “I have not yet 
completed the Apology, as I was hindered, 
not only by illness, but also by many other 
matters, which interrupted me, concerning 
the syncretism Bucer is stirring up.” (485.) 
March 17, to Camerarius: “My Apology is. 
making slower progress than the matter calls 
for.” (488.) Toward the end of March, to: 
Baumgaertner: “The Apology is still in 
press; for I am revising it entirely and ex- 
tending it.” (492.) April 7, to Jonas: “In 
the Apology I have completed the article on 
Marriage, in which the opponents are charged 
with many real crimes.” (493.) April 8, to 
Brenz: “We have almost finished the Apology. 
I hope it will please you and other good 
people.” (494.) April 11, to Camerarius: 
“My Apology will appear one of these days. 
I shall also see that you receive it. At times 
I have spoken somewhat vehemently, as I see 
that the opponents despise every mention of 
peace.” (495.) FindHy, in the middle of 
April, to Bucer: “My Apology has appeared, 
in which, in my opinion, I have treated the 
articles of Justification, Repentance, and sev- 
eral others in such a manner that our oppo- 
nents will find themselves heavily burdened. 
I have said little of the Eucharist.” (498.) 


These letters show that Melanchthon took 
particular pains with the article of Justifica- 
tion, whieh was expanded more than tenfold. 
January 31, he was still hard at work on this 
article. Kolde says: “This was due to the 
fact that he suppressed five and one-half sheets 
[preserved by Veit Dietrich] treating this 
subject because they were not satisfactory to 
him, and while he at first treated Articles 4 
to 6 together, he now included also Article 20, 
recasting anew the entire question of the 
nature of justification and the relation of 
faith and good works. Illness and important 
business, such as the negotiations with Bucer 
on the Lord’s Supper, brought new delays. 
He also found it necessary to be more explicit 
than he had contemplated. Thus it came 
about that the work could first appear, to- 
gether with the Augustana, end of April, or, 
at the latest, beginning of May.” (37.) Ac-- 
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cording to the resolution of the Diet, the Lu- 
therans were to have decided by April 15, 
1531, whether they would accept the Confu- 
tation or not. The answer of the Lutherans 
was the appearance, on the bookstalls, of the 
Augustana and the Apology, and a few days 
prior, of Luther’s “Remarks on the Alleged 
Imperial Edict, Glossen auf das vermeinte 
katserliche Edikt.” 


56. German Translation by Jonas. 


The Apology was written in Latin. The 
editio princeps in quarto of 1531 contained 
the German and the Latin texts of the Augs- 
burg Confession, and the Latin text of the 
Apology. From the very beginning, however, 
a German translation was, if not begun, at 
least planned. But, though announced on the 
title-page of the quarto edition just referred 
to, it appeared six months later, in the fall 
of 1531. It was the work of Justus Jonas. 
The title of the edition of 1531 reads: “Apo- 
logie der Konfession, aus dem Latein ver- 
deutscht durch Justus Jonas, Wittenberg. 
Apology of the Confession done into German 
from the Latin by Justus Jonas, Wittenberg.” 
For a time Luther also thought of writing 
a “German Apology.” April 8, 1531, Melanch- 
thon wrote to Brenz: “Lutherus nune insti- 
twit apologiam Germanicam. Luther is now 
preparing a German Apology.” (CO. R. 2, 494. 
501.) It is, however, hardly possible that Lu- 
ther was contemplating a translation. Koell- 
ner comments on Melanchthon’s words: “One 
can understand them to mean that Luther is 
working on the German Apology.” Instituit, 
however, seems to indicate an independent 
work rather than a translation. Koestlin is 
of the opinion that Luther thought of writing 
an Apology of his own, because he was not 
entirely satisfied with Melanchthon’s. (Mar- 
tin Luther 2, 382.) However, if-this view is 
correct, it certainly cannot apply to Melanch- 
thon’s revised Apology, to which Luther in 
1533 expressly confessed himself, but to the 
first draft at Augsburg, in which, e. g., the 
10th Article seems to endorse the concomi- 
tance doctrine. (Lehre wnd Wehre 1918, 385.) 
At all events, Luther changed his plan when 
Jonas began the translation of the new 
Apology. 

. The translation of Jonas is not a literal 
reproduction of the Latin original, but a ver- 
sion with numerous independent amplifica- 


tions. Also Melanchthon had a share in this 
work. In a letter of September 26, 1531, he 
says: “They are still printing the German 


Apology, the improvements of which cost me 
no little labor.” (CO. R. 2, 542.) The devia- 
tions from the Latin original therefore must 
perhaps be traced to Melanchthon rather than 
to Jonas. Some of them are due to the fact 
that the translation was based in part not on 
the text of the editio princeps, but on the 
altered Latin octavo edition, copies of which 
Melanchthon was able to send to his friends 
as early as September 14. See, for example, 
the 10th Article, where the German text fol- 
lows the octavo edition in omitting the quo- 
tation from Theophylact. The German text 


appeared also in a separate edition, as we 
learn from the letter of the printer Rhau to 
Stephen Roth of November 30, 1531: “TI shall 
send you a German Apology, most beautifully 
bound.” (Kolde, 39.) German translations ad- 
hering strictly to the text of the editio prim- 

ceps are of a much later date. . 


57. Alterations of Apology. 


Melanchthon, who was forever changing 
and improving, naturally could not leave the 
Apology as it read in the first edition. This 
applies to both the German and the Latin text. 
He was thinking of the Latin octavo edition 
when he wrote to Brenz, June 7, 1531: “The 
Apology is now being printed, and I am at 
pains to make some points in the article of 
Justification clearer. It is an extremely great 
matter, in which we must proceed carefully, 
that Christ’s honor may be magnified.” 
(2, 504.) The same edition he had in mind 
when he wrote to Myconius, June 14, 1531: 
“My Apology is now in press, and I am en- 
deavoring to present the article of Justifica- 
tion even more clearly; for there are some 
things in the solution of the arguments which 
are not satisfactory to me.” (506.) Accord- 
ingly, this octavo edition, of which Melanch- 
thon was able to send a copy to Margrave 
George on September 14, revealed important 
alterations: partly improvements, partly ex- 
pansions, partly deletions. The changes in 
the 10th Article, already referred to, especially 
the omission of the quotation from Theophy- 
lact, attracted most attention. The succeed- 
ing Latin editions likewise revealed minor 
changes. The Apology accompanying the 
Altered Augsburg Confession of 1540, was 
designated by Melanchthon himself as “dili- 
genter recogmta, diligently revised.” (C. R. 
26, 357. 419.) 

Concerning the German Apology, Melanch- 
thon wrote to Camerarius on January 1, 1533: 
“I have more carefully treated the German 
Apology and the article of Justification, and 
would ask you to examine it. If you have 
seen my Romans [Commentary on the Epistle 
to the Romans], you will be able to notice how 
exactly and methodically I am endeavoring to 
explain this matter. I also hope that intelli- 
gent men will approve it. For I have done 
this in order to explain necessary matters and 
to cut off all manner of questions, partly 
false, partly useless.” (C. R. 2, 624.) About 
the same time he wrote to Spalatin: “Two 
articles I have recast entirely: Of Original 
Sin and Of Righteousness. I ask you to ex- 
amine them, and hope that they will profit 
pious consciences. For in my humble opinion 
I have most clearly presented the doctrine of 
Righteousness and ask you to write me your 
opinion.” (625,) Kolde says,of this second 
revision of the German text of 1533: “This 
edition, which Melanchthon described as ‘dili- 
gently amended,’ is much sharper in its tone 
against the Romanists than the first and re- 
veals quite extensive changes. Indeed, entire 
articles have been remodeled, such as those 
Of Justification and Good Works, Of Repent- 
ance, Of the Mass, and also the statements 
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on Christian perfection.” (41.) These altera- 
tions in the Latin and German texts of the 
Apology; however, do not involve changes in 
doctrine, at least not in the same degree as 
in the case of the Augustana’Variata of 1540. 
Self-evidently, it was the text of the first 
edition of the German as well as the Latin 
Apology that was embodied in the Book of 
Concord. 


58. Purpose, Arrangement, and Character 
of Apology. — 


The aim of the Apology was to show why 
the Lutherans “do not accept the Confuta- 
tion,” and to puncture the papal’ boast that 
the Augustana had been refuted with the Holy 
Scriptures. In its Preface we read: ‘Aiter- 
wards a certain decree was published [by the 
Emperor], in which the adversaries boast that 
they have refuted our Confession from they 
Scriptures. You have now, therefore, reader, 
our Apology, from which you will understand 
not only what the adversaries have judged 
(for we have reported in good faith), but also 
that they have condemned several articles con- 
trary to the manifest Scripture of the Holy 
Ghost; so far are they from overthrowing our 
propositions by means of the Scriptures.” 
(101.) The Apology is, on the one hand, a 
refutation of the Confutation and, on the other 
hand, a defense and elaboration of the Augus- 
tana, presenting theological proofs for the cor- 
rectness of its teachings. Hence constant ref- 
erence is made to the Augsburg Confession as 
well as the Confutation; and scholastic the- 
ology is discussed as well. On this account 
also the sequence of the articles, on the whole, 
agrees with that of the Augustana and the 
Confutation. However, articles treating of 
related doctrines are collected into one, e. g., 
Articles 4, 5, 6, and 20. Articles to which the 
Romanists assented are but briefly touched 
upon. . Only a few of them have been elabo- 
rated somewhat, e. g., Of the Adoration of the 
Saints, Of Baptism, Of the Lord’s Supper, Of 
Repentance, Of Civil Government. The four- 
teen articles, however, which the Confutation 
rejected are discussed extensively, and fur- 
nished also with titles, in the editio princeps 
as well as in the Book of Concord of 1580 
and 1584. In Mueller’s edition of the Sym- 
bolical Books all articles of the Apology are 
for the first time supplied with numbers and 
captions corresponding with the Augsburg 
Confession. 

In the Apology, just as in the Augsburg 
Confession, everything springs from, and is 
regulated by, the fundamental Lutheran prin- 
ciple of Law and Gospel, sin and grace, faith 
and justification. Not only is the doctrine of 
justification set forth thoroughly and com- 
fortingly in a particular article, but through- 
out the discussions it remains the dominant 
note, its heavenly strain returning again and 
again as the motif in the grand symphony of 
divine truths —a strain with which the Apol- 
ogy also breathes, as it were, its last, depart- 
ing breath. For in its Conclusion we read: 
“Tf all the scandals [which, according to the 
Papists, resulted from Luther’s teaching] be 


practical religion.” 
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brought together, still the one article concern- 
ing the remission of sins (that for Christ’s 


-sake, through faith, we freely obtain the re- 


mission of sins) brings so much good as to 
hide all evils. And this, in the beginning [of 
the Reformation], gained for Luther not only 
our favor, but also that of many who are now 
contending against us.” (451.) 

In Kolde’s opinion, the Apology is a com- 
panion volume, as it were, to Melanchthon’s 
Loci Communes, and a theological dissertation 
rather than a confession. However, theolog- 
ical thoroughness and erudition do not con- 
flict with the nature of a confession as long 
as it is not mere cold intellectual reflection 
and abstraction, but the warm, living, and 
immediate language of the believing heart. 
With all its thoroughness and erudition the 
Apology is truly edifying, especially the Ger- 
man version. One cannot read without being 
touched in his inmost heart, without sensing 
and feeling something of the heart-beat of the 
Lutheran confessors.. Jacobs, who translated 
the Apology into English, remarks: “To one 
charged with the cure of souls the frequent 
reading of the Apology is invaluable; in many 
(we may say, in most) parts it is a book of 
(The Book of Concord 
2,41.) The Apology does not offer all man- 
ner of theories of idle minds, but living testi- 
monies of what faith, while struggling hotly 
with the devil and languishing in the fear of 
death and the terrors of sin and the Law, 
found and experienced in the sweet Gospel as 
restored by Luther. In reading the Apology, 
one can tell from the words employed how 
Melanchthon lived, moved, and fairly reveled 
in this blessed truth which in opposition to 
all heathen work-righteousness teaches terri- 
fied hearts to rely solely and alone on grace. 
In his History of Lutheranism (2, 206) Secken- 
dorf declares that no one can be truly called 
a theologian of our Church who has not dili- 
gently and repeatedly read the Apology or 
familiarized himself with it. (Salig, 1, 375.) 


59. Moderate Tone of Apology. 


The tone of the Apology is much sharper 
than that of the Augsburg Confession. The 
situation had changed; hence the manner of 
dealing with the opposition also changed. 
The Romanists had fully revealed themselves 
as implacable enemies, who absolutely refused 
a peace on the basis of truth and justice. In 
the Conclusion of the Apology we read: “But 
as to the want of unity and dissension in the 
Church, it is well known how these matters 
first happened, and who caused the division, 
namely, the sellers of indulgences, who shame- 
fully preached intolerable lies, and afterwards 
condemned Luther for not approving of those 
lies, and besides, they again and again excited 
more controversies, so that Luther was in- 
duced to attack many other errors. But since 
our opponents would not tolerate the truth, 
and dared to promote manifest errors by force, 
it is easy to judge who is guilty of the schism. 
Surely, all the world, all wisdom, all power 
ought to yield to Christ and His holy Word. 
But the devil is the enemy of God, and there- 
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fore rouses all his might against Christ to ex- 
tinguish and suppress the Word of God. 
Therefore the devil with his members, setting 
himself against the Word of God, is the cause 
of the schism and want of unity. For we have 
most zealously sought peace, and still most 
eagerly desire it, provided only we are not 
forced to blaspheme and deny Christ. For 
God, the discerner of all men’s hearts, is our 
witness that we do not delight and have no 
joy in this awful disunion. On the other hand, 
our adversaries have so far not been willing 
to conclude peace without stipulating that we 
must abandon the saving doctrine of the for- 
giveness of sin by Christ without our merit, 
though Christ would be most foully blas- 
phemed thereby.” (451.) 

Such being the attitude of the Romanists, 
there was no longer any reason for Melanch- 
thon to have any special consideration for 
these implacable opponents of the Lutherans 
and hardened enemies of the Gospel, of the_ 
truth, and of religious liberty and peace. 
Reconciliation with Rome was out of the ques- 
tion. Hence he could yield more freely to his 
impulse here than in the Augustana; for 
when this Confession was written, an agree- 
ment was not considered impossible. In a 
letter of July 15, 1530, informing Luther of 
the pasquinades delivered to the Emperor, 
Melanchthon declared: “If an answer will 
become necessary, I shall certainly remunerate 
these wretched, bloody men. Si continget, ut 
respondendum sit, ego profecto remunerabor 
istos nefarios viros sanguinum.” (C.R.2,197.) 
And when about to conclude the Apology, he 
wrote to Brenz, April 8, 1531: “I have en- 
tirely laid aside the mildness which I formerly 
exercised toward the opponents. Since they 
will not employ me as a peacemaker, but 
would rather have me as their enemy, I shall 
do what the matter requires, and faithfully 
defend our cause?’ (494.) But while Melanch- 
thon castigates the papal theologians, he 
spares and even defends the Emperor. 

In Luther’s Remarks on the Alleged Im- 
perial Edict, of 1531, we read: “I, Martin 
Luther, Doctor of the Sacred Scriptures and 
pastor of the Christians at Wittenberg, in 
publishing these Remarks, wish it to be dis- 
tinctly understood that anything I am writing 
in this booklet against the alleged imperial 
edict or command is not to be viewed as writ- 
ten against His Imperial Majesty or any 
higher power, either of spiritual or civil 
estate. ... I do not mean the pious Em- 
peror nor the pious lords, but the traitors 
and reprobates (be they princes or bishops), 
and especially that fellow whom St. Paul calls 
God’s opponent (I should say God’s vicar), 
the arch-knave, Pope Clement, and his servant 
Campegius, and the like, who plan to carry 
out their desperate, nefarious roguery under 
the imperial name, or, as Solomon says, at 
court.” (16, 1666.) Luther then continues to 
condemn the Diet in unqualified terms. “What 
a disgraceful Diet,” says he, “the like of which 
was never held and never heard of, and never- 
more shall be held or heard of, on account of 
such disgraceful action! It cannot but re- 


‘out the lye of bitter scorn. 
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main an eternal blot on all princes and the 
entire empire, and makes all Germans blush 
before God and all the world.” But he con- 
tinues exonerating and excusing the Em- 
peror: “Let no one tremble on account of 
this edict which they so shamefully invent 
and publish in the name of the pious Em- 
peror. And should they not publish their lies 
in the name of a pious Emperor, when their 


‘ entire blasphemous, abominable affair “was 


begun and maintained for over six hundred 
years in the name of God and the Holy 
Church?” (16, 1634.) 

In a similar manner Melanchthon, too, 
treats the Emperor. He calls him “optimum 
imperatorem,’ and speaks of “the Emperor’s 


_ most gentle disposition, mansuetissimum Cae- 


saris pectus,’ which Eck and his party were 
seeking to incite to bloodshed. (C. R. 2, 197.) 
In the Preface’ he says: “And now I have 
written with the greatest moderation pos- 
sible; and if any expression appears too 
severe, I must say here beforehand that I am 
contending with the theologians and monks. 
who wrote the Confutation, and not with the 
Emperor or the princes, whom I hold in due 
esteem.” (101.) In Article 23 Melanchthon 
even rises to the apostrophe: “And these their 
lusts they ask you to defend with your chaste 
right hand, Emperor Charles (whom even cer- 
tain ancient predictions name as the king of 
modest face; for the saying appears concern- 
ing you: ‘One modest in face shall reign 
everywhere’).” (363.) 

The Confutators, however, the avowed ene- 
mies of truth and peace, were spared no. 
longer. Upon them Melanchthon now pours 
He excoriates 
them as “desperate sophists, who maliciously 
interpret the holy Gospel according to their 
dreams,” and as “coarse, sluggish, inexperi- 
enced theologians.” He denounces them as 
men “who for the greater part do not know 
whereof they speak,” and “who dare to de- 
stroy this doctrine of faith with fire and 
sword,” ete. Occasionally Melanchthon even 
loses his dignified composure. Article 6 we 
read: “Quis docuit illos asinos hane dia- 
lecticam?” Article 9: “Videant isti asini.” 
In his book of 1534 against the Apology, Coch- 
laeus complains that the youthful Melanch- 
thon called old priests asses, sycophants, wind- 
bags, godless sophists, worthless hyocrites, ete. 
In the margin he had written: “Fierce and 
vicious he is, a barking dog toward those who 
are absent, but to those who were present at 
Augsburg, Philip was more gentle than a pup. 
Ferow et mordazx est, latrator in absentes, in 
praesentes erat Augustae omni catello blan- 
dior Philippus.” (Salig, 1, 377.) 

On this score, however, Cochlaeus and his 
papal compeers had no reason to complain, for 
they had proved to be past masters in vilify- 
ing and slandering the Lutherans, as well as 
implacable enemies, satisfied with nothing 
short of their blood and utter destruction. As 
a sample of their seurrility W. Walther quotes 
the following from a book written by Duke 
George of Saxony: “Er [Luther] ist gewiss 
mit dem Teufel besessen, mit der ganzen Le- 
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gion, welche Christus von den Besessenen aus- 
trieb und erlaubte ihnen, in die Schweine,zu 
fahren. Diese Legion hat dem Luther seinen 
Moenchschaedel hirnwuetig und wirbelsuech- 
tig gemacht. Du unruhiger, treuloser und 
meineidiger Kuttenbube! Du bist allein der 
groesste, groebste Esel und Narr, du verfluch- 
ter Apostat! Hieraus kann maenniglich ab- 
nehmen die Verraeterei und Falschheit deines 
blutduerstigen Herzens, rachgierigen Gemuets 
und teuflischen Willens, so du, Luther, gegen 
deinen Naechsten tobend, als ein toerichter 
Hund mit offenem Maul ohne Unterlass 
wagest. Du treuloser Bube und teuflischer 
Moench! Du deklarierter Mameluck and ver- 
dammter Zwiedarm, deren neun einen Pick- 
harden gelten. Ich sage vornehmlich, dass 
du selbst der allerunverstaendigste Bacchant 
und zehneckichte Cornut und Bestia bist. 
Du meineidiger, treuloser und ehrenblosser 
Fleischboesewicht! 
legischer, der ausgelaufenen Moenche und 
Nonnen, der abfaelligen Pfaffen und aller Ab- 
truennigen Hurenwirt! Hi, Doktor Schand- 
luther! Mein Doktor Erzesel, ich will dir’s 
prophezeit haben, der allmaechtige Gott wird 
dir kuerzlich die Schanze brechen und deiner 
boshaftigsten, groebsten Hselheit Feierabend 
geben. Du Sauboze, Doktor Sautrog! Dok- 
tor Eselsohr! Doktor Filzhut! Zweiundsieb- 
zig Teufel sollen dich lebendig in den Abgrund 
der Hoelle fuehren. Ich will machen, dass du 
als ein Hoellenhund sollst Feuer ausspruehen 
und dich endlich selbst verbrennen. Ich will 
dich dem wuetenigen Teufel und seiner Huren- 
mutter mit einem biutigen Kopf in den Ab- 
grund der Hoelle schicken.” (Luthers Cha- 
rakter, 148.) 

Despite the occasional asperity referred to, 
the Apology, as a whole, is written with 
modesty and moderation. Melanchthon sought 
to keep the track as clear as possible for a 
future understanding. In the interest of 
unity, which he never lost sight of entirely, 
he was conservative and not disposed need- 
lessly to widen the existing gulf. In the 
Preface to the Apology he declares: “It has 
always been my custom in these controversies 
to retain, so far as I was at all able, the form 
of the customarily received doctrine, in order 
that at some time concord could be reached the 
more readily. Nor, indeed, am I now depart! 
ing far from this custom, although I could 
justly lead away the men of this age still 
farther from the opinions of the adversaries.” 
(101.) This irenic feature is perhaps most 
prominent in the 10th Article, Of the Lord’s 
Supper, where Melanchthon, in order to 
satisfy the opponents as to the orthodoxy of 
the Lutherans in the doctrine of the Real 
Presence, emphasizes the agreement in such 
a manner that he has been misunderstood as 
endorsing also the Romish doctrine of Tran- 
substantiation. 


60. Symbolical Authority of Apology. 


The great importance ascribed to the Apol- 
ogy appears both from its numerous reprints 
and the strenuous endeavors of the opponents 
to oppose it with books, which, however, no 
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one was willing to print. The reception ac- 
corded it by the Lutherans is described in 
a letter which Lazarus Spengler sent to Veit 
Dietrich May 17: “We have received the 
Apology with the greatest joy and in good 
hope that it will be productive of much profit 
among our posterity.” Brenz declares it 
worthy of the canon [worthy of symbolical 
authority]: “Apologiam, me iudice, canone 
dignam” (0. R. 2,510), a phrase which Lu- 
ther had previously applied to Melanchthon’s 
Loci. The joy of the Lutherans was equaled 
only by the consternation of their enemies. 
The appearance of the Apology surprised and 
perturbed them. They keenly felt that they 
were again discredited in the public opinion 
and had been outwitted by the Lutherans. 
On November 19 Albert of Mayence sent a 
copy of the Apology to the Emperor in order 
to show him how the Catholic religion was 
being destroyed while the Confutation re- 
mained unpublished. Cochlaeus complained 
that, to judge from letters received, the 
Apology found approval even in \ Rome, 
whereas no printer could be found for Cath- 
olic replies to the Apology. He wrote: 
“Meantime, while we keep silence, they flaunt 
the Apology and other writings, and not only 
insult us, but cause our people and cities to 
doubt and to grow unstable in the faith.” 
(Kolde, 40.) 

The Apology, as revised and published by 
Melanchthon, was a private work. His name, 
therefore, appeared on the title-page of the 
edition of 1531, which was not the case with 
respect to the Confession and Apology pre- 
sented at Augsburg. The latter were official 
documents, drawn up by order of the Lu- 
theran princes and estates, while the revised 
Apology was an undertaking for which Me- 
lanchthon had received no commission. Ac- 
cordingly, as he was not justified in publish- 
ing a work of his own under the name of the 
princes, there was nothing else for him-to do 
than to affix his own signature. In the 
Preface to the Apology he says: “As it passed 
through the press, I made some additions. 
Therefore I give my name, so that no, one can 
complain that the book has been published 
anonymously.” (100.) Melanchthon did not 
wish to make any one beside himself respon- 
sible for the contents of the reVised Apology. 

Before long, however, the Apology received 
official recognition. At Schweinfurt, 1532, in 
opposition to the Papists, the Lutherans ap- 
pealed to the Augustana and Apology as the 
confession of their faith, designating the lat- 
ter as “the defense and explanation of the 
Confession.’ And when the Papists advanced 
the claim that the Lutherans had gone farther 
in the Apology than in the Augustana, and, 
April 11, 1532, demanded that they abide 
by the Augustana, refrain from making the 
Apology their confession, and accordingly sub- 
stitute “Assertion” for the title “Apology,” 
the Lutherans, considering the Apology to be 
the adequate expression of their faith, insisted 
on the original title. April 17 they declared: 
“This book was called Apology because it was 
presented to Caesar after the Confession; nor 
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could they suffer its doctrine and the Word 
of God to be bound and limited, or their 
preachers restricted to teach nothing else than 
the letter of the Augsburg Confession, thus 
making it impossible for them to rebuke freely 
and most fully all doctrinal errors, abuses, 
sins, and crimes. Nominatwm fuisse Apolo- 
giam seriptum illud, quod Caesari post Oon- 
fessionem exhibitum sit, neque se pati posse, 
ut doctrina sua et Verbum Dei coangustetur, 
imminuatur et concionatores astringantur, ut 
nihil aliud praedicent quam ad litteram Augu- 
stanae Oonfessionis, neque libere et plenissime 
adversus omnes errores doctrinae, abusus, pec- 
cata et crimina dicere possint.” Hereupon the 
Romanists, on April 22, demanded that at 
least a qualifying explanation be added to the 
title Apology. Brueck answered on the 23d: 
“It is not possible to omit this word. The 
Apology is the correlate of the Confession. 
Still the princes and their associates do not 
wish any articles taught other than those 
which have so far begun; tc be discussed. 
Omitti istud verbum non posse; Apologiam 
esse correlatum Confessionis; nolle tamen 
Principes et socios, ut alii articuli docerentur, 
quam hucusque tractari coepti sint.” (Koell- 
ner, 430.) 


In his Letter of Comfort, 1533, to the Leip- 
zig Lutherans banished by Duke George, Lu- 


ther says: “There is our Confession and 
Apology. ... Adhere to our Confession and 
Apology.” (10, 1956.) Membership in the 


Smaleald League was conditioned on accept- 
ing the Apology as well as the Augustana. 
Both were also subscribed to in the Witten- 
berg Concord of 1536. (C. R. 3, 76.) In 1537, 
at Smaleald, the Apology (together with the 
Augustana and the Appendix Concerning 
the Primacy of the Pope) was, by order of the 
Evangelical estates, subscribed by all of the 
theologians present, and thereby solemnly de- 
clared a confession of the Lutheran Church. 
In 1539 Denmark reckoned the Apology among 
the books which pastors were required to 
adopt. In 1540 it was presented together 
with the Augustana at Worms. It was also 
received into the various corpora doctrinae. 
The Formula of Concord adopts the Apology, 
saying: “We unanimously confess this [Apol- 
ogy] also, because not only is the said Augs- 
burg Confession explained in it as much as 
is necessary and guarded [against the slan- 
ders of the adversaries], but also proved by 
clear, irrefutable testimonies of Holy Scrip- 
ture.” (853, 6.) 


VII. Smalcald Articles and Tract concerning Power and Primacy 
of Pope. 


61. General Council Demanded by 
Lutherans. 


In order to settle the religious controversy 
between themselves and the Papists, the Lu- 
therans, from the very beginning, asked for 
a general council. In the course of years this 
demand became increasingly frequent and in- 
sistent. It was solemnly renewed in the 
Preface of the Augsburg Confession. The Em- 
peror had repeatedly promised to summon a 
council. At Augsburg he renewed the promise 
of convening it within a year. The Roman 
Curia, however, dissastisfied with the arrange- 
ments made at the Diet, found ways and 
means of delaying it. In 1532, the Emperor 
proceeded to Bologna, where he negotiated 
with Clement VII concerning the matter, as 
appears from the imperial and papal procla- 
mations of January 8 and 10, 1533, respec- 
tively. As a result, the Pope, in 1533, sent 
Hugo Rangon, bishop of Resz, to Germany, to 
propose that the council be held at Placentia, 
Bologna, or Mantua. Clement, however, was 
not sincere in making this offer.. In reality 
he was opposed to holding a council. Such 
were probably also the real sentiments of his 
successor, Paul III. But when the Emperor, 
who, in the interest of his sweeping world 
policy, was anxious to dispose of the religious 
controversy, renewed his pressure, Paul finally 
found himself compelled to yield. June 4, 
1536, he issued a bull convoking a general 
council to meet at Mantua, May 8, 1587. 
Nothing, however, was said about the prin- 
ciples according to which it was to be formed 
and by which it should be governed in trans- 
acting its business. Self-evidently, then, the 


rules of the former councils were to be applied. 
Its declared purpose was the peace of the 
Church through the extinction of heresy. In 
the Bull Concerning the Reforms of the Roman 
Court, which the Pope issued September 23, 
he expressly declared that the purpose of the 
council would be “the utter extirpation of 
the poisonous, pestilential Lutheran heresy.” 
(St. L. 16,1914.) Thus the question confront- 
ing the Protestants was, whether they could 
risk to appear at such a council, and ought 
to do so, or whether (and how) they should 
decline to attend. 
Luther, indeed, still desired a council. But 
after 1530 he no longer put any confidence in 
a council convened by the Pope, although, for 
his person, he did not refuse to attend even 
such a council. This appears also from his 
conversation, November 7, 1535, with the papal 
legate Peter Paul Vergerius (born 1497; ac- 
cused of Lutheranism 1546; deprived of his 
bishopric 1549; defending Protestantism after 
1550; employed by Duke Christoph of Wuert- 
temberg 1553; died 1564.) Koestlin writes: 
“Luther relates how he had told the legate: 
‘Even if you do call a council, you will not 
treat of salutary doctrine, saving faith, ete., 
but of useless matters, such as laws concern- 
ing meats, the length of priest’s garments, ex- 
ercises of monks, etc.’ While he was thus 
dilating, says Luther, the legate, holding his 
head in his hand, turned to a near-by com- 
panion and said: ‘He strikes the nail on the 
head.’ The further utterances of Luther: ‘We 
do not need a council for ourselves and our 
adherents, for we already have the firm Evan- 
gelical doctrine and order; Christendom, how- 


48 Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


ever, needs it, in order that those whom error 
still holds captive may be able to distinguish 
between error and truth,’ appeared utterly in- 
tolerable to Vergerius, as he himself relates. 
He regarded them as unheard-of arrogance. 
By way of answer, he asked, whether, indeed, 
the Christian men assembled from all parts 
of the world, upon whom, without doubt, the 
Holy Spirit descends, must only decide what 
Luther approved of. Boldly and angrily inter- 
rupting him, Luther said: ‘Yes, I will come 
to the council and lose my head if I shall not 
defend my doctrine against all the world’; 
| furthermore he exclaimed: ‘This wrath of my 
mouth is not my wrath, but the wrath of God.’ 
Vergerius rejoiced to hear that Luther was 
perfectly willing to come to the council; for, 
so he wrote to Rome, he thought that nothing 
more was needed to break the courage of the 
heretics than the certain prospect of a coun- 


cil, and at the same time he believed that in 


Luther’s assent he heard the decision of his 
master, the Elector, also. Luther declared 
that it was immaterial to him where the 
council would meet, at Mantua, Verona, or at 
any other place. Vergerius continued: ‘Are 
you willing to come to Bologna?’ Luther: 
‘To whom does Bologna belong?’ Vergerius: 
‘To the Pope.’ Luther: ‘Good Lord, has this 
town, too, been grabbed by the Pope? Very 
well, I shall come to you there.’ Vergerius: 
‘The Pope will probably not refuse to come 
to you at Wittenberg either.’ Luther: ‘Very 
well, let him come; we shall’look for him 
with pleasure.’ Vergerius: ‘Do you expect 
him to come with an army or without 
weapons?’ Luther: ‘As he pleases; in what- 
soever manner he may come, we shall expect 
him and shall receive him.’ — Luther and 
Bugenhagen remained with Vergerius until he 


departed with his train of attendants. After 
mounting, he said once more to Luther: ‘See 
that you be prepared for the council.’ Luther 


answered: ‘Yes, sir, with this my neck and 
head.’” (Martin Luther 2, 382 sq.) 


62. Luther’s Views Regarding the 
Council. 


What Luther’s attitude toward a general 
council was in 1537 is expressed in the Preface 
to the Smaleald Articles as follows: “But to 
return to the subject. I verily desire to see 
a truly Christian council, in order that many 
matters and persons might be helped. Not 
that we need it; for our churches are now, 
through God’s grace, so enlightened and 
equipped with the pure Word and right use 
of the Sacraments, with knowledge of the 
various callings and of right works, that we 
on our part ask for no council, and on such 
points have nothing better to hope or expect 
from a council. But we see in the bishoprics 
everywhere so many parishes vacant and deso- 
late that one’s heart would break, and yet 
neither the bishops nor canons care how the 
poor people live or die, for whom nevertheless 
Christ has died, and who are not permitted 
to hear Him speak with them as the true 
Shepherd with His sheep. This causes me to 
shudder and fear that at some time He may 


send a council of angels upon Germany ut- 
terly destroying us, like Sodom and Gomor- 
rah, because we so wantonly mock Him with 
the council.” (457.) 

From a popish council Luther expected 
nothing but condemnation of the truth and 
its confessors. At the same time he was con- 
vinced that the Pope would never permit 
a truly free, Christian council to assemble. 
He had found him out and knew “that the 
Pope would see all Christendom perish and all 
souls damned rather than suffer either him- 
self or his adherents to be reformed even a 
little, and his tyranny to be limited.” (455.) 
“For with them conscience is nothing, but 
money, honors, power, are everything.” (455. 
477.) The Second Part of his Articles Luther 
concludes as follows: “In these four articles 
they will have enough to condemn in the 
council. For they cannot and will not con- 
cede to us even the least point in one of these 
articles. Of this we should be certain, and 
animate ourselves with the hope that Christ, 
our Lord, has attacked His adversary, and 
He will press the attack home both by His 
Spirit and coming. Amen. For in the council 
we will stand not before the Emperor or the 
political magistrate, as at Augsburg (where 
the Emperor published a most gracious edict, 
and caused matters to be heard kindly), but 
before the Pope and devil himself, who in- 
tends ‘to listen to nothing, but merely to con- 
demn, to murder, and to force us to idolatry. 
Therefore we ought not here to kiss his feet 
or to say, ‘Thou art my gracious lord,’ but 
as the angel in Zechariah 3, 2 said to Satan, 
The Lord rebuke thee, O Satan.” (475.) 
Hence his Preface also concludes with the 
plaint and prayer: “O Lord Jesus Christ, do 
Thou Thyself convoke a council, and deliver 
Thy servants by Thy glorious advent! The 
Pope and his adherents are done for; they 
will have none of Thee. Do Thou, then, help 
us, who are poor and needy, who sigh to Thee, 
and beseech Thee earnestly, according to the 
grace which Thou hast given us, through Thy 
Holy Ghost, who liveth and reigneth with 
Thee and the Father, blessed forever. Amen.” 
(459.) 


63. Elector Opposed to Hearing Papal 
Legate. 


From the very beginning, Elector John 
Frederick was opposed to a council. And the 
question which particularly engaged his atten- 
tion was, whether the Lutherans should re- 
ceive and hear the papal legate who would de- 
liver the invitation. Accordingly, on July 24, 
the Elector came to Wittenberg and through 
Brueck delivered four (five) articles to the 
local theologians and jurists for consideration, 
with instructions to submit their answer in 
writing. (C. R. 3, 119.) August 1, Melanch- 
thon wrote to Jonas: “Recently the Prince 
was here and demanded an opinion from all 
theologians and jurists. . . .* It is rumored 
that a cardinal-legate will come to Germany 
to announce the council. The Prince is there- 
fore inquiring what to answer, and under what 
condition the synod might be permitted.” 
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(106.) The articles which Brueck presented 
dealt mainly with the questions: whether, in 
view of the fact that the Pope is a party to 
the issue and his authority to convene a coun- 
cil is questioned, the legate should be heard, 
especially if the Emperor did not send a mes- 
senger along with him; whether one would 
not already submit himself to the Pope by 
hearing the legate; whether one ought not 
to protest, because the Pope alone had sum- 
moned the council; and what should be done 
in case the legate would summon the Elector 
as a party, and not for consultation, like the 
other estates. (119 f.) 

In the preparation of their answer, the 
Elector desired the Wittenberg scholars to 
take into careful consideration also his own 
view of the matter, which he persistently de- 
fended as the only correct one. For this pur- 
pose he transmitted to them an opinion of his 
own on Brueck’s articles referred to in the 
preceding paragraph. In it he maintained 
that the papal invitation must be declined, 
because acceptance involved the recognition of 
the Pope “as the head of the Church and of 
the council.” According to the Elector the 
proper course for the Lutheran confederates 
would be to inform the legate, immediately 
on his arrival in Germany, that they would 
never submit to the authority which the Pope 
had arrogated to himself in his proclamation, 
since the power he assumed was neither more 
nor less than abominable tyranny; that they 
could not consider the Pope as differing from, 
or give him greater honor than, any other 
ordinary bishop; that, besides, they must re- 
gard the Pope as their greatest enemy and 
opponent; that he had arranged for the coun- 
cil with the sinister object of maintaining his 
antichristian power and suppressing the holy 
Gospel; that there was no need of hearing 
the legate any further, since the Pope, who 
was sufficiently informed as to their teaching, 
cared neither for Scripture nor for law and 
justice, and merely wished to be their judge 
and lord; that, in public print, they would 
unmask the roguery of the Pope, and show 
that he had no authority whatever to convoke 
a council, but, at the same time, declare their 
willingness to take part in, and submit their 
doctrine to, a free, common, Christian, and 
impartial council, which would judge accord- 
ing to the Scriptures. Nor did the Elector 
fail to stress the point that, by attending at 
Mantua, the Lutherans would de facto waive 
their former demand that the council must 
be held on German soil. (99 ff.) 


64. Elector Imbued with Luther’s Spirit. 


Evidently, the Elector had no desire of en- 
gaging once more in diplomatic jugglery, such 
as had been indulged in at Augsburg. And 
at Smalcald, despite the opposing advice of 
the theologians, his views prevailed, to the 
sorrow of Melanchthon, as appears from the 
latter’s complaint to Camerarius, March 1, 
1537. (OC. R. 3, 293.) The Elector was thor- 
oughly imbued with the spirit of Luther, who 
never felt more antagonistic toward Rome 
than at Smalcald, although, as shown above, 

Book of Concord. 


he was personally willing to appear at the 
council, even if held at Mantua. This spirit 
of bold defiance appears from the articles 
which Luther wrote for the convention, not- 
ably from the article on the Papacy and on 
the Mass. In the latter he declares: “As 
Campegius said at Augsburg that he would 
be torn to pieces before he would relinquish 
the Mass, so, by the help of God, I, too, would 
suffer myself to be reduced to ashes before 
I would allow a hireling of the Mass, be he 
good or bad, to be made equal to Christ Jesus, 
my Lord and Savior, or to be exalted above 
Him. Thus we are and remain eternally 
separated and opposed to one another. They 
feel well enough that when the Mass falls, the 
Papacy lies in ruins. Before they will permit 
this to occur, they will put us all to death if 
they can.” (465.) In the Pope, Luther had 
recognized the Antichrist; and the idea of 
treating, seeking an agreement, and making 
a compromise with the enemy of his Savior, 
was intolerable to him. At Smalcald, while 
suffering excruciating pain, he declared, 
“IT shall die as the enemy of all enemies of 
my Lord Christ.” When seated in the wagon, 
and ready to leave Smalcald, he made the sign 
of the cross over those who stood about him 
and said: “May the Lord fill you with His 
blessing and with hatred against the Pope!” 
Believing that his end was not far removed, 
he had chosen as his epitaph: “Living, I was 
thy pest; dying, I shall be thy death, O Pope! 
Pestis eram vivus, moriens ero mors tua, 
Papa!” 

The same spirit of bold defiance and deter- — 
mination not to compromise the divine truth in 
any way animated the Elector and practically 
all of the princes and theologians at Smalcald, 
with, perhaps, the sole exception of Melanch- 
thon. Koestlin writes: ‘Meanwhile the allies 
at Smaleald displayed no lack of ‘hatred 
against the Pope.’ His letters, delivered by 
the legate, were returned unopened. They de- 
cidedly refused to take part in the council, 
and that in spite of the opinion of their theo- 
logians, whose reasons Melanchthon again 
ardently defended. For, as they declared in 
an explanation to all Christian rulers, they 
could not submit to a council which, accord- 
ing to the papal proclamation, was convoked 
to eradicate the Lutheran heresy, would con- 
sist only of bishops, who were bound to the 
Pope by an oath, have as its presiding officer 
the Pope, who himself was a party to the 
matter, and would not decide freely according 
to the Word of God, but according to human 
and papal decrees. And from the legal stand- 
point they could hardly act differently. Theo- 
logians like Luther could have appeared even 
before such a council in order to give bold 
testimony before it. Princes, however, the 
representatives of the law and protectors of 
the Church, dared not even create the appear- 
ance of acknowledging its legality.” (2, 402.) 


65. Opinion of Theologians. 


August 6 the Wittenberg professors assem- 
bled to deliberate on Brueck’s articles and the 
views of the Elector. The opinion resolved 
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upon was drawn up by Melanchthon. Its 
contents may be summarized as follows: The 
Lutherans must not reject the papal invita- 
tion before hearing whether the legate comes 
with a citation or an invitation. In case they 
were invited like the rest of the princes to 
take part in the deliberations, and not cited 
as a party, this would mean a concession on 
the part of the Pope, inasmuch as he thereby 
consented “that the opinion of our gracious 
Lord [the Elector} should be heard and have 
weight, like that of the other estates.” Fur- 
thermore, by such invitation the Pope would 
indicate that he did not consider these princes 
to be heretics. If the legate were rebuffed, 
the Romanists would proceed against the Lu- 
therans as obstinate sinners (contwmaces) 
and condemn them unheard, which, as is well 
known, would please the enemies best. The 
Lutherans would then also be slandered before 
the Emperor as despisers of His Majesty and 
of the council. Nor did the mere hearing of 
the legate involve an acknowledgment of the 
papal authority. “For with such invitation 
[to attend the council] the Pope does not 
issue a command, nor summon any one to 
appear before his tribunal, but before another 
judge, namely, the Council, the Pope being 
in this matter merely the commander of the 
other estates. By hearing the legate, there- 
fore, one has not submitted to the Pope or to 
his judgments.... For although the Pope has 
not the authority to summon others by divine 
law, nevertheless the ancient councils, as, 
for example, that of Nicaea, have given him 
this charge, which external church regulation 
we do not attack. And although in former 
years, when the empire was under one head, 
some emperors convoked councils, it would be 
in vain at present for the Emperor to pro- 
claim a council, as foreign nations would not 
heed such proclamation. But while the Pope, 
at present, according to the form of the law, 
has the charge to proclaim councils, he is 
thereby not made the judge in matters of 
faith, for even popes themselves have fre- 
quently been deposed by councils. Pope John 
proclaimed the Council of Constance, but was 
nevertheless deposed by it.” Accordingly the 
opinion continues: “It is not for us to advise 
that the council be summarily declined, neither 
do we consider this profitable, for we have 
always appealed to a council. What manner 
of suspicion, therefore, would be aroused with 
His Imperial Majesty and all nations if at the 
outset we would summarily decline a council, 
before discussing the method of procedure!” 
And even if the Lutherans should be cited 
[instead of invited], one must await the word- 
ing of the citation, “whether we are cited to 
show the reason for our teaching, or to hear 
ourselves declared and condemned as public 
heretics.” In the latter case it might be de- 
clined. . In the former, however, the citation 
should be accepted, but under the protest 
“that they had appealed to a free Christian 
council,” and did not acknowledge the Pope 
as judge. “And if (caeteris paribus, that is, 
provided the procedure is correct otherwise) 
the council is considered the highest tribunal, 


as it ought to be considered, one cannot de- 
spise the command of the person to whom 
the charge is given to proclaim councils, who- 
ever he may be. But if afterwards the pro- 
ceedings are not conducted properly, one can 
then justly lodge complaint on that account.” 
“To proclaim a council is within the province 
of the Pope; but the judgment and decision 
belongs to the council. ... For all canonists 
hold that in matters of faith the council is 
superior to the Pope, and that in case of 
difference the council’s verdict must be pre- 
ferred to that of the Pope. For there must 
be a supreme court of the Church, 7.¢., the 
council.” On account of the place, however, 
they should not refuse to appear. (C. R. 
3, 119.) < 
In their subsequent judgnients the theo- 
logians adhered to the view that the Protes- 
tants ought not to incur the reproach of hav- 


‘ing prevented the council by turning down 


the legate. Luther says, in an opinion writ- 
ten at Smalcald, February, 1537: “I have no 
doubt that the Pope and his, adherents are 
afraid and would like to see the council pre- 
vented, but in such a manner as would en- 
able them to boast with a semblance of truth 
that it was not their fault, since they had 
proclaimed it, sent messengers, called the 
estates, etc., as they, indeed, would brag and 
trump it up. Hence, in order that we might 
be frightened and back out, they have set be- 
fore us a horrible devil’s head by proclaiming 
a council, in which they mention nothing 
about church matters, nothing about a hear- 
ing, nothing about other matters, but solely 
speak of the extirpation and eradication of 
the poisonous Lutheran heresy, as they them- 
selves indicate in the bull De Reformatione 
Curiae [of September 23, 1536; St. L. 16, 
1913 ff.]. Here we have not only our sentence, 
which is to be passed upon us in the council, 
but the appeal also with hearing, answer, and 
discussion of all matters is denied us, and all 
pious, honorable men who might possibly have 
been chosen as mediators are also excluded. 
Moreover, these knaves of the devil are bent 
on doing their pleasure, not only in condemn- 
ing (for according to the said bull launched 
against us they want to be certain of that), 
but also in speedily beginning and ordering 
execution and eradication, although we have 
not yet been heard (as all laws require), nor 
have they, the cardinals, ever read our writing 
or learned its doctrine, since our books are 
proscribed everywhere, but have heard only 
the false writers and the lying mouths, hav- 
ing not heard us make a reply, although in 
Germany both princes and bishops know, also 
those of their party, that they are lying books 
and rascals, whom the Pope, Italy, and other 
nations believe. . Hence they would like 
to frighten us into refusing it [the Council]; 
for then they could safely say that we had 
prevented it. Thus the shame would not only 
cleave to us, but we would have to hear that, 
by our refusal, we had helped to strengthen 
such abominations of the Pope, which other- 
wise might have been righted." Such and 
similar reasons prompted Luther to declare 
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that, even though he knew “it would finally 
end in a scuffle,’ he was not afraid of “the 
lousy, contemptible council,” and would 
neither give the legate a negative answer, 
nor “entangle himself,” and therefore not be 
hasty in the matter. (St. L. 16,1997.) Even 
after the princes at Smalcald had resolved not 
to attend the council, Luther expressed the 
opinion that it had been false wisdom to de- 
cline it; the Pope should have been left with- 
out excuse; in case it should convene, -the 
council would now be conducted without the 
Protestants. 


66. Elector’s Strictures on Opinion of 
Theologians. 


Elector John Frederick was not at all satis- 
fied with the Wittenberg opinion of August 6. 
Accordingly, he informed the theologians as- 
sembled August 30 at Luther’s house, through 
Brueck, that they had permitted themselves 
to be unduly influenced by the jurists, had 
not framed their opinion with the diligence 
required by the importance of the matter, 
and had not weighed all the dangers lurk- 
ing in an acceptance of the invitation to the 
council. If the Lutherans would be invited 
like the other estates, and attend, they must 
needs dread a repetition of the craftiness 
attempted at Augsburg, namely, of bringing 
their princes in opposition to their preachers. 
Furthermore, in that case it would also be 
considered self-evident that the Lutherans 
submit to the decision of the majority in 
all matters. And if they refused, what 
then? “On this wise we, for our part, 
would be lured into the net so far that we 
could not, with honor, give a respectable ac- 
eount of our action before the world. For 
thereupon to appeal from such decision of the 
council to another would by all the world be 
construed against our part as capriciousness 
pure and simple. At all events, therefore, the 
Lutherans could accept the papal invitation 
only with a public protest, from which the 
Pope and every one else could perceive in ad- 
vance, before the council convened, that the 
Lutherans would not allow themselves to be 
lured into the net of a papal council, and what 
must be the character of the council to which 
they would assent.” (CO. R. 3, 147.) 

In this Protest, which the Elector pre- 
sented, and which Melanchthon translated 
into Latin, we read: “By the [possible] ac- 
ceptance [of the invitation to the council], 
they [the Lutherans] assent to no council 
other than a general, free, pious, Christian, 
and impartial one; not to one either which 
would be subject to, and bound by, papal 
prejudices (as the tone promised by Clem- 
ent VII), but to such a synod as will en- 
deavor to bring godly and Christian unity 
within the Church by choosing pious, learned, 
impartial, and unsuspected men for the pur- 
pose of investigating the religious contro- 
versies and adjudicating them from the Word 
of God, and not in accordance with usage and 
human traditions, nor on the basis of de- 
cisions rendered by former synods that mili- 
tate against the Word of God.” (152. 157.) 


67. Counter-Council Disadvised. 


The other matters which engaged the Elec- 
tor’s attention dealt primarily with measures 
of defense, the convening of a counter-council 
(Gegenkonzil) and the preparation of articles 
which all would unanimously accept, and by 
which they proposed to stand to the uttermost. 
August 20 Brueck brought these points up for 
discussion. And in a “memorandum” which 
the Elector personally presented to the theo- 
logians at Wittenberg on December 1, 1536, 
he expressed his opinion as follows: The Lu- 
therans were not obligated to attend the coun- 
cil, neither would it be advisable. One could 
not believe or trust the opponents. Nothing 
but trickery, deception, harm, and destruction 
might be expected. At the council the Lu- 
theran doctrine would be condemned, and its 
confessors excommunicated and outlawed. To 
be sure, the Lutheran cause was in God’s 
hands. And as in the past, so also in the 
future God would protect it. Still they must 
not on this account neglect anything. Luther 
should therefore draw up articles from which 
he was determined not to recede. After they 
had been subscribed by the Wittenbergers and 
by all Evangelical pastors at the prospective 
meeting [at Smalcald], the question might 
also be discussed whether the Lutherans 
should not arrange for a counter-council, 
“a universal, free, Christian council,’ pos- 
sibly at Augsburg. The proclamation for this 
council might be issued “by Doctor Luther 
together with his fellow-bishops and eccle- 
siastics, as the pastors.” However, one might 
also consider whether this should not prefer- 
ably be done by the princes and estates. In 
such an event, however, one had to see to it 
that the Emperor be properly informed, and 
that the entire blame be saddled upon the 
Pope and his adherents, the enemies and 
opponents of our side. (141.) 

The seriousness with which the Elector con- 
sidered the idea of a counter-council appears 
from the details on which he entered in the 
“memorandum” referred to, where he puts es- 
pecial emphasis on the following points: At 
this free, universal council the Lutherans were 
minded “to set forth their doctrine and faith 
according to the divine, holy Scriptures.” 
Every one, whether priest or layman, should 
be heard in case he wanted to present any- 
thing concerning this doctrine from the Holy 
Scriptures. A free, safe, Christian passport > 
was to be given to all, even to the worst 
enemy, leaving it to his discretion when to 
come and go. Only matters founded in the 
Scriptures were to be presented and discussed 
at such council. Human laws, ordinances, 
and writings should under no circumstances 
be listened to in matters pertaining to faith 
and conscience, nor be admitted as evidence 
against the Word of God. “Whoever would 
submit such matters, should not be heard, but 
silence enjoined upon him.” To the verdict 
of such a holy and Christian council the 
Lutherans would be willing to submit their 
doctrine. (141.) 

The theologians answered in an opinion of 
December 6, 1536, endorsing the Protest re- 
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ferred to above, but disapproving the counter- 
council. Concerning the first point they ad- 
vised that. a writing be published and sent to 
the Emperor and all rulers in which the 
Lutherans were to “request that ways and 
means be considered of adopting a lawful pro- 
cedure [at the council] promoting the true 
Christian unity of Christendom.” Concerning 
the counter-council, however, they advised “at 
all events not to hasten with it. For to con- 
voke it would produce a great and terrible 
appearance of creating a schism, and of set- 
ting oneself against all the world and con- 
templating taking the field soon. Therefore 
such great, apparent resistance should not be 
undertaken till one intends to do something 
in the matter openly and in deed.” Concern- 
ing the defense, the Wittenberg theologians 
were of the opinion that it was the right and 
duty of the princes to protect and defend their, 
subjects against notorious injuries (if, for 
example, an attempt should be made to force 
upon them the Romish idolatry, or to rend 
asunder the marriages of their pastors), and 
also against the Emperor, even after the coun- 
cil had condemned them as heretics. Luther 
signed this opinion with the following words: 
“T, too, Martin Luther, will help with my 
prayers and, if necessary, also with my fist.” 
(126.) 


68. Articles Drafted by Luther. 


In the “memorandum” of December 1 the 
Elector spoke of the articles Luther was to 
frame as follows: “Although, in the first 
place, it may easily be perceived that what- 
soever our party may propose in such a 
[popish] council as has been announced will 
have no weight with the opposition, miserable, 
blinded, and mad men that they are, no mat- 
ter how well it is founded on Holy Scripture, 
moreover, everything will have to be Lutheran 
heresy, and their verdict, which probably has 
already been decided and agreed upon, must 
be adopted and immediately followed by their 
proposed ban and interdict [decree excom- 
municating and outlawing our party], it will, 
nevertheless, be very necessary for Doctor 
Martin to prepare his foundation and opinion 
from the Holy Scriptures, namely, the articles 
as hitherto taught, preached, and written by 
him, and which he is determined to adhere to 
and abide by at the council, as well as upon 
his departure from this world and before the 
judgment of Almighty God, and in which we 
cannot yield without becoming guilty of trea- 
son against God, even though property and 
life, peace or war, are at stake. Such articles, 
however, as are not necessary, and in which, 
for the sake of Christian love, yet without 
offense against God and His Word, something 
might be yielded (though, doubtless, they will 
be few in number), should in this connection 
also be indicated separately by said Doctor 
Martin. And when Doctor Martin has com- 
pleted such work (which, if at all possible 
for the Doctor, must be done between the 
present date and that of the Conversion of 
St. Paul [January 25], at the latest), he shall 
thereupon present it to the other Wittenberg 
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theologians, and likewise to some prominent 
preachers whose presence he should require, 
to hear from them, at the same time admon- 
ishing them most earnestly, and asking them 
whether they agreed with him in these articles 
which he had drawn up, or not, and there- 
upon, as they hoped for their souls’ salvation, 
their sentiment and opinion be learned in its 
entirety, but not in appearance, for the sake 
of peace, or because they did not like to op- 
pose the Doctor, and for this reason would 
not fully open their hearts, and still, at a 
later time, would teach, preach, write, and 
make public something else or advise the 
people against said articles, as some have in 
several instances done before this.” An agree- 
ment having been reached, the articles were 
to be subscribed by all and prepared in Ger- 
man and Latin. At the prospective meeting 
[at Smalcald] they should be submitted to 
Yhe religious confederates for discussion and 
subscription. Hence, in the invitation, every 
prince should be asked “to bring with him two 
or three theologians, in order that a unani- 
mous agreement might be reached there, and 
no delay could be sought or pretended.” 
(139.) Accordingly, the Elector planned to 
have Luther draw up articles which were to | 
be accepted by all, first at Wittenberg and 
then at Smalcald, without compulsion and 
for nosother reason than that they expressed 
their own inmost convictions. The situation 
had changed since 1530, and the Elector de- 
sired a clearer expression, especially on the 
Papacy. Hence he did not appoint Melanch- 
thon, but Luther, to compose the .articles. 
The truth was to be confessed without regard 
to anything else. 

Luther had received the order to draw up 
these articles as early as August’20, 1536. 
September 3 Brueck wrote to the Elector on 
this matter: “I also delivered to Doctor Mar- 
tin the credentials which Your Electoral Grace 
gave to me, and thereupon also spoke with 
him in accordance with the command of Your 
Electoral Grace. He promised to be obedient 
in every way. It also appears to me that he 
already has the work well in hand, to open 
his heart to Your Electoral Grace on religion, 
which is to be, as it were, his testament.” 
(147.) Luther, who at the time thought that 
his end would come in the near future, had, 
no doubt, used such an expression himself. 
His articles were to be his testament. In the 
preface to the articles he touched upon: it 
once more, saying: “I have determined to 
publish these articles in plain print, so that, 
should I die before there will be a council (as 
I fully expect and hope, because the knaves 
who flee the light and shun the day take such 
wretched pains to delay and hinder the coun- 
cil), those who live and remain after my 
demise may be able to produce my testimony 
and confession in addition to the Confession 
which I previously issued, whereby up to this 
time I have abided, and by God’s grace will 
abide.” (455.) 

The Elector seems also to have enjoined 
silence on Luther with respect to the articles 
until they had been approved at Wittenberg. 
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For in his letter to Spalatin, of December 15, 
1536, Luther wrote: “But you will keep these 
matters [his journey to Wittenberg to discuss 
the articles] as secret as possible, and pretend 
other reasons for your departure. Sed haec 
secreta teneas quantum potes, et finge alias 
causas abeundi.” (St. L. 21b, 2135.) Decem- 
ber 11 the Elector again called attention to 
the articles, desiring that Amsdorf, Agricola, 
and other outside theologians be called to 
Wittenberg at his expense to take part in the 
discussion. Shortly after, Luther must have 
finished the articles. The numerous changes 
and improvements appearing in the original 
manuscript, which is still preserved in the 
Heidelberg library, show how much time and 
labor he spent on this work. Concluding his 
articles, Luther says: “These are the articles 
on which I must stand, and, God willing, shall 
stand even to my death; and I do not know 
how to change or to yield anything in them. 
If any one wishes to yield anything, let him 
do it at the peril of his conscience.” (501, 3.) 

Toward the close of the year Luther sub- 
mitted the draft to his colleagues, Jonas, 
Bugenhagen, Cruciger, Melanchthon, and those 
who had come from abroad, Spalatin, Ams- 
dorf, and Agricola. After thorough discussion 
it was adopted by all with but few changes, 
e.g., regarding the adoration of the saints, 
concerning which Luther had originally said 
nothing. (Kolde, 44.) Spalatin reports that 
all the articles were read, and successively 
considered and discussed. The Elector had 
spoken also of points in which a concession 
might be possible. In the discussion at Wit- 
tenberg, Spalatin mentioned as such the ques- 
tion whether the Evangelicals, in case the 
Pope would concede the cup to them, should 
cease preaching against the continuance of 
the one kind among the Papists; furthermore, 
what was to be done with respect to ordina- 
tion and the adiaphora.. Luther had not 
entered upon a discussion of these questions, 
chiefly, perhaps, because he was convinced 
that the council would condemn even the 
essential articles. (Compare Melanchthon’s 
letter of August 4, 1530, to Campegius, OC. R. 
2,246.) After the articles had been read and 
approved, Spalatin prepared a copy (now pre- 
served in the archives at Weimar), which was 
signed by the eight theologians present, by 
Melanchthon, however, with the limitation 
that the Pope might be permitted to retain 
his authority “iure humano,” “in case he 
would admit the Gospel.” Perhaps Melanch- 
thon, who probably would otherwise have dis- 
simulated, felt constrained to add this stric- 
ture on account of the solemn demand of the 
Elector that no one should hide any dissent 
of his, with the intention of publishing it 
later. (C. R. 3, 140.) . 


69. Articles Endorsed by Elector. 


With these first subscriptions, Luther sent 
his articles to the Elector on January 3, 1537, 
by the hand of Spalatin. In the accompanying 
letter of the same date he informed the Elec- 
tor that he had asked Amsdorf, Eisleben 
[Agricola], and Spalatin to come to Witten- 


berg on December 28 or the following days. 
“T presented the articles which I had myself 
drawn up according to the command of Your 
Hlectoral Grace, and talked them over with 
them for several days, owing to my weakness, 
which intervened (as I think, by the agency 
of Satan); for otherwise I had expected to 
deliberate upon them no longer than one day. 
And herewith I am sending them, as affirmed 
with their signatures, by our dear brother 
and good friend, Magister George Spalatin, to 
deliver them to Your Electoral Grace, as they 
all charged and asked me so to do. At the 
same time, since there are some who, by sus- 
picion and words, insinuate that we parsons 
(Pfaffen), as they call us, by our stubbornness 
desire to jeopardize you princes and lords, to- 
gether with your lands and people, etc., I very 
humbly ask, also in the name of all of us, that 
by all means Your Electoral Grace would rep- 
rimand us for this. For if it would prove 
dangerous for other humble people, to say 
nothing of Your Electoral Grace, together 
with other lords, lands, and people, we would 
much rather take it upon ourselves alone. 
Accordingly, Your Electoral Grace will know 
well how far and to what extent you will ac- 
cept these articles, for we would have no one 
but ourselves burdened with them, leaving it to 
every one whether he will, or will not, burden 
also himself with them.” (St. L. 21b, 2142.) 

In his answer of January 7, 1537, the Elec- 
tor expressed his thanks to Luther for haying 
drawn up the articles “in such Christian, true, 
and pure fashion,” and rejoiced over the una- 
nimity of his theologians. At the same time 
he ordered Chancellor Brueck to take steps 
toward having the most prominent pastors 
of the country subscribe the articles, “so that 
these pastors and preachers, having affixed 
their names, must abide by these articles and 
not devise teachings of their own, according 
to their own opinion and liking, in case AI- 
mighty God would summon Doctor Martin 
from this world, which rests with His good 
will.” (Kolde, 45.) In the letter which the 
Elector sent to Luther, we read: “We give 
thanks to Almighty God and to our Lord 
Christ for having granted you health and 
strength to prepare these articles in such 
Christian, true, and pure fashion; also that 
He has given you grace, so that you have 
agreed on them with the others in Christian, 
also brotherly and friendly unity.... From 
them we also perceive that you have changed 
your mind in no point, but that you are stead- 
fastly adhering to the Christian articles, as 
you have always taught, preached, and writ- 
ten, which are also-built on the foundation, 
namely, our Lord Jesus Christ, against whom 
the gates of hell cannot prevail, and who 
shall also remain in spite of the Pope, the 
council, and its adherents. May Almighty 
God, through our Lord Christ, bestow His 
grace on us all, that with steadfast and true 
faith we abide by them, and suffer no human 
fear or opinion to turn us therefrom! ... 
After reading them over for the second time, 
we can entertain no other opinion of them, 
but accept them as divine, Christian, and true, 
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and accordingly shall also confess them and 
have them confessed freely and publicly be- 
fore the council, before the whole world, and 
whatsoever may come, and we shall ask God 
that He would vouchsafe grace to our brother 
and to us, and also to our posterity, that 
steadfastly and without wavering we may 
abide and remain in them.” (21b, 2143.) 


70. Melanchthon’s Qualified Subscription. 


In his letter to Luther the Elector made 
special reference also to the qualified subscrip- 
tion of Melanchthon. ‘Concerning the Pope,” 
he said, “we have no hesitation about resist- 
ing him most vehemently. For if, from good 
opinion, or for the sake of peace, as Magister 
Philip suggests, we should suffer him to re- 
main a lord having the right to command us, 
our bishops, pastors, and preachers, we would 
expose ourselves to danger and burden (be- 
cause he and his successors will not cease in 
their endeavors to destroy us entirely and to 
root out all our posterity), for which there 
is no necessity, since God’s Word has deliy- 
ered and redeemed us therefrom. And if we, 
now that God has delivered us from the Baby- 
lonian captivity, should again run into such 
danger and thus tempt God, this [subjection 
to the Pope] would, by a just decree of God, 
come upon us through our wisdom, which 
otherwise, no doubt, will not come to pass.” 
(2145.) Evidently, the Elector, though not 
regarding Melanchthon’s deviation as a false 


doctrine, did not consider it to be without 


danger. 

At the beginning of the Reformation, Lu- 
ther had entertained similar thoughts, but he 
had long ago seem through the Papacy, and 
abandoned such opinions. In the Smalcald 
Articles he is done with the Pope and his 
superiority, also by human right. And this 
for two reasons: first, because it would be 
impossible for the Pope to agree to a mere 
superiority iwre hwmano, for in that case “he 
must suffer his rule and estate to be over- 
turned and destroyed together with all his 
laws and books; in brief, he cannot do it”; 
in the second place, because even such a 
purely human superiority would only harm 
the Church. (473, 7.8.) Melanchthon, on the 
other hand, still adhered to the position which 
he had occupied in the compromise discussions 
at Augsburg, whence, e. g., he wrote to Came- 
rarius, August 31, 1530: “Oh, would that 
I could, not indeed fortify the domination, 
but restore the administration of the bishops. 
For I see what manner of church we shall 
have when the ecclesiastical body has been 
disorganized. I see that afterwards there will 
arise a much more intolerable tyranny [of the 
princes] than there ever was before.” (0. R. 
2,334.) At Smaleald, however, his views met 
with so little response among the princes and 
theologians that in his “Tract on the Primacy 
of the Pope” he omitted them entirely and 
followed Luther’s trend of thought. March 1, 
1537, Melanchthon himself wrote concerning 
his defeat at the deliberations of the theo- 
logians on the question in which articles con- 
cessions might be made in the interest of 
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peace, saying that the unlearned and the more 
vehement would not hear of concessions, since 
the Lutherans would then be charged with in- 
consistency, and the Emperor would only in- 
crease his demands. (C. R. 3,292.) Evidently, 
then, even at that time Melanchthon was not 
entirely cured of his utopian dream. 

“If the Pontiff would admit the Gospel, 
st pontifern evangelium admitteret.” A. Osi-- 
ander remarked: “That is, if the devil would 
become an apostle.” In the Jena edition of 
Luther’s works Melanchthon’s phrase is com- 
mented upon as follows: “And yet the Pope 
with his wolves, the bishops, even now curses, 
blasphemes, and outlaws the holy Gospel more 
horribly than ever before, raging and fuming 
against the Church of Christ and us poor 
Christians in most horrible fashion, both with 
fire and sword, and in whatever way he can, 
like a real werwolf, aye, like the very devil 
himself.” (6, 557b.) The same comment is 
found in the edition of the Smalcald Articles 
prepared 1553 by Stolz and Aurifaber, where 
the passage begins: “O quantum mutatus ab 
illo [the former Melanchthon]!” (Koellner, 
448. 457.) | Carpzov remarks pertinently: 
“This subscription [of Melanchthon] is not 
a part of the Book of Concord [it does not 
contain the doctrine advocated by the Book 
of Concord], nor was it approved by Luther; 
moreover, it was later on repudiated by Philip 
himself.” (Isagoge 823. 894.) 


71. Luther’s Articles Sidetracked at 
Smalcald. 


It was a large and brilliant assembly, es- 
pecially of theologians, which convened at 
Smalcald in February, 1537. Luther, too, was 
present. On January 7 the Elector had writ- 
ten: “We hope that our God will grant you 
grace, strength, and health that you may be 
able to make the journey to Smalcald with 
us, and help us to right, and bring to a good 
issue, this [matter concerning the Pope] and 
other matters.” 

As stated above, the Elector’s plan was to 
elevate lLuther’s articles to a confession 
officially recognized and subscribed to by all 
Lutheran princes, estates, and theologians. 
Accordingly, on February 10, at the first meet- 
ing held at Smaleald, Chancellor Brueck 
moved that the theologians deliberate con- 
cerning the doctrine, so that, in case the Lu- 
therans would attend the council, they would 
know by what they intended to stand, and 
whether any concessions were to be made, or, 
as Brueck put it, “whether anything good 
[perhaps a deliverance on the Papacy] should 
be adopted, or something should be conceded.” 
_ Self-evidently, Brueck had Luther’s articles 
in mind, although it cannot be proved that he 
directly and expressly mentioned*them or sub- 
mitted them for discussion and adoption. 
Perhaps, he felt from the very beginning that 
the Elector would hardly succeed with his 
plans as smoothly and completely as antici- 
pated. For Luther, desiring to clear the track 
for the whole truth in every direction, the 
Reformed as well as the Papistic, both against 
the “false brethren who would be of our party” 
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(Preface to Sm. Art. 455, 4), as well as against 
the open enemies, had in his articles so sharp- 
ened the expressions employed in the Witten- 
berg Concord of 1536 concerning the Lord’s 
Supper that the assent of Philip of Hesse and 
the attending South German delegates and 
theologians (Bucer, Blaurer, Wolfart, etc.) 
was more than doubtful. lLuther’s letter to 
the adherents of Zwingli, December 1, 1537, 
shows that he did not, at all desire unneces- 
sarily to disturb the work of union begun 
by the Wittenberg Concord. (St. L. 17, 2143.) 
Still, he at the same time endeavored to pre- 
vent a false union resting on misunderstand- 
ing and self-deception. 
reformulation of the article on the Lord’s 
Supper was intended to serve this purpose. 
Besides, owing to a very painful attack of 
gravel, Luther was not able to attend the 
sessions, hence could not make his influence 
felt in a decisive manner as desired by the 
Elector. 

This situation was exploited by Melanch- 
thon in the interest of his attitude toward 
the Zwinglians, which now was much more 
favorable than it had been at Augsburg, 1530. 
From the very outset he opposed the official 
adoption of Luther’s articles. He desired 
more freedom with regard to both the Roman- 
ists and the Reformed than was offered by 
Luther’s articles. The first appears from his 
subscription. Concerning the article of the 
Lord’s Supper, however, which the Strass- 
burgers and others refused to accept, Melanch- 
thon does not seem to have voiced any scruples 
during the deliberations at Wittenberg. Per- 
sonally he may even have been able to accept 
Luther’s form, and this, too, more honestly 
than Bucer did at Smaleald. For as late as 
September 6, 1557, he wrote to Joachim of 
Anhalt: “I have answered briefly that in doc- 
trine all are agreed, and that we all embrace 
and retain the Confession with the Apology 
and Luther’s confession written before the 
Synod of Mantua. Respondi breviter, consen- 
sum esse omniuwm de doctrina: amplecti nos 
omnes et retinere Confessionem cum Apologia 
et confessione Lutheri scripta ante Mantua- 
nam Synodum.” (C.R.9, 260.) But, although 
Melanchthon, for his person, accepted Luther’s 
article on the Lord’s Supper, he nevertheless 
considered it to be dangerous to the Concord 
with the Southern Germans and to the Smal- 
cald League. Privately he also made known 
his dissatisfaction in no uncertain manner. 
And in so doing, he took shelter. behind Philip 
of Hesse, who, as at Augsburg, 1530, still de- 
sired to have the Zwinglians regarded and 
treated as weak brethren. 

Kolde relates: “On the same day (Febru- 
ary 10) Melanchthon reported to the Land- 
grave: ‘One article, that concerning the 
Sacrament of the Holy Supper, has been 
drawn up somewhat vehemently, in that it 
states that the bread is the body of the Lord, 
which Luther at first did not draw up in this 
form, but, as contained in the [Wittenberg] 
Concord, namely, that the body of the Lord 
is given with the bread; and this was due 
to Pomeranus, for he is a vehement man and 
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a coarse Pomeranian. Otherwise he [Melanch- 
thon] knew of no shortcoming or complaint 
in all the articles”... ‘He also said’ (this 
the Landgrave reports to Jacob Sturm of 
Strassburg as an expression of Melanchthon) 

‘that Luther would hear of no yielding or re- 
ceding, but declared: This have I drawn up; 

if the princes and estates desired to yield any- 
thing, it would rest with them,’ etc. The 
estates, Melanchthon advised, might therefore 
in every way declare that they had adopted 
the Confession and the Concord, and were 
minded to abide by them. At the same time 
he promised to demand at the prospective 
deliberation of the theologians, ‘that the 
article of the Sacrament be drawn up as con- 
tained in the Concord.’ Melanchthon’s asser- 
tion that Bugenhagen influenced Luther’s for- 
mulation of the article on the Lord’s Supper 
is probably correct. At any rate, it can be 
proved that Luther really changed the article. 
For a glance at the original manuscript shows 
that he had at first written, in conformity 
with the Concord, ‘that the true body and 
blood of Christ is under the bread and wine,’ 
but later on changed it to read: ‘that the 
bread and wine of the Lord’s Supper are the 
true body and blood of Christ.’” (48.) Me- 
lanchthon was diplomatic enough to hide from 
the Landgrave his strictures on Luther’s arti- 
cles about the Pope, knowing well that in this 
point he could expect neither approval nor 
support. 


72. Articles Not Discussed in Meeting 
of League. 


As the Southern Germans regarded Luther’s 
formulation of the article on ‘the Lord’s Sup- 
per with disfavor, the Landgrave found little 
difficulty in winning over (through Jacob 
Sturm) the delegates of Augsburg and Ulm 
to Melanchthon’s view of declaring adherence 
only to the Confession and the Wittenberg 
Concord. Already on February 11 the cities 
decided to “decline on the best grounds” the 
Saxon proposition. Following were the rea- 
sons advanced: It was not necessary at pres- 
ent to enter upon the proposition, since the 
council would make slow progress, as the Em- 
peror and the King of France were not yet at 
peace. They had not understood this (the 
adoption of the Saxon proposition) to be the 
purpose of the invitation to bring scholars 
with them. They had a confession, the Augus- 
tana, presented to the Emperor. It was also 
to be feared that deliberations on the question 
whether any concessions should be made, 
might lead to a division; nor would this re- 
main concealed from the Papists. If the Elec- 
tor desired to present some articles, he might 
transmit them, and they, in turn, would send 
them to their superiors for inspection. (Kolde, 
Analecta, 296.) 

In the afternoon of February 11 the princes, 
according to the report of the Strassburgers, 
expressed their satisfaction with the resolution 
of the cities. At the same time they declared 
that they were not minded to make any con- 
cessions to the Papists, nor to dispute about, 
or question, anything in the Confession or the 
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Wittenberg Concord, “but merely to review 
the Confession, not to change anything against 
its contents and substance, nor that of the 
Concord, but solely to enlarge on the Papacy, 
which before this, at the Diet, had been 
omitted, in order to please His Imperial 
Majesty and for other reasons”; that such 
was the purpose of the deliberation for which 
the scholars had been summoned; and that 
this was not superfluous, since “they were all 
mortal, and it was necessary that their pos- 
terity be thoroughly informed as to what their 
doctrine had been, lest others who would suc- 
ceed to their places accept something else.” 
The report continues: “The cities did not ob- 
ject to this.” (296.) According to this report, 
then, Luther’s articles were neither discussed 
nor adopted at the official meeting of the 
princes and estates belonging to the Smalcald 
League. Without mentioning them, they de- 
clared in their final resolution: Our scholars 
have “unanimously agreed among themselves 
in all points and articles contained in our 
Confession and Apology, presented at the Diet 
of Augsburg, excepting only that they have 
expanded and drawn up more clearly than 
there contained one article, concerning the 
Primacy of the Pope of Rome.” (Koellner, 
468.) Koestlin remarks: “Since the princes 
decided to decline the council absolutely, they 
had no occasion to discuss Luther’s articles.” 
(2, 403.) 


73. Meeting of Theologians. 


At Smalcald the first duty imposed upon 
the scholars and theologians was once more 
to discuss the Augustana and the Apology 
carefully, and to acknowledge both as their 
own confessions by their signatures. There- 
upon they were, in a special treatise, to en- 
large on the Papacy. The Strassburg dele- 
gates report: “It has also come to pass that 
‘the scholars received orders once more to 
read the articles of the Confession and to en- 
large somewhat on the Papacy, which they 
did.” (Kolde, Analecta, 298.) However, since 
neither the Augustana nor its Apology con- 
“tained an article against the Papacy, the de- 
mand of the princes could only be satisfied 
by a special treatise, the “Tractatus de Pote- 

' state et Primatu Papae,”’ which Melanchthon 
wrote and completed by February 17, where- 
upon it was immediately delivered to the 
princes. 

The princes had furthermore ordered the 
theologians, while reviewing and discussing 
the Augustana (and its Apology), to reenforce 
its doctrine with additional proofs. Owing 
to lack of time and books, this was not ecar- 
ried out. February 17 Osiander reports to 
the Nuernberg preachers: “We are enjoying 
good health here, although we traveled in 
stormy weather and over roads that offered 
many difficulties, and are living under a con- 
stantly beclouded sky, which unpleasantries 
are increased by troublesome and difficult 
questions in complicated matters. . . The 
first business imposed on us by the’ princes 
embraces two things: first, to fortify the 
Confession and the Apology with every kind 
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of argument from the Holy Scriptures, the 
fathers, councils, and the decrees of the 
Popes; thereupon, diligently to discuss in 
detail everything concerning the Primacy, 
which was omitted in the Confession because 
it was odious. The latter we completed so 
far to-day that we shall immediately deliver 
a copy to the princes. The former, however, 
will be postponed to another time and place, 
since it requires a longer time, as well as 
libraries, which are lacking here.” (C. R. 
BRAGS) 

The discussion of the Confession was also 
to serve the purpose of obtaining mutual as- 
surance whether they were all really agreed 
in doctrine. This led to deliberations on the 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper as well as on 
the question what concessions might be made 
to the Romanists. According to a report of 
Melanchthon, March 1, the theologians were 
to discuss the doctrines, not superficially, but 
very thoroughly, in order that all disagree- 
ment might be removed, and a harmonious 
and complete system of doctrines exist in our 
churches. They were to review the Confession 
in order to learn whether any one deviated 
in any article or disapproved of anything. 
But Melanchthon remarks that this object 
was not reached, since the special request had 
been voiced not to increase the disagreement 
by any quarrel and thus to endanger the Smal- 
cald League. (C. R. 3,292.) In a second let- 
ter of the same date he says that a real doc- 
trinal discussion had never come to pass, 
partly because Luther’s illness prevented him 
from taking part in the meetings, partly be- 
cause the timidity of certain men [the Land- 
grave and others] had prevented an exact dis- 
putation, lest any discord might arise. (295.) 
March 3 he wrote to Jonas in a similar vein, 
saying that the reports of violent contro- 
versies among the theologians at Smaleald 
were false. For although they had been in 
consultation with one another for the purpose 
of discovering whether all the theologians 
in attendance there agreed in doctrine, the 
matter had been treated briefly and inciden- 
tally. (298.) 


As far as the Lord’s Supper is concerned, ' 


Melanchthon’s report concerning the super- 
ficial character of the doctrinal discussions is 
little, if at all, exaggerated. He himself was 
one of those timid souls of whom he spoke, 
having from the beginning done all he could 
not only to bar Luther’s articles from the 
deliberations, but also to prevent any pene- 
trating discussion of the Lord’s Supper. As- 
sent to the Wittenberg Concord was considered 
satisfactory, although all felt, and believed 
to know, that some of the Southern Germans 
did not agree with the loyal Lutherans in this 
matter. Of the attending theologians who 
were under suspicion, Bucer, Blaurer, Fagius, 
Wolfart, Fontanus, and Melander, only the 
first two took part in the deliberations. (292.) 
March 1 Melanchthon wrote to Camerarius: 
“Bucer spoke openly and clearly of the Mys- 
tery [the Lord’s Supper], affirming the pres- 
ence of Christ. He satisfied all of our party, 
also those who are more severe. Blaurer, how- 
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ever, employed such general expressions as, 
that Christ was present. Afterward he added 
several more ambiguous expressions. Osiander 
pressed him somewhat hotly; but since we 
did not desire to arouse any very vehement 
quarrel, I terminated. the discussion. Thus 
we separated, so that agreement was restored 
among all others, while he [Blaurer] did not 
seem to contradict. I know that this is weak, 
but nothing else could be done at this time, 
especially since Luther was absent, being tor- 
tured by very severe gravel pains.” (292.) 

This agrees with the report Veit Dietrich 
made to Foerster, May 16, stating: At the 
first meeting of-the committee of the theo- 
logians they completed the first nine articles 
of the Augustana. Blaurer, Wolfart, and 
some others of those who were doctrinally 
under suspicion (nobis suspecti de doctrina ) 
were present. “However, when the article of 
the Lord’s Supper was to be discussed on the 
following day, the meeting was prevented, 
I do not know by whom. It is certain that 
the princes, too, desired another meeting, be- 
cause they feared a rupture of the [Smalcald] 
Alliance, if any doctrinal difference should be- 
come evident, which, however, would occur if 
the matter were thoroughly discussed. Since 
the disputation was prevented, we were com- 
missioned to write on the Power of the Pope, 
in order to have something to do. Report had 
it that Blaurer did not approve the Concord 
of Wittenberg; certainly, he asked Philip for 
expressions of the Fathers (which are now in 
my possession), in order to be better furnished 
with arguments. This prompted Pomeranus 
and Amsdorf again to convene the theologians 
against Melanchthon’s will. Then the Lord’s 
Supper was discussed. Bucer indeed satis- 
fied all. Blaurer, however, while speaking 
vaguely of the other matters, nevertheless pub- 
licly attacked the statement that the ungodly 
do not receive the body of Christ.” Wolfart 
declared that he was present at the Concord 
made at Wittenberg, and had approved it. It 
was unpleasant for him [Dietrich] when here- 
upon Stephanus Agricola and then Wolfart 
rehashed some old statements, vetera quaedam 
dicta. (370.) 


74. Luther’s Articles Subscribed. 


As to the articles of Luther, Veit Dietrich 
reports that they were privately circulated 
at Smalcald and read by all. They were also 
to be read at the meeting of the theologians 
on February 18. (C0. R. 3,371.) As a matter 
of fact, however, neither a public reading nor 
a real discussion, nor an official adoption re- 
sulted. The Strassburg delegates report: 
‘Doctor Martin Luther has also drawn up 
some special articles, which he purposed to 
send to the council on his own accord, copies 
of which we have designated with W.” The 
Strassburgers, then, were in position to send 
home a copy of these articles. Furthermore, 
Osiander relates in a letter dated February 17: 
“Besides this, Luther has also written articles 
at Wittenberg, short indeed, but splendid and 
keen (illustres et argutos), in which every- 
thing is summed up in German wherefrom we 


_ sent this in the presence of all. 


cannot recede in the council without commit- 
ting sacrilege. To-morrow we shall read them 
publicly in our meeting, in order that any one 
who wishes to add anything to them may pre- 
They will 
also, as I hope, deliberate on the [Wittenberg] 
Concord in the matter concerning the Lord’s 
Supper. I regard Bucer as being sincerely 
one of us; Blaurer, however, by no means. 
For Philip tells of his having remarked that 
he was not able to agree with us.” (268.) On 
February 18, however, Luther was taken ill, 
and an official, public reading and discussion 
of his articles did not take place on this day, 
nor, as already stated, at a later date. 
Luther’s articles, howeyer, were neverthe- 
less adopted at Smalcald, though not by the 
South Germans. When all other business 
had been transacted, they were presented for 
voluntary subscription. Bugenhagen had 
called the theologians together for this pur- 
pose. He proposed that now all those who 
wished (qui velint) should sign the articles 
Luther had brought with him. Hereupon 
Bucer declared that he had no commission to 
do this. However, in order to obliterate the 
impression that he declined to subscribe be- 
cause of doctrinal differences, he added that 
he knew nothing in Luther’s articles which 
might be criticized. Blaurer of Constance, 
Melander of Hesse, and Wolfart of Augsburg 
followed his example in declaring that they 
had no commission to sign the articles. In 
order not to endanger the Smalcald League, 
Bugenhagen, as appears from his proposition, 
refrained from urging any one to sign. This 
was also the position of the other theologians. 
Veit Dietrich reports: “Bucer was the first 
to say that he had no orders to sign. He 
added, however, that he knew of nothing in 
these articles that could be criticized, but that 
his magistrates had reasons for instructing 
him not to sign them. Afterwards Blaurer, 
Dionysius Melander, and your Boniface [Wol- 
fart of Augsburg] said the same [that they 
had not been authorized by their superiors to 
sign]. The thought came to me immediately 
why Bucer, who taught correctly, should have 
been the first to refuse his signature, since 
it was certain that the others, Blaurer and, 
if you will, also your man, would not sub- 
scribe because they did not approve of the 
dogma of the Lord’s Supper. This would have 
led to an open doctrinal schism, which the 
Elector, Ernst of Lueneburg, and the Counts 
of Anhalt would, under no circumstances, have 
tolerated among the confederates. But, since 
Bucer did not subscribe, it was not necessary 
to dispute about the doctrine. When we saw 
this, I was also pleased that Luther’s articles 
received no attention [in the official subscrip- 
tion], and that all subscribed merely to the 
Augustana and the Concord. And there was 
no one who refused to do this.” (371.) 
While thus Bucer, Fagius, Wolfart, Blau- 
rer, and Fontanus refused to affix their sig- 
natures, the attending loyal Lutheran theo- 
logians endorsed Luther’s articles all the more 
enthusiastically. And while the signatures 
affixed to the Augustana and the Apology 
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total 32, including the suspected theologians, 
44 names appear under Luther’s articles. 
Among these is found also the abnormal sub- 
scription of Melander of Hesse: “I subscribe 
to the Confession, the Apology, and the Con- 
cord in the matter of the Eucharist,” which 
is probably to be interpreted as a limitation 
of Luther’s Article of the Lord’s Supper. 
Although, therefore, the subseription of the 
Smaleald Articles lacked the official character 
and was not by order of the Smalcald League 
as such, it nevertheless is in keeping with the 
actual facts when the Formula of Concord re- 
fers to Luther’s Articles as “subscribed at that 
time [1537] by the chief theologians.” (777, 4; 
853, 7.) All true Lutheran pastors assembled 
at Smalcald recognized in Luther’s articles 
their own, spontaneous confession against the 
Papists as well as against the Zwinglians and 
other enthusiasts. ‘ 


75. Endorsed by Princes and Estates. 


The Thorough Declaration of the Formula 
of Concord makes the further statement that 
the Smalcald Articles were to be delivered in 
the Council at’ Mantua “in the name of the 
Estates, Electors, and Princes.” (853, 7.) Evi- 
dently this is based on Luther’s Preface to 
the Smaleald Articles, written 1538, in which 
he says concerning his Articles: “They have 
also been accepted and unanimously confessed 
by our side, and it has been resolved that, in 
case the Pope with his adherents should ever 
be so bold as seriously and in good faith, with- 
out lying and cheating, to hold a truly free 
Christian Council (as, indeed; he would be in 
duty bound to do), they be publicly delivered 
in order to set forth the Confession of our 
Faith.” (455.) 

Kolde and others surmise that Luther wrote 
as he did because, owing to his illness, he 
was not acquainted with the true situation 
at Smaleald. Tschackert, too, takes-it for 
granted that Luther, not being sufficiently in- 
formed, was under the erroneous impression 
that the princes and estates as well as the 
theologians had adopted, and subscribed to, 
his articles. (300. 302.) Nor has a better 
theory of solving the difficulty hitherto been 
advanced. Yet it appears very improbable. 
If adopted, one must assume that Luther’s 
attention was never drawn to this error of 
his. For Luther does not merely permit his 
assertion to stand in the following editions 
of the Smalcald Articles, but repeats it else- 
where as well. In an opinion written 1541 he 
writes: “In the second place, I leave the mat- 
ter as it is found in the articles adopted at 
Smalcald; I shall not be ‘able to improve on 
them; nor do I know how to yield anything 
further.” (St. L. 17, 666.) 

The Elector, too, shared Luther’s opinion. 
In a letter of October 27, 1543, he urged him 
to publish in Latin and German (octavo), 
under the title, Booklet of the Smalcald A gree- 
ment — Buechlein der geschehenen Schmalkal- 
dischen Vergleichung, the “Articles of Agree- 
ment, Vergleichungsartikel,” on which he and 
Melanchthon had come to an agreement in 
1537, at Smalcald, with the other allied 
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estates, scholars, and theologians. (St. L. 21b, 
2913.) October 17, 1552, immediately after 
he had obtained his liberty, the Elector made 
a similar statement. (0. R.7,1109.) Nor did 
Spalatin possess a knowledge in this-matter 
differing from that of Luther and the Elector. 
He, too, believed that not only the theologians, 
but the princes and estates as well, with the 
exception of Hesse, Wuerttemberg, Strass- 
burg, ete., had subscribed to Luther’s articles. 
(Kolde, 51.) 

Evidently, then, Luther’s statement was 
generally regarded as being substantially and 
approximately correct and for all practical 
purposes in keeping, if not with the exact let- 
ter and form, at least with the real spirit of 


‘what transpired at Smalcald and before as 


well as after this convention. It was not a 
mere delusion of Luther’s, but was generally 
regarded as agreeing with the facts, that at 
Smalcald his articles were not only subscribed 
by the theologians, but adopted also by the 
Lutheran princes and estates, though, in def- 
erence to the Landgrave and the South Ger- 
man cities, not officially and by the Smalcald 
League as such. 


°76. Symbolical Authority of Smalcald 


Articles. 


The importance attached to the Smalcald 
Articles over against the Reformed and 
Crypto-Calvinists appears from a statement 
made by the Elector of Saxony, October 17, 
1552 (shortly after his deliverance from cap- 
tivity), in which he maintained that the Lu- 
theran Church could have been spared her in- 
ternal dissensions if every one had faithfully 
abided by the articles of Luther. He ‘teld the 
Wittenberg theologians that during his cap- 
tivity he had heard of the dissensions and con- 
tinued controversies, “which caused us no 
little grief. And we have therefore often de- 
sired with all our heart that in the churches 
of our former lands and those of others no 
change, prompted by human wisdom, had been 
undertaken nor permitted in the matters [doc- 
trines] as they were held during the life of 
the blessed Doctor Martin Luther and during 
our rule, and confirmed at Smalcald, in the 
year 1537, by all pastors and preachers of the 
estates of the Augsburg Confession then as- 
sembled at that place. For if this had been 
done, no doubt, the divisions and errors pre- 
vailing among the teachers of said Confession, 
together with the grievous and harmful 
offenses which resulted therefrom, would, with 
the help of God, have been avoided.” (0. R. 
7, 1109.) 

In the Prolegomena to his edition of the 
Lutheran Confessions, Hase remarks concern- 
ing the symbolical authority of Luther’s 
articles: “The formula of faith, drawn up by 
such a man, and adorned with such names, 
immediately enjoyed the greatest authority. 
Fidei formula a tali viro profecta talibusque 
nominibus ornata maxima statim auctoritate 
floruit.” To rank among the symbolical books, 
Luther’s articles required a special resolution 
on the part of the princes and estates as little 
as did his two catechisms; contents and the 
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Reformer’s name were quite sufficient. Volun- 
tarily the articles were subscribed at Smal- 
cald. On their own merits they won their 
place of honor in our Church. In the situa- 
tion then obtaining, they voiced the Lutheran 
position in a manner so correct and consistent 
that every loyal Lutheran spontaneously gave 
and declared his assent. In keeping with the 
changed historical context of the times, they 
offered a correct explanation of the Augsburg 
Confession, adding thereto a declaration con- 
cerning the Papacy, the absence of which had 
become increasingly painful. They struck the 
timely, logical, Lutheran note also over 
against the Zwinglian and Bucerian [Re- 
formed and Unionistic] tendencies. Luther’s 
articles offered quarters neither for disguised 
Papists nor for masked Calvinists. In brief, 
they gave such a clear expression to genuine 
Lutheranism that false spirits could not re- 
main in their company. It was the recogni- 
tion of these facts which immediately elicited 
the joyful acclaim of all true Lutherans. To 
them it was a recommendation of Luther’s 
articles when Bucer, Blaurer, and others, 
though having subscribed the Augsburg Con- 
fession, refused to sign them. Loyal Lu- 
therans everywhere felt that the Smalcald 
Articles presented an up-to-date touchstone 
of the pure Lutheran truth, and that, in tak- 
ing their stand on them, their feet were 
planted, over against the aberrations of the 
Romanists as well as the Zwinglians, on 
ground immovable. 

In the course of time, the esteem in which 
Luther’s articles were held, rose higher and 
higher. Especially during and after the con- 
troversies on the Interim, as well as in the 
subsequent controversies with the Crypto- 
Calvinists, the Lutherans became more and 
more convinced that the Smalcald Articles, 
and not the Variata, contained the correct 
exposition of the Augsburg Confession. At 
the Diet of Regensburg, in 1541, the Elector, 
by his delegates, sent word to Melanchthon 
“to stand by the Confession and the Smalcald 
Agreemént [Smalcald Articles] in word and 
in sense.” The delegates answered that Philip 
would not yield anything “which was opposed 
to the Confession and the Smalcald Agree- 
ment,” as he had declared that “he would die 
rather than yield anything against his con- 
science.” (C. R. 4,292.) In an opinion of 1544 
also the theologians of Hesse, who at Smal- 
cald had helped to sidetrack Luther’s articles, 
put them on a par with the Augustana. At 
Naumburg, in 1561, where Elector Frederick 
of the Palatinate and the Crypto-Calvinists 
endeavored to undermine the authority of Lu- 
ther, Duke John Frederick of Saxony declared 
that he would abide by the original Augustana 
and its “true declaration and norm,” the Smal- 
cald Articles. 

Faithful Lutherans everywhere received the 
Smaleald Articles into their corpora doctrinae. 
In 1557 the Convention of Coswig declared 
them to be “the norm by which controversies 
are to be decided, norma decidendi controver- 
sias.” Similarly, the Synod of Moelln, 1559. 
In 1560 the ministerium of Luebeck and the 


Senate of Hamburg confessionally accepted 
the Articles. Likewise, the Convention of 
Lueneburg in 1561, and the theologians of 
Schleswig-Holstein in 1570. The Thorough 
Declaration could truthfully say that the 
Smalcald Articles had been embodied in the 
confessional writings of the Lutheran Church, 
“for the reason that these have always and 
everywhere been regarded as the common, 
unanimously accepted meaning of our churches, 
and, moreover, have been subscribed at that 
time by the chief and most enlightened theo- 
logians, and have held sway in all evangelical 
churches and schools.” (855, 11.) 


77. Editions of Smalcald Articles. 


In 1538 Luther published his Articles, which 
editio princeps was followed by numerous 
other editions, two of them in the same year. 
In the copy of the Articles which Spalatin 
took at Wittenberg the title reads: “Opinion 
concerning the Faith, and What We Must 
Adhere to Ultimately at the Future Council. 
Bedenken des Glaubens halben, und worauf 
im kuenftigen Konzil endlich zu beharren sei.” 
The editio princeps bears the title: “Articles 
which were to be Delivered on Behalf of Our 
Party at the Council of Mantua, or Where 
Else It Would Meet. Artikel, so da haetten 
aufs Konzilium zu Mantua, oder wo es wuerde 
sein, ueberantwortet werden von unsers Teils 
wegen.” These titles designate the purpose 
for which the articles were framed by order 
of the Elector. In the edition of 1553, pub- 
lished by John Stolz and John Aurifaber, Lu- 
ther’s Articles are designated as “prepared for 
the Diet of Smalcald in the year 1537, gestellt 
auf den Tag zu Schmalkalden Anno 1587.” 
Says Carpzov: “They are commonly called 
Smalcald Articles after the place where they 
were composed [an error already found in 
Brenz’s letter of February 23, 1537, appended 
to the subscriptions of the “Tract on the 
Power and Primacy of the Pope” (529). See 
also Formula of Concord 777, 4; 853, 7], as 
well as solemnly approved and subscribed, 
since the articles were composed by Luther 
and approved by the Protestants at Smalcald, 
a town in the borders of Saxony and Ducal 
Hesse, and selected for the convention of the 
Protestants for the reason that the individuals 
who had been called thither might have an 
easy, and safe approach.” (Isagoge, 769.) 

The text of the Smalcald Articles, as pub- 
lished by Luther, omits the following motto 
found in the original: “This is sufficient doc- 
trine for eternal life. As to the political and 
economic affairs, there are enough laws to 
trouble us, so that there is no need of in- 
venting further troubles much more burden- 


some. Sufficient unto the day is the evil 
thereof. His satis est doctrinae pro vita 
aeterna. Caeterum im politia et oeconomia 


satis est legum, quibus vexamur, ut non sit 
opus praeter has molestias fingere alias quam 
miserrimas [necessarias]. Sufficit diet mali- 
tia sua.” (Luther, Weimar 50, 192. St. L. 16, 
1918.) Apart from all kinds of minor correc- 
tions, Luther added to the text a Preface 
(written 1538) and several additions, some 
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of them quite long, which, however, did not 
change the sense. Among these are § 5, §§ 13 
to 15, and §§ 25—28 of the article concerning 
the Mass; §§ 42—45 concerning the False Re- 
pentance of the Papists; §§ 3—13 about En- 
thusiasm in the article concerning Confession. 
The editions of 1543 and 1545 contained 
further emendations. The German text of Lu- 
ther’s first edition of 1538 was received into 
the Book of Concord, “as they were first 
framed and printed.” (853, 7.) The first Latin 
translation by Peter Generanus appeared in 
1541, with a Preface by Veit Amerbach (later 
on Catholic Professor of Philosophy at Ingol- 
stadt). In 1542 it was succeeded by an 
emended edition. In the following year the 
Elector desired a Latin-German edition in 
octavo. The Latin translation found in the 
Book of Concord of 1580 was furnished by 
Selneccer; this was revised for the official 
Latin Concordia of 1584. om 


78. Tract on the Power and Primacy 
of the Pope. 


Melanchthon’s “Tract Concerning the Power 
and Primacy of the Pope, T'ractatus de Pote- 
state et Primatu Papae,” presents essentially 
the same thoughts Luther had already dis- 
cussed in his article “Of the Papacy.” Me- 
lanchthon here abandons the idea of a papal 
supremacy wre hwmano, which he had advo- 
cated at Augsburg 1530 and expressed in his 
subscription to Luther’s articles, and moves 
entirely in the wake of Luther and in the 
trend of the Reformer’s thoughts. The Tract 
was written not so much from his own con- 
viction as from that of Luther and in accom- 
modation to the antipapal sentiment which, 
to his grief, became increasingly dominant at 
Smaleald. (C. R. 3,270. 292.297.) In a let- 
ter to Jonas, February 23, he remarks, indi- 
cating his accommodation to the public opin- 
ion prevailing at Smalcald: “I have written 
this [Tract] somewhat sharper than I am 
wont to do.” (271. 292.) Melanchthon always 
trimmed his sails according to the wind; and 
at Smalcald a decidedly antipapal gale was 
blowing. He complains that he found no-one 
there who assented to his opinion that the 
papal invitation to a council ought not be 
declined. (293.) It is also possible that he 
heard of the Elector’s criticism of his quali- 
fied subscription to Luther’s articles. At all 
events, the Tract amounts to a retraction of 
his stricture on Luther’s view of the Papacy. 
In every respect, Smaleald spelled a defeat 
for Melanchthon. His policy toward the 
South Germans was actually repudiated by 
the numerous and enthusiastic subscriptions 
to Luther’s articles, foreshadowing, as it were, 
the final historical outcome, when Philippism 
was definitely defeated in the Formula of Con- 
cord. And his own Tract gave the coup de 
grace to his mediating policy with regard to 
the Romanists. For here Melanchthon, in the 
manner of Luther, opposes and denounces the 
Pope as the Antichrist, the protector of un- 
godly doctrine and customs, and the perse- 
cutor of the true confessors of Christ, from 
whom one must separate. The second part 


of the Tract, “Concerning the Power and the 
Jurisdiction of the Bishops, De Potestate et 
Iurisdictione Bpiscoporum,” strikes an equally 
decided note. 

The Tract, which was already completed by 
February 17, received the approval of the 
estates, and, together with the Augustana and 
the Apology, was signed by the theologians 
upon order of the princes. (C. R. 3, 286.) 
Koellner writes: “Immediately at the con- 
vention Veit Dietrich translated this writing 
{the Tract] into German, and (as appears 
from the fact that the Weimar theologians in 
1553 published the document from the archives 
with the subscriptions) this German trans- 
lation was, at the convention, presented to, and 
approved by, the estates as the official text, 
and subscribed by the theologians.” (464.) 
Brenz’s letter appended to the subscriptions 
shows that the signing did not take place 
till after February 23, perhaps the 25th of 
February. For on the 26th Melanchthon and 
Spalatin refer to it as finished. 

With reference to the Concord of 1536, let 
it be stated here that, although mentioned 
with approval by the theologians and also 
included in Brenz’s and Melander’s subscrip- 


- tions to the Smaleald Articles, the princes and 


estates nevertheless passed no resolution re- 
quiring its subscription. Melanchthon writes 
that the princes had expressly declared that 


they would abide by the Wittenberg Concord. 


(C. R. 3,292.) Veit Dietrich’s remark to Foer- 
ster, May 16, 1537, that only the Augustana 
and the Concord were signed at Smalecald, is 
probably due to a mistake in writing. (372.) 


79. Authorship of Tract. 


The Tract first appeared in print in 1540. 
A German translation, published 1541, desig- 
nates it as “drawn up by Mr. Philip Melanch- 
thon and done into German by Veit Dietrich.” 
(C. R. 23, 722.) In the edition of the Smal- 
cald Articles by Stolz and Aurifaber, 1553, 
the Tract is appended with the caption: “Con- 
cerning the Power and Supremacy of the Pope, 
Composed by the Scholars. Smalcald, 1537.” 
In the Jena edition of Luther’s Works the 
Smalcald Articles are likewise followed by the 
Tract with the title: “Concerning the Power 
and Supremacy of the Pope, Composed by the 
Scholars in the Year 37 at Smalcald and 
Printed in the Year 38.” (6, 523.) This super- 
scription gave rise to the opinion that the 
German was the original text. At any rate, 
such seems to have been the belief of Sel- 
neccer, since he incorporated a Latin trans- 
lation, based on the German text, into the 
Latin edition of his Book of Concord, pri- 
vately published 1580. Apart from other 
errors, this Latin version contained also the 
offensive misprint referred to in our article 
on the Book of Concord (p.5). In the official 
edition of 1584 it was supplanted by the origi- 
nal text of Melanchthon. The subtitle, how- 
ever, remained: “Tractatus per Theologos 
Smalcaldicos Congregatos Conscriptus.” 

To-day it is generally assumed that by 1553 
it was universally forgotten both that Me- 
lanchthon was the author of the Tract, and 
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that it was originally composed in Latin. 
However, it remains a mystery how this 
should have been possible — only twelve years 
after Dietrich had published the Tract under 
a title which clearly designates Melanchthon 
as its author, and states that the German text 
is ‘a translation. The evidence for Melanch- 
_ thon’s authorship which thus became neces- 
sary was furnished by J.C. Bertram in 1770. 
However, before him Chytraeus and Secken- 
dorf, in 1564, had expressly vindicated Me- 
lanchthon’s authorship. Be it mentioned as 
a curiosity that the Papist Lud. Jac. a St. Ca- 
rolo mentioned a certain “Articulus Alsmal- 
caldicus, Germanus, Lutheranus” as the author 
of the Tract. In the Formula of Concord and 
in the Preface to the Book of Concord the 
Tract is not enumerated as a separate con- 
fessional writing, but is treated as an ap- 
pendix to the Smaleald Articles. 


80. A Threefold Criticism. 


On the basis of the facts stated in the pre- 
ceding paragraphs, Kolde, followed by others, 
believes himself justified in offering a three- 
fold criticism. In the first place, he opines 
that Luther’s Articles are “very improperly 
called ‘Smaleald Articles”? However, even 
if Luther’s Articles were not officially adopted 
by the Smalcald League as such, they were, 
nevertheless, written for the Convention of 
Smalecald, and were there signed by the as- 
sembled Lutheran theologians and preachers, 
and privately adopted also by most of the 
princes and estates. For Luther’s Articles, 
then, there is and can be no title more appro- 
priate than “Smalcald Articles.” Tschackert 
remarks: “Almost all [all, with the excep- 
tion of the suspected theologians] subscribed, 
and thereby they became weighty and im- 
portant for the Evangelical churches of Ger- 
many; and hence it certainly is not inappro- 
priate to call them ‘Smalcald Articles,’ even 
though they were written at Wittenberg and 
were not publicly deliberated upon at Smal- 
cald.” (302.) ‘ 

“It is entirely unhistorical,’ Kolde con- 
tinues in his strictures, “to designate Me- 
lanchthon’s Tract, which has no connection 
with Luther’s Articles, as an ‘Appendix’ to 
them, when in fact it was accepted as an ap- 
pendix of the Augustana and Apology.” (50.) 
It is a mistake, therefore, says Kolde, that the 
Tract is not separately mentioned in the Book 
of Concord, nor counted as a separate con- 
fessional writing. (53.) Likewise Tschackert: 
“On the other hand, it is a mistake to treat 
—Melanchthon’s Tract as an appendix to the 
Smaleald Articles, as is done in the Book of 
Concord. The signatures of the estates have 
rather given it an independent authority in 
the Church.” (302.) . However, there is much 
more of a connection between Luther’s Ar- 
ticles and the Tract than Kolde and Tschackert 
seem to be aware of. Luther’s Articles as well 
as the Tract were prepared for the Convention 
at Smaleald. Both were there signed by prac- 
tically the same Lutheran theologians. The 
fact that in the case of the Smalcald Articles 
this was done voluntarily rather enhances, 


and does: not in the least diminish, their im- 
portance, Both also, from the very beginning, 
were equally regarded as Lutheran confes- 
sional writings. The Tract, furthermore, fol- 
lows Luther’s Articles also in substance, as 
it is but an acknowledgment and additional 
exposition of his article “Of the Papacy.” To 
be sure, the Tract must not be viewed,as an 
appendix to Luther’s Articles, which, indeed, 
were in no need of such an appendix. More- 
over, both the Articles and the Tract may 
be regarded as appendices to the Augsburg 
Confession and the Apology. Accordingly, 
there is no reason whatever why, in the Book 
of Concord, the Tract should not follow Lu- 
ther’s Articles or be regarded as closely, con- 
nected with it, and naturally belonging to it. 
Koellner is right when he declares it to be 
“very appropriate” that the Tract is connected 
and grouped with the Smalcald Articles. (469.) 

Finally, Kolde designates the words in 
the title “composed, conscriptuws, by the 
scholars” as false in every respect. Likewise 
Tschackert. (303.) The criticism is justified 
inasmuch as the expression “composed, zu- 
sammengezogen, conscriptus, by the scholars” 
cannot very well be harmonized with the fact 
that Melanchthon wrote the Tract. But even 
this superscription is inappropriate, at least 
not in the degree assumed by Kolde and 
Tschackert. For the fact is that the princes 
and estates did not order Melanchthon, but 
the theologians, to write the treatise concern- 
ing the Papacy, and that the Tract was pre- 
sented in their name. Koellner writes: “It 
is certainly a splendid testimony for the noble 
sentiments of those heroes of the faith that 
the Elector should know of, and partly dis- 
approve, Melanchthon’s milder views, and still 
entrust him with the composition of this very 
important document [the Tract], and, on the 
other hand, equally so, that Melanchthon so 
splendidly fulfilled the consideration which he 
owed to the views and the interests of the 
party without infringing upon his own con- 
viction.” ‘“Seckendorf also,” Koellner adds, 
‘justly admires this unusual phenomenon.” 
(471.) However, Koellner offers no evidence 
for the supposition that the Elector charged 
Melanchthon in particular with the compo- 
sition of the Tract. According to the report 
of the Strassburg delegates, the princes de- 
clared that “the scholars” should peruse the 
Confession and enlarge on the Papacy. The 
report continues: ‘The scholars received 
orders ... to enlarge somewhat on the Papacy, 
which they did, and thereupon transmitted 
their criticism to the Elector and the princes.” 
(Kolde, Anal., 297.) This is corroborated by 
Melanchthon himself, who wrote to Camera- 
rius, March 1, 1537: “We received orders 
(wussi swumus) to write something on the Pri- 
macy of Peter or the Roman Pontiff.” (0. R. 
3,292.) February 17 Osiander reported: ‘The 
first business imposed on ws by the princes 
was ... diligently to explain the Primacy, 
which was omitted from the Confession be- 
cause it was regarded as odious. The latter 
of these duties we have to-day completed, 
so that we shall immediately deliver a copy 
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to the princes.” (3, 267.) These statements 
might even warrant the conclusion that the 
theologians also participated, more or less, 
in the drawing up of the Tract, for which, 
however, further evidence is wanting. Nor 
does it appear how this view could be har- 
monized with Veit Dietrich’s assertion in his 
letter to Foerster, May 16: “Orders were 
given to write about the power of the Pope, 
the primacy of Peter, and the ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction. Philip alone performed this very 
well.” (3, 370.) 
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However, entirely apart from the statement 


of Osiander, the mere fact that the theologians 
were ordered to prepare the document, and 
that it was delivered by, and in the name of, 
these theologians, sufficiently warrants us to 
speak of the document as “The Tract of the 
Scholars at Smalcald” with the same pro- 
priety that, for example, the opinion which 
Melanchthon drew up on August 6, 1536, is 
entitled: “The First Proposal of the Witten- 
berg Scholars concerning the Future Coun- 
cil.” (CO. #. 3, 119.) 


VIII. Luther’s Efforts at Restoring Catechetical Instruction. 


81. Modern Researches Respecting 
Luther’s Catechisms. 


Besides G. v. Zezschwitz (System der christ- 
lich-kirchlichen Katechetik, 3 volumes, 186 
to 1874) and numerous other contemporary 
and later students, G. Buchwald, F. Cohrs, and 
‘O, Albrecht have, since the middle of the past 
century, rendered no mean service by their 
researches pertaining to Luther’s Catechisms. 
Buchwald edited the three series of sermons 
on the Five Chief Parts which Luther deliv- 
ered in 1528, pointed out their important bear- 
ing on his Catechisms, and shed new light on 
their origin by discovering and exploiting the 
Stephan Roth correspondence. He published 
the results of his labors in 1894 under the 
title, “The Origin of the Two Catechisms of 
Luther and the Foundation of the Large Cate- 
chism. Die Entstehung der beiden Katechis- 
men Luthers und die Grundlage des Grossen 
Katechismus.” FF. Cohrs enriched this depart- 
ment of knowledge by his articles in the third 
edition of Herzog’s Realenzyklopaedie, and es- 
pecially by his five-volume work on The Hvan- 
gelical Catechism-Attempts Prior to Luther’s 
Enchiridion, in Monumenta Germaniae Paeda- 
gogica, 1900 to 1907. In 1905 O. Albrecht was 
entrusted with the preparation of Luther’s 
Catechisms for the Weimar Critical Edition 
of Luther’s Complete Works. He also con- 
tributed the extensive historical sections of 
the first of the three parts of Vol. 30, where 
the Catechisms are treated. 

This first part of 826 pages, which appeared 
in 1910, represents the latest important re- 
search work on the origin of Luther’s Cate- 
chisms. In its preface R. Drescher says: “The 
writings of 1529 to 1530, in their totality, 
were a difficult mountain, and it gives us par- 
ticular joy finally to have surmounted it. And 
the most difficult and laborious part of the 
way, at least in view of the comprehensive 
treatment it was to receive, was the publica- 
tion of the Large and the Small Catechism, 
including the three series of Catechism Ser- 
mons. ... The harvest which was garnered 
fills a large volume of our edition.” 


82. Meaning of the Word Catechism. 


The term catechismus (catechism), like its 
related terms, catechesis, catechizari, catechu- 
mem, was common in the ancient Church. In 
his Glossariwm, Du Cange defines it as “insti- 
tutio puerorum etiam recens natorum, ante- 


quam baptizentur — the instruction of chil- 
dren, also those recently born, before their 
baptism.” The synonymous expression, cate- 
chesis, he describes as “institutio primorum 
fidei Christianae rudimentorum, de quibus 
xatnynoes suas scripsit S. Cyrillus Jeruso- 
lymitanus — instruction in the first rudi- 
ments of the Christian faith, about which 
St. Cyril of Jerusalem wrote his catechiza- 
tions.” (2,222 f.) Also Luther was acquainted 
with this usage in the ancient Church. He 
began his Catechism sermon of November 30, 
1528, with the words: “These parts which 
you heard me recite the old Fathers called 
catechism, 7.¢., a sermon for children, which 
children should know and all who desire to 
be Christians.” (Weimar 30, 1, 57.) At first 
Luther seems to have employed the term but 
seldom; later on, however, especially after 
1526, more frequently. Evidently he was bent 
on popularizing it. Between the Preface and 
the Decalog of the first Wittenberg book edi- 
tion of the Small Catechism we find the title, 
“A Small Catechism or Christian Training — 
Hin kleiner Katechismus oder christliche 
Zucht.” No doubt, Luther added the expla- 
nation “christliche Zucht” because the word 
catechism had not yet become current among 
the people. May 18, 1528, he began his ser- 
mon with the explanation: “Catechismus dici- 
tur imstructio — Catechism is instruction”; 
likewise the sermon of September 14: “Cate- 
chism, 7. €., an instruction or Christian teach- 
ing”; the sermon of November 30: ‘“Cate- 
chism, 7.e., a sermon for children.” In the 
Preface to his Small Catechism he again ex- 
plains the term as “Christian doctrine.” Thus 
Luther endeavored to familiarize the people 
with the word catechism. 

The meaning of this term, however, is not 
always the same. It may designate the act 
of instructing, the subject-matter or the doc- 
trine imparted, a summary thereof, the text 
of the traditional chief parts, or a book con- 
taining the catechismal doctrine, text, or text 
with explanation. Luther used the word most 
frequently and preferably in the sense of in- 
struction. This appears from the definitions 
quoted in the preceding paragraph, where 
catechism is defined as “sermon,” “instruc- 
tion,” “Christian training,” ete. “You have 
the catechism” (the doctrine), says Luther, 
“in small and large books.” Bugenhagen de- 
fines thus: “Katechismus, dat is, christlike 
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underrichtinge ut den teyn gebaden Gades.” 
In the Apology, Melanchthon employs the 
word catechism as identical with xatijynous 
puerorum, instruction of the young in the 
Christian fundamentals. (324, 41.) “Accord- 
ingly,” says O. Albrecht, “catechism means 
elementary instruction in Christianity, con- 
ceived, first, as the act; then, as the material 
for instruction; then, as the contents of a 
book; and finally, as the book itself. This 
usage must be borne in mind also where Lu- 
ther speaks of his own Catechisms. “German 
Catechism” means instruction in, or preach- 
ing on, the traditional chief parts in the Ger- 
man language. And while “Enchiridion” sig- 
nifies a book of small compass, the title “Small 
Catechism” (as appears from the old subtitle: 
“Ein kleiner Katechismus oder christliche 
Zucht”) means instruction in the chief parts, 
proceeding with compact brevity, and, at the 
same time, these parts themselves together 
with the explanations added. (W. 30, 1, 454. 
539.) As the title of-a book the word cate- 
chism was first employed by Althamer in 1528, 
and by Brenz as the subtitle of his “Ques- 
tions” (Fragestuecke). A school-book written 
by John Colet in the beginning of the sixteenth 
century bears the title “Catechyzon, The In- 
structor.” (456.) 


Not every kind of Christian instruction, 


however, is called catechism by Luther. When- . 


ever he uses the word, he has in mind begin- 
ners, children, and unlearned people. In his 
“German Order of Worship, Deutsche Messe,” 
of 1526, he writes: “Catechism is an instruc- 
tion whereby heathen who desire to become 
Christians are taught and shown what they 
must believe, do, not do, and know in Chris- 
tianity; hence the name catechumens was 
given to pupils who were accepted for such 
instruction and who learned the Creed previ- 
ous to their baptism.” (19,76.) In his ser- 
mon of November 30, 1528: “The Catechism 
is a sermon for children, which the children 
and all who desire to be Christians must 
know. Whoever does not know it cannot be 
numbered among the Christians. For if he 
does not know these things, it is evident that 
God and Christ mean nothing to him.” 
(30, 1,57.) In his sermon of September 14: 
“This [catechism] is preaching for children, 
or, the Bible of the laity, which serves the 
plain people. Whoever, then, does not know 
these things, and is unable to recite them and 
understand them, cannot be considered a Chris- 
tian. It is for this reason, too, that it bears 
the name catechism, 7. e., instruction and 
Christian teaching, since all Christians at the 
very least should know this much. Afterward 
they ought to learn more of the Scriptures. 
Hence, let all children govern themselves ac- 
cordingly, and see that they learn it.” (27.) 
May 18 Luther began his sermon thus: “The 
preaching of the Catechism was begun that 
it might serve as an instruction for children 
and the unlearned.... For every Christian 
must necessarily know the Catechism. Who- 
ever does not know it cannot be numbered 
among the Christians.” (2.) In the short 
Preface to the Large Catechism: “This ser- 


mon is designed and undertaken that it might 
be an instruction for children and the simple- - 
minded. Hence, of old it was called in Greek 
catechism, 4. e., instruction for children, what 
every Christian must needs know, so that he 
who does not know this could not be numbered 
with the Christians nor be admitted to any 
Sacrament.” (Cono. Trieu., 575, 1; 535, 11.) 


83. Chief Parts of Catechism. 


In Luther’s opinion the elementary doctrines 
which form the subject-matter of the Cate-~ 
chism are comprised in the three traditional 
parts: Decalog, Creed, and Lord’s Prayer. 
These he considered to be the gist of the doc- 
trine every one must learn if he would be re- 
garded and treated as a Christian. “Those 
who are unwilling to learn it,” says Luther, 
“should be told that they deny Christ and are 
no Christians; neither should they be admit- 
ted to the Sacraments, accepted as sponsors 
at Baptism, nor exercise any part of Christian 
liberty.” (Conc. TricL. 535, 11.) Of course, 
Luther considered these three parts only a 
minimum, which, however, Christians who 
partake of the Lord’s Supper should strive 
to exceed, but still sufficient for children and 
plain people. (575, 5.) Even in his later years, 
Luther speaks of the first three parts as the 
Catechism proper. 

However, probably in consequence of the 
controversy with the Enthusiasts, which be- 
gan in 1524, Luther soon added as supple- 
ments the parts treating of Baptism, the 
Lord’s Supper, and Confession. In the Large 
Catechism, where Baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper appear as appendices, Luther empha- 
sizes the fact that the first three parts form 
the kernel of the Catechism, but that instruc- 
tion in Baptism and the Lord’s Supper must 
also be imparted. “These” (first three), says 
he, “are the most necessary parts, which one 
should first learn to repeat word for word.... 
Now, when these three parts are apprehended, 
it behooves a person also to know what to say 
concerning our Sacraments, which Christ Him- 
self instituted, Baptism and the holy body 
and blood of Christ, namely, the text which 
Matthew and Mark record at the close of their 
gospels, when Christ said farewell to His dis- 
ciples and sent them forth.” (579,20.) Lu- 
ther regarded a correct knowledge of Baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper not only as useful, but 
as necessary. Beginning his explanation of 
the Fourth Chief Part, he remarks: ‘We have 
now finished the three chief parts of the com- 
mon Christian doctrine. Besides these we 
have yet to speak of our two Sacraments in- 
stituted by Christ, of which also every Chris- 
tian ought to have at least an ordinary, brief 
instruction, because without them there can 
be no Christian; although, alas! hitherto no 
instruction concerning them has been given.” 
(733, 1.) Thus Luther materially enlarged 
the Catechism. True, several prayer- and con- 
fession-books, which appeared in the late 
Middle “Ages, also treat of the Sacraments. 
As for the people, however, it was considered 
sufficient for laymen to be able to recite the 
names of the seven Roman sacraments. Hence 
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Luther, in the passage cited from the Large 
Catechism, declares that in Popery practically 
nothing of Baptism’ and the Lord’s Supper 
was taught, certainly nothing worth while or 
wholesome. 


84. Parts Inherited from Ancient Church. 


The text of the first three chief parts, Lu- 
ther considered a sacred heirloom from the 
ancient Church. “For,” says he in his Large 
Catechism, “the holy Fathers or apostles have 
thus embraced in a summary the doctrine, 
life, wisdom, and art of Christians, of which 
they speak and treat, and with which they 
are occupied.” (579, 19.) Thus Luther, always 
conservative, did not reject the traditional 
catechism, both bag and baggage, but carefully 
distinguished between the good, which he re- 
tained, and the worthless, which he discarded. 
In fact, he no more dreamt of foisting a new 
doctrine or catechism on the Christian Church 
than he ever thought of founding a new church. 
On the contrary, his sole object was to restore 
the ancient Apostolic Church; and his cate- 
chetical endeavors were bent on bringing to 
light once more, purifying, explaining, and re- 
storing, the old catechism of the fathers. 

In his book Wider Hans Worst, 1541, Lu- 
ther says: “We have remained faithful to 
the true and ancient Church; aye, we are the 
true and ancient Church. You Papists, how- 
ever, have apostatized from us, 7. ¢., from the 
ancient Church, and have set up a new church 
in opposition to the ancient Church.” In har- 
mony with this view, Luther repeatedly and 
emphatically asserted that in his Catechism 
he was merely protecting and guarding an 
inheritance of the fathers, which he had pre- 
served to the Church by his correct expla- 
nation. In his.German Order of Worship we 
read: “I know of no simpler nor better ar- 
rangement of this instruction or doctrine than 
the arrangement which has existed since the 
beginning of Christendom, viz., the three parts, 
Ten Commandments, Creed, and the Lord’s 
Prayer.” (W.19, 76.) In the ancient Church 
the original parts for catechumens and spon- 
sors were the Symboluwm and the Paternoster, 
the Apostles’ Creed and the Lord’s Prayer. 
To these the Ten Commandments were added 
as a formal part of doctrine only since the 
thirteenth century. (30, 1, 434.) The usual 
sequence of these parts was: lLord’s Prayer, 
Apostles’ Creed, and, wherever it was not sup- 
planted by other matter, the Decalog. It was 
with deliberation, then, that Luther substi- 
tuted his own objective, logical order. 

In his Short Form of the Ten Command- 
ments, the Oreed, and the Lord’s Prayer, 1520, 
Luther speaks as follows of the three tradi- 
tional parts, which God preserved to the 
Church in spite of the Papacy: “It did not 
come to pass without the special providence 
of God, that, with reference to the common 
Christian, who cannot read the Scriptures, it 
was commanded to teach and to know the Ten 
Commandments, Creed, and Lord’s Prayer, 
which Ahree parts indeed thoroughly and com- 
pletely embrace all that is contained in the 
Seripture and may ever be preached, all also 


. 


that a Christian needs to know, and this, too, 


in a form so brief and simple that no one can 
complain or offer the excuse that it is too 
much, and that it is too hard for him to re- 
member what is essential to his salvation. 
For in order to be saved, a man must know 
three things: First, he must know what he 
is to do and leave undone. Secondly, when 
he realizes that by his own strength he is un- 
able to do it and leave it undone, he must 
know where he may take, seek, and find that 
which will enable him to do and to refrain. 
Thirdly, he must know how he may seek and 
obtain it. Even as a sick man needs first of 
all to know what disease he has, what he may 
or may not do, or leave undone. Thereupon 
he needs to know where the medicine is which 
will help him, that he may do and leave un- 
done like a healthy person. Fourthly, he must 
desire it, seek and get it, or have it brought 
to him. In like manner the commandments 
teach a man to know his disease, that he may 
see and perceive what he can do and not do, 
leave and not leave, and thus perceive that 
he is a sinner and a wicked man. Thereupon 
the Creed holds before his eyes and teaches 
him where to find the medicine, the grace, 
which will help him become pious, that he 
may keep the commandments, and shows him 
God and His mercy as revealed and offered in 
Christ. Fifthly, the Lord’s Prayer teaches 
him how to ask for, get and obtain it, namely, 
by proper, humble, and comforting prayer. 
These three things comprise the entire Scrip- 
tures.” (W. 7, 204.) It was things such as 
the chief parts of the Catechism that Luther 
had in mind when he wrote against the fanat- 
ies, 1528: “We confess that even under the . 
Papacy there are many Christian blessings, 
aye, all Christian blessings, and thence they 
have come.to us: the true Holy Scriptures, 
true Baptism, the true Sacrament of the Altar, 
true keys for the forgiveness of sins, the true 
office of the ministry, the true catechism, such 
as the Lord’s Prayer, the Ten Commandments, 
the Articles of Faith, etc.” (26, 147.) Luther’s 
meaning is, that in the midst of antichristen- 
dom and despite the Pope, the text of the three 
chief parts was, among other things, preserved 
to the Church. - 


85. Service Rendered Catechism by 
Luther. 


The fact that the text of the three chief 
parts existed long before Luther does not de- 
tract from the service which he rendered the 
Catechism. Luther’s work, moreover, con- 
sisted in this, 1. that he brought about a 
general revival of the instruction in the Cate- 
chism of the ancient Church; 2. that he com- 
pleted it by adding the parts treating of Bap- 
tism, Confession, and the Lord’s Supper; 
3. that he purged its material from all man- 
ner of papal ballast; 4. that he eliminated 
the Romish interpretation and adulteration 
in the interest of work-righteousness; 5. that 
he refilled the ancient forms with their gen- 
uine Evangelical and Scriptural meaning. 
Before Luther’s time the study of the Cate- 
chism had everywhere fallen into decay. 
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There were but few who knew its text, and 
when able to recite it, they did not under- 
stand it. The soul of all Christian truths, 
the Gospel of God’s free pardon for Christ’s 
sake, had departed. Concerning “the three 
parts which have remained in Christendom 
from of old” Luther said that “little of it had 
been taught and treated correctly.” (Conc. 
Triau. 575, 6.) } 

In his Warning to My Dear Germans, of 
1531, he enlarges on the same thought as fol- 
lows: “Thanks to God, our Gospel has pro- 
duced much and great good. Formerly no one 
knew what was Gospel, what Christ, what 
Baptism, what Confession, what Sacrament, 
what faith, what spirit, what flesh, what good 
works, what the Ten Commandments, what 
the Lord’s Prayer, what praying, what suffer- 
ing, what comfort, what civil government, 
what matrimony, what parents, what chil- 
dren, what lords, what servant, what mistress, 
what maid, what devil, what angel, what 
world, what life, what death, what sin, what 
right, what forgiveness of sin, what God, what 
bishop, what pastor, what Church, what a 
Christian, what the cross. Sum, we knew 
nothing of what a Christian should know. 
Everything was obscured and suppressed by 
the papal asses. For in Christian matters 
they are asses indeed, aye, great, coarse, 
unlearned asses. For I also was one of 
them and know that in this I am speak- 
ing the truth. And all pious hearts who 
were captive under the Pope, even as I, will 
bear me out that they would fain have known 
one of these things, yet were not able nor 
permitted to know it. We knew no better 
than that the priests and monks alone were 
everything; on their works we based our hope 
of salvation and not on Christ. Thanks to 
God, however, it has now come to pass that 
man and woman, young and old, know the 
Catechism, and how to believe, live, pray, suf- 
fer, and die; and that is indeed a splendid 
instruction for consciences, teaching them how 
to be a Christian and to know Christ.” (W. 30, 
3, 317.) 

Thus Luther extols it as the great achieve- 
- ment of his day that now every one knew the 
Catechism, whereas formerly Christian doc- 
trine was unknown or at least not understood 
aright. And this achievement is preeminently 
a service which Luther rendered. He revived 
once more the ancient catechetical parts of 
doctrine, placed them in the proper Biblical 
light, permeated them with the Evangelical 
spirit, and explained them in conformity with 
the understanding of the Gospel which he had 
gained anew, stressing especially the finis 
historiae (the divine purpose of the historical 
facts of Christianity, as recorded in the Sec- 
ond Article), the forgiveness of sins not by 
works of our own, but by grace, for Christ’s 
sake. 


86. Catechetical Instruction before 
Luther. 


In the Middle Ages the Lord’s Prayer and 
the Creed were called the chief parts for spon- 
sors (Patenhauptstuecke), since the canons 


Book of Concord. 


required sponsors to know them, and at Bap- 
tism they were obligated to teach these parts 
to their godchildren. The children, then, were 
to Jearn the Creed and the Lord’s Prayer from 
their parents and sponsors. Since the Caro- 
lingian Epoch these regulations of the Church ~ 
were often repeated, as, for example, in the 
Eehortation to the Christian Laity of the 
ninth century. From the same century dates 
the regulation that an explanation of the 
Creed and the Lord’s Prayer should be found 
in every parish, self-evidently to facilitate 
preaching and the examination in confession. 
In confession, which, according to the Lateran 
Council, 1215, everybody was required to make 
at least once a year, the priests were to in- 
quire also regarding this instruction and have 
the chief parts recited. Since the middle of 
the thirteenth century the Creed, the Lord’s 
Prayer, together with the Benedicite, Gratias, 
Ave Maria, Psalms, and other matter, were 
taught also in the Latin schools, where prob- 
ably Luther, too, learned them. In the Jn- 
struction for Visitors, Melanchthon still men- 
tions “der Kinder Handbuechlein, darin das 
Alphabet, Vaterunser, Glaub’ und andere Ge- 
bet’? innen stehen — Manual for Children, con- 
taining the alphabet, the Lord’s Prayer, the 
Creed, and other prayers,” as the first school- 
book. (W. 26, 237.) After the invention of 


printing, chart-impressions with pictures illus- 


trating the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and the 
Ten Commandments came into the possession 
also of some laymen. The poorer classes, how- 
ever, had to content themselves with the 
charts in the churches, which especially Nico- 
laus of Cusa endeavored to introduce every- 
where. (Herzog’s Realenzyklopaedie 10, 138.) 
They were followed by confessional booklets, 
prayer-booklets, and also by voluminous books 
of devotion. Apart from other trash, these 
contained confessional and communion prayers, 
instructions on Repentance, Confession, and 
the Sacrament of the Altar; above all, how- 
ever, a mirror of sins, intended as a guide 
for self-examination, on the basis of various 
lists of sins and catalogs of virtues, which, 
supplanting the Decalog, were to be memo- 
rized. Self-evidently, all this was not in- 
tended as a schoolmaster to bring them to 
Christ and to faith in the free grace of God, 
but merely to serve the interest of the Romish 
penances, satisfactions, and work-righteous- 
ness. Says Luther in the Smalcald Articles: 
“Here, too, there was no faith nor Christ, 
and the virtue of the absolution was not de- 
clared to him, but upon his enumeration of 
sins and his self-abasement depended his con- 
solation. What torture, raseality, and idol- 
atry such confession has produced is more 
than can be related.” (485, 20.) The chief 
parts of Christian doctrine but little taught 
and nowhere correctly taught, — such was the 
chief hurt of the Church under the Papacy. 

In the course of time, however, even this 
deficient and false instruction gradually fell 
into decay. The influence of the Latin schools 
was not very far-reaching, their number being 
very small in proportion to the young. Pub- 
lic schools for the people did not exist in the 
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Middle Ages. As a matter of fact, not a 
single synod concerned itself specifically with 
the instruction of the young. (H. R. 10, 137.) 
At home, parents and sponsors became in- 
creasingly indifferent and incompetent for 
teaching. True, the reformers of the four- 
teenth and fifteenth centuries did attempt to 
elevate the instruction also in the Cate- 
chism. Geiler’s sermons on the Lord’s Prayer 
were published. Gerson admonished: “The 
reformation of the Church must begin with 
the young,” and; published sermons on the 
Decalog as models for the use of the clergy. 
John Wolf also urged that the young be in- 
structed, and endeavored to substitute the Dec- 
alog for the prevalent catalogs of sins. The 
Humanists John Wimpheling, Erasmus, and 
John Colet (who wrote the Catechyzon, which 
Erasmus rendered into Latin hexameters) 
urged the same thing. Peter Tritonius Athe- 
sinus wrote a similar book of instruction for’ 
the Latin schools. However, all of these at- 
tempts proved ineffectual, and even if suc- 
cessful, they would have accomplished little 
for truly Christian instruction, such as Lu- 
ther advocated, since the real essence of Chris- 
tianity, the doctrine of justification, was un- 
known to these reformers. 

Thus in the course of time the people, and 
especially the young, grew more and more 
deficient in the knowledge of even the sim- 
plest Christian truths and facts. And bishops 
and priests, unconcerned about the ancient 
canons, stolidly looked on while Christendom 
was sinking deeper and deeper into the quag- 
mire of total religious ignorance and indiffer- 
ence. Without fearing contradiction, Melanch- 
thon declared in his Apology: “Among the 
adversaries there is no catechization of the 
children whatever, concerning which even the 
canons give commands. ... Among the ad- 
versaries, in many regions [as in Italy and 
Spain], during the entire year no sermons are 
delivered, except in Lent.” (325, 41.) 


87. Medieval Books of Prayer and 
Instruction. . 


Concerning the aforementioned Catholic 
books of prayer and edification which, during 
the Middle Ages, served the people as cate- 
chisms, Luther, in his Prayer-Booklet of 1522 
(which was intended to supplant the Romish 
prayer-books), writes as follows: “Among 
many other harmful doctrines and booklets 
which have seduced and deceived Christians 
and given rise to countless superstitions, I do 
not consider as the least the prayer-booklets, 
by which so much distress of confessing and 
enumerating sins, such unchristian folly in 
the prayers to God and His saints was in- 
culcated upon the unlearned, and which, never- 
theless, were highly puffed with indulgences 
and red titles, and, in addition, bore precious 
names, one being called Hortulus Animae, the 
other Paradisus Animae, and so forth. They 
are in sore need of a thorough and sound 
reformation, or to be eradicated entirely, 
a sentence which I also pass on the Passional 
or Legend books, to which also a great deal 
has been added by the devil.” (W. 10, 1, 375.) 
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The Hortulus Animae, which is mentioned 
even before 1500, was widely circulated at the 
beginning of the sixteenth century. It em- 
braced all forms of edifying literature. Se- 
bastian Brandt and Jacob Wimpheling helped 
to compile it. The Paradisus Animae had 
the same contents, but was probably spread 
in Latin only. The Hortulus Animae contains 
very complete rosters of sins and catalogs of 
virtues for “confessing and enumerating sins.” 
Among the virtues are listed the bodily works 
of mercy (Matt. 25, 35) and the seven spir- 
itual works of merey: to instruct the igno- 
rant, give counsel to the doubtful, comfort the 
afflicted, admonish sinners, pardon adversaries, 
suffer wrong, and forgive the enemies. Among 
the virtues were counted the seven gifts of the 
Holy Ghost: wisdom, understanding, ability, 
kindness, counsel, strength, and fear. Further- 
more the three divine virtues: faith, hope, 
and charity. The four cardinal virtues: pru- 
dence, justice, fortitude, and temperance. The 
eight beatitudes according to Matt. 5, 3ff. The 
twelve counsels: poverty, obedience, chastity, 
love of enemies, meekness, abundant mercy, 
simplicity of words, not too much care for 
temporal things, correct purpose and sim- 
plicity of deeds, harmony of doctrine and 
works, fleeing the cause of sin, brotherly ad- 
monition. Finally also the seven sacraments. 
The list of sins contains the nine foreign sins, 
the six sins against the Holy Ghost, the four 
sins that cry to God for vengeance, the five 
senses, the Ten Commandments, and the seven 
mortal sins: pride, covetousness, unchastity, 
anger, gluttony, envy, and sloth. Each of 
these mortal sins is again analyzed exten- 
sively. The Weimar edition of Luther’s Works 
remarks: “If these catalogs were employed 
for self-examination, confusion, endless tor- 
ment, or complete externalization of the con- 
sciousness of sin was bound to result. We 
can therefore understand why the Reformer 
inveighs against this ‘enumerating of sins.’ ” 
(10, 2, 336.) 

The Hortulus Animae also shows how Lu- 
ther was obliged to purge the Catechism from 
all manner of “unchristian follies,’ as he calls 
them. For the entire book is pervaded by 
idolatrous adoration of the saints. An acros- 
tic prayer to Mary addresses her as mediatria, 
aualiatrix, reparatrix, illuminatrix, advoca- 
tric. In English the prayer would read as 
follows: “OQ Mary, thou mediator between 
God and men, make of thyself the medium 
between the righteous God and me, a poor 
sinner! © Mary, thou helper in all an- 
guish and need, come to my assistance in all 
sufferings, and help me resist and strive 
against the evil spirits and overcome all my 
temptations and afflictions. O Mary, thou re- 
storer of lost grace to all men, restore unto 
me my lost time, my sinful and wasted life! 
O Mary, thou illuminator, who didst give 
birth to the eternal Light of the whole world, 
illumine my blindness and ignorance, lest 
I, poor sinner that I am, enter the darkness 
of eternal death! O Mary, thou advocate of 
all miserable men, be thou my advocate at my 
last end before the stern judgment of God, 
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and obtain for me the grace and the fruit of 
thy womb, Jesus Christ! Amen.” Another 
prayer calls Mary the “mighty queen of 
heaven, the holy empress of the angels, the 
one who stays divine wrath.” .A prayer to 
the eleven thousand virgins reads as follows: 
“O ye, adorned with chastity, crowned with 
humility, clad with patience, covered with the 
blossoms of virtue, well polished with modera- 
tion — O ye precious pearls and chosen virgin 
maids, help us in the hour of death!” 

With this idolatry and saint-worship silly 
superstition was combined. In order to be 
efficacious, a certain prayer prescribed in the 
Hortulus must be spoken not only with “true 
contrition and pure confession,” but also “be- 
fore a figure which had appeared to St. Greg- 
ory.” Whoever offers a certain prayer “before 
the image of Our Lady in the Sun” “will not 
depart this life unshriven, and thirty days 
before his death will see the very adorable 
Virgin Mary prepared to help him.” Another 
prayer is good “for pestilence” when spoken 
“before the image of St. Ann”; another prayer 
to St. Margaret profits “every woman in tray- 
ail”; still another preserves him who says it 
from “a sudden death.” All of these promises, 
however, are far surpassed by the indulgences 
assured. The prayer before the apparition of 
St. Gregory obtains 24,600 years and 24 days 
of indulgence; another promises “indulgence 
for as many days as our Lord Jesus Christ 
received wounds during His passion, viz., 
5,475.” Whoever prays the Bridget-prayers 
not only obtains indulgence for himself, but 
15 souls of his kin are thereby delivered from 
purgatory, 15 sinners converted, and 15 right- 
eous “confirmed and established in their good 
standing.” (W. 10, 2, 334.) 

Also in the chart booklets for the Latin 
schools of the Middle Ages the Ave Maria 
and Salve Regina played an important part. 
— Such were the books which, before Luther, 
were to serve the people as catechisms, or 
books of instruction and prayer. In them, 
everything, even what was right and good in 
itself, such as the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, 


and the Decalog, was made to serve Romish. 


superstition and work-righteousness. Hence 
one can easily understand why Luther de- 
manded that they be either thoroughly re- 
formed or eradicated. 

Indeed, thé dire need of the Church in this 
respect was felt and lamented by none sooner 
and more deeply than Luther. Already in his 
tract To the Christian Nobility of the German 
Nation, 1520, he complained that Christian 
instruction of the young was being neglected. 
He writes: “Above all, the chief and most 
common lesson in the higher and lower schools 
ought to be the Holy Scriptures and for the 
young boys, the Gospel. Would to God every 
city had also a school for girls, where the 
little maids might daily hear the Gospel for 
an hour, either in German or in Latin! Truly, 
in the past the schools and convents for men 
and women were founded for this purpose, 
with very laudable Christian intention, as we 
read.of St. Agnes and other saints. There 
grew up holy virgins and martyrs, and Chris- 
tendom fared very well. But now it amounts 
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to nothing more than praying and singing. 
Ought not, indeed, every Christian at the age 
of nine or ten years know the entire holy 
Gospel, in which his name and life is written? 
Does not the spinner and the seamstress teach 
the same handicraft to her daughter when she 
is still young? But now even the great men, 
the learned prelates and bishops, do not know 
the Gospel. How unjustly do we deal with 
the poor youth entrusted to us, failing, as we 
do, to govern and instruct them! What a 
severe reckoning will be required of us because 
we do not set before them the Word of God! 
For unto them is done as Jeremiah says, 
Lam. 2,11.12: ‘Mine eyes do fail with tears, 
my bowels are troubled, my liver is poured 
upon the earth, for the destruction of the 
daughter of my people; because the children 
and the sucklings swoon in the streets of the 
city. They say to their mothers, Where is 
corn and wine? when they swooned as the 
wounded in the streets of the city, when their 
soul was poured out into their mothers’ 
bosom.’ But we do not see the wretched 
misery, how the young people, in the midst 
of Christendom, now also languish and perish 
miserably for lack of the Gospel, in which 
they should always be instructed and drilled.” 
(W. 6, 461; E. 21, 349.) 


88. Church Visitation Reveals Deplorable 
Ignorance. 


The Saxon Visitation brought to light such 
a total decay of all Christian knowledge and 
of Christian instruction as even Luther had 
not anticipated. Aside from other evils 
(clergymen cohabiting with their cooks, ad- 
dicted to drink, or even conducting tav- 
erns, etc.), the people, especially in the vil- 
lages, were found to be grossly ignorant of 
even the simplest rudiments of Christian doc- 
trine and most unwilling to learn anything, 
while many pastors were utterly incompetent 
to teach. According to the official records, 
one priest, who enjoyed a great reputation as 
an exorcist, could not even recite the Lord’s 
Prayer and the Creed fluently. (Koestlin, Mar- 
tin Luther, 2,41.) Luther took part in the 
visitation of the Electoral circuit from the 
end of October till after the middle of No- 
vember, 1528, and again from the end of 
December, 1528, till January, 1529, and on 
April 26, 1529, at Torgau, he, too, signed the 
report on visitation. When Luther therefore 
describes the decay of instruction in Popery, 
he speaks from personal experience. About 
the middle of January, 1529, he wrote to 
Spalatin: ‘Moreover; conditions in the con- 
gregations everywhere are pitiable, inasmuch 
as the peasants learn nothing, know nothing, 
never pray, do nothing but abuse their liberty, 
make no confession, receive no communion, as 
if they had been altogether emancipated from 
religion. They have neglected their papistical 
affairs (ours they despise) to such extent that 
it is terrible to contemplate the administra- 
tion of the papal bishops.” (Enders 7, 45.) 
The intense heartache and mingled feelings 
which came over Luther when he thought of 
the ignorance which he found during the visi- 
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tation, are described in the Preface to the 
Small Catechism as follows: “The deplorable, 
miserable condition which I discovered lately 
when I, too, was a visitor, has forced and 
urged me to prepare this Catechism, or Chris- 
tian doctrine, in this small, plain, simple form. 
Mercy! Good God! what manifold misery 
I beheld! The common people, especially in 
the villages, have no knowledge whatever of 
Christian doctrine, and, alas! many pastors 
are altogether incapable, and incompetent to 
teach. Nevertheless, all maintain that they 
are’ Christians, all have been baptized and re- 
ceive the holy Sacrament. Yet they cannot 
recite either the Lord’s Prayer, or the Creed, 
or the Ten Commandments; they live like 
dumb brutes and irrational swine; and yet, 
now that the Gospel has come, they have 
nicely learned to abuse all liberty like experts. 
O ye bishops! what will ye ever answer to 
Christ for having so shamefully neglected the 
people and never for a moment discharged 
your office? May all misfortune flee you! 

. You command the Sacrament in one form and 
insist on your human laws, and yet at the 
same time you do not care in the least whether 
the people know the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, 
the Ten Commandments, or any part of the 
Word of God. Woe, woe, unto you forever!” 
(533, 1 ff.) 

To these experiences made during the visi- 
tation, Luther also refers when he says in the 
Short Preface to the Large Catechism: “For 
I well remember the time, indeed, even now 
it is a daily occurrence that one finds rude, 
old persons who knew nothing and still know 
nothing of these things, and who, nevertheless, 
go to Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, and use 
everything belonging to Christians, notwith- 
standing that those who come to the Lord’s 
Supper ought to know more and have a fuller 
understanding of all Christian doctrine than 
children and new scholars.” (575,5.) In his 
“Admonition to the Clergy” of 1530, Luther 
describes the conditions before the Reforma- 
tion as follows: “In brief, preaching and 
teaching were in a wretched and heart-rending 
state. Still all the bishops kept silence and 
saw nothing new, although they are now able 
to see a gnat in the sun. Hence all things 
.were so confused and wild, owing to the dis- 
cordant teaching and the strange new opin- 
ions, that no one was any longer able to know 
what was certain or uncertain, what was a 
Christian or an unchristian. The old doctrine 
of faith in Christ, of love, of prayer, of cross, 
of comfort in tribulation was entirely trodden 
down. Aye, there was in all the world no 
doctor who knew the entire Catechism, that 
is, the Lord’s Prayer, the Ten Commandments, 
and the Creed, to say nothing of understand- 
ing and teaching it, as now, God be praised, 
it is being taught and learned, even by young 
children. In support of this statement I ap- 
peal to all their books, both of theologians 
and jurists. Ifa single part of the Catechism 
can be correctly learned therefrom, I am ready 
to be broken upon the wheel and to have my 
veins opened.” (W. 30, 1, 301.) 

Melanchthon, Jonas, Brenz, George of An- 
halt, Mathesius, and many others draw a simi- 


lar, picture of the religious conditions pre- 
vailing in Germany, England, and other lands 
immediately prior to the Reformation. To be 
sure, Papists, particularly Jesuits, have dis- 
puted the accuracy and truth of these descrip- 
tions from the pen of Luther and his con- 
temporaries. But arrayed against these Rom- 
ish apologetes is also the testimony of Papists 
themselves. In his Catholicus Catechismus, 
published at Cologne, 1543, Nausea writes: 
“T endeavored to renew the instruction, once 
well known among all churches, which, how- 
ever, not only recently, but long ago (I do not 
know to whose stupidity, negligence, or igno- 
rance this was due) was altogether forgotten, 
not without lamentable loss to the catholic 
religion. Veterem illam catechesin, per omnes 
quondam ecclesias percelebrem non modo tum, 
sed et ante pridem, nescio quorum vel socordia 
vel negligentia vel ignorantia, non sine poen- 


* tenda catholicae religionis iactura prorsus in 


oblivionem coeptam repetere coepi.” (W. 30, 
1, 467.) Moreover, when Romanists dispute 
Luther’s.assertions, they refer to the one point 
only, that religious instruction (as conceived 
by Catholics) had not declined in the measure 
claimed by Luther. As to the chief point in 
Luther’s assertion, however, viz., the correct 
Evangelical explanation of the Catechism, 
which, in Luther’s opinion, is essential to all 
truly, Christian instruction, the Catholic 
Church has always been utterly devoid of it, 
not only prior to the Reformation, but also 
after it, and down to the present day. 

True, even during the Reformation some 
Papists were incited to greater zeal in preach- 
ing and teaching. It was a reaction against 
the Reformation of Luther, who must be re- 
garded as the indirect cause also’ of the 
formal improvement in the instruction of the 
young among the Romanists. To maintain 
their power, bishops and priests were com- 
pelled to resume and cultivate it. This re- 
vival, however, meant only an intensified in- 
struction in the old work-righteousness, and 
therefore was the very opposite of the instruc- 
tion which Luther desired and advocated. In 
the Apology, Melanchthon, after charging the 
Papists with totally neglecting the instruc- 
tion of the young, continues: “A few among 
them now also begin to preach of good works. 
But of the knowledge of Christ, of faith, of 
the consolation of consciences they are unable 
to preach anything, moreover, this blessed doc- 
trine, the precious holy Gospel, they call Lu- 
theran.” (326, 44.) 


89. Luther Devising Measures to Restore 
Catechism. 


Fully realizing the general decay of Chris- 
tian training, Luther at once directed all his. 
efforts toward bringing about a change for the 
better. And well aware of the fact that the 
future belongs to the rising generation, the 
instruction of the common people, and par- 
ticularly of the young, became increasingly an 
object of his especial concern. If the Church, 
said he, is to be helped, if the Gospel is to be 
victorious, if the Reformation is to succeed, 
if Satan and Antichrist are to be dealt a 
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mortal blow, a blow from which they will 
not recover, it must be done through -the 
young. For every cause which is not, or can- 
not be made, the cause of the rising genera- 
tion, is doomed from the very outset. “This 
is the total ruin of the Church,” said Luther 
as early as 1516; “for if ever it is to flourish 
again, one must begin by instructing the 
young. Haec est enim ecclesiae ruina tota; 
si enim unquam debet reflorere, necesse est, 
ut a puerorum institutione exordium fiat.” 
(W. 1,494.) For, apart from being incapable 
of much improvement, the old people would 
soon disappear from the scene. Hence, if 
Christianity and its saving truths were to be 
preserved to the Church, the children must 
learn them from earliest youth. 

In his Large Catechism Luther gave utter- 
ance to these thoughts as follows: “Let this, 
then, be said for exhortation, not only for 
those of us who are old and grown, but also 
for the young people, who ought to be brought 
up in the Christian doctrine and understand- 
ing. For thereby the Ten Commandments, the 
Creed, and the Lord’s Prayer might be the 
more easily inculeated upon our youth, so that 
they would receive them with pleasure and 
earnestness, and thus would practise them 
from their youth and accustom themselves to 
them. For the old are now well-nigh done 
for, so that these and other things cannot 
be attained, unless we train the people who 
are to come after us and succeed us in our 
office and work, in order that they also may 
bring up their children successfully, that the 
Word of God and the Christian Church may 
be preserved. Therefore let every father of 
a family know that it is his duty, by the in- 
junction and command of God, to teach these 
things to his children, or have them learn 
what they ought to know.” (773, 85.) 

A thorough and lasting revival of the Cate- 
chism can be hoped for only through the 
young — such were Luther’s convictions. Ac- 
cordingly he implored and adjured pastors 
and parents not to refuse their help in this 
matter. In the Preface to his Small Cate- 
chism we read: “Therefore I entreat you all 
for God’s sake, my dear sirs and brethren, 
who are pastors or preachers, to devote your- 
selves heartily to your office, to have pity on 
the people who are entrusted to you, and to 
help us inculcate the Catechism upon the 
people, especially upon the young.” (533, 6.) 
And as he earnestly admonished the pas- 
tors, so he also tenderly invited them to be 
faithful in this work. He was firmly con- 
vinced that nothing except the Gospel, as re- 
discovered and preached by himself, was able 
to save men. How, then, could he remain 
silent or abandon this work because of the 
hatred and ungratefulness of men! It was 
this new frame of mind, produced by the Gos- 
pel, to which Luther appealed in the interest 
of the Catechism. “Therefore look to it, ye 
pastors and preachers,” says he, concluding 
the Preface to his Small Catechism. “Our 
office is now become a different thing from 
what it was under the Pope; it is now be- 
come serious and salutary. Accordingly it 


now involves much more trouble and labor, 
danger and trials, and in addition thereto, 
secures but little reward and gratitude in the 
world. But Christ Himself will be our reward 
if we labor faithfully.” (539, 26.) 

At the same time Luther also took proper 
steps toward giving the preachers frequent 
opportunity for Catechism-work. Since 1525 
Wittenberg had a _ regulation prescribing 
quarterly instruction in the Catechism by 
means of special sermons. The Instruction 
for Visitors, of 1527, demanded “that the Ten 
Commandments, the Articles of Faith, and the 
Lord’s Prayer be steadily preached and ex- 
pounded on Sunday afternoons.... And when 
the Ten Commandments, the Lord’s Prayer, 
and the Creed have been preached on Sundays 
in succession, matrimony, and the sacraments 
of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper shall also 
be preached diligently. In this interest the 
Ten Commandments, the Lord’s Prayer, and 
the Articles of Faith shall be recited word 
for word, for the sake of the children and 
other simple and ignorant folk.” (W. 26, 230.) 
November 29, 1528, in an admonition to at- 
tend these Catechism-sermons, Luther pro- 
claimed from the pulpit: ‘We have ordered, 
as hitherto has been customary with us, that 
the first principles and the fundamentals of 
Christian knowledge and life be preached four 
times each year, two weeks in each quarter, 
four days per week, at 10 a.m.” (W. 27, 444; 
29,146.) In Luther’s sermon of November 27, 
1530, we read: “It is our custom to preach the 
Catechism four times a year. Therefore at- 
tend these services, and let the children and 
the rest of the household come.” (32, 209.) 
September 10, 1531, Luther concluded his ser- 
mon with the following admonition: “It is 
the custom, and the time of the Catechism- 
sermons is at hand. I admonish you to give 
these eight days to your Lord and permit your 
household and children to attend, and you 
yourself may also come and profit by this in- 
struction. No one knows as much as he ought 
to know. For I myself am constrained to drill 
it every day. You know that we did not have 
it under the Papacy. Buy while the market 
is at the door; some day you will behold the 
fruit. We would, indeed, rather escape the 
burden, but we do it for your sakes.” 
(34, 2, 195.) 


90. Cooperation of Parents Urged by 
Luther. 


In order to bring the instruction of the 
young into vogue, Luther saw that church, 
school, and home must needs cooperate. The 
home especially must not fail in this. Ac- 
cordingly, in his admonitions, he endeavored 
to interest the fathers and mothers in this 
work. He was convinced that without their 
vigorous cooperation he could achieve but 
little. In his German Order of Worship, 1526, 
we read: “For if the parents and guardians of 
the young are unwilling to take such pains 
with the young, either personally or through 
others, Catechism [catechetical instruction] 
will never be established.” (W.19, 76.) In 
this he was confirmed by the experiences he 
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had while on his tour of visitation. If the 
children were to memorize the Catechism and 
learn to understand it, they must be instructed 
and questioned individually, a task to which 
the Church was unequal, and for the accom- 
plishment of which also the small number of 
schools was altogether inadequate. Parents, 
however, were able to reach the children indi- 
vidually. They had the time and opportunity, 
too, morning, noon, and evening, at the 
table, etc. Furthermore,/they had the great- 


est interest in this matter, the children being 


their own flesh and blood. And they, in the 
first place, were commanded by God to pro- 
vide for the proper training of their children. 
The fathers and mothers, therefore, these 
natural and divinely appointed teachers of the 
children, Luther was at great pains to enlist 
for the urgent work of instructing the young. 
They should see that the children and ser- 
vants did not only attend the Catechism- 
sermons in church, but also memorized the 
text and learned to understand it. The 
Christian homes should again become home- 
churches, home-schools, where the housefathers 
were both house-priests and house-teachers, 
performing the office of the ministry there 
just as the pastors did in the churches. 

With ever-increasing energy Luther, there- 
fore, urged the parents to study the Catechism 
in order to be able to teach it to their chil- 
dren. In his sermons on the Ten Command- 
ments, 1516, he admonishes them to bring up 
their children in the fear and admonition of 
the Lord. “But alas,” he exclaims, “how has 
not all this been corrupted! Nor is it to be 
wondered at, since the parents themselves 
have not been trained and educated.” In a 
sermon of 1526: “Here are two doctrines, 
Law and Gospel. Of them we preach fre- 
quently; but very few there are who take it 
to heart. I hear that many are still so igno- 
rant that they do not know the Ten Com- 
mandments nor are able to pray. It plainly 
shows that they are altogether careless. 
Parents ought to see what their children and 
family are doing. In the school at home they 
should learn these three. I hear that in the 
city, too, there are wicked people. We can- 
not enter the homes; parents, masters, and 
mistresses ought to be sufficiently skilled to 
require their children and servants to say the 
prayers before retiring. But they do not know 
any themselves. What, then, avails it that 
we do a great deal of preaching concerning 
the kingdom of Christ? I thought conditions 
had improved. I admonish you master — for 
it is your duty — to instruct the servants, the 
mistress, the maids, and the children; and 
it is publicly preached in church for the 
purpose that it may be preached at home.” 
(W. 20, 485.) 

In his sermon of September 14, 1528, Lu- 
ther declares that the Catechism is the lay- 
men’s Bible, which every one must know who 
wishes to be considered a Christian and to be 
admitted to the Lord’s Supper. He then pro- 
ceeds: “Hence all children should behave ac- 
cordingly, and learn. And you parents are 
bound to have your children learn these things. 
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‘In the same sermon: 
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Likewise you lords, take pains that your 
family, etc. Whoever does not know these 
things does not deserve any food. These five 
points are a brief summary of the Christian 
doctrine. When the question is put, ‘What 
is the First Commandment?’ every one should 
be able to recite: ‘Namely this,’” etc. (W. 30, 
1, 27.) Exhorting the people to attend the 
Catechism-services, Luther declared Novem- 
ber 29, 1528: “Think not, ye housefathers, 
that you are freed from the care of your house- 
hold when you say: ‘Oh, if they are unwilling 
to go [to Catechism instruction], why should 
I force them? I am not in need of it. You 
have been appointed their bishop and house- 
pastor; beware lest you neglect your duty 
toward them!” (27, 444.) On the following 
day, beginning the sermons he had announced, 
Luther said: “Therefore I have admonished 
you adults to have your children and your 
ervants, attend it [the Catechism-sermon], 
and also be present yourselves; otherwise we 
shall not admit you to Holy Communion. For 
if you parents and masters will not help us, 
we shall accomplish little by our preaching. 
If I preach an entire year, the household 
comes, gapes at the walls and windows of the 
chureh, ete. Whoever is a good citizen is in 
duty bound to urge his people to learn these 
things; he should refuse them food unless, ete. 
If the servants complain, slam the door on 


them. If you have children, accustom them 


to learn the Ten Commandments, the Symbol, 
the Paternoster, etc. If you will diligently 
urge them, they will learn much in one year. 
When they have learned these things, there 
are everywhere in the Scriptures fine passages 
which they may learn next; if not all, at least 
some. For this reason God has appointed you 
a master, a mistress, that you may urge your 
household to do this. And this you are well 
able to accomplish: that they pray in the 
morning and evening, before and after meals. 
In this way they would be brought up in ‘the 
fear of God. I am no idle prattler; I ask 
you not to cast my words to the winds. 
I would not think you so rude if I did not 
daily hear it. Every housefather is a priest 
in his own house, every housemother is a 
priestess; therefore see that you help us to 
perform the office of the ministry in your 
homes as we do in church. If you do, we shalt 
have a propitious God, who will defend us 
from all evil. In the Psalm [78, 5] it is writ- 
ten: “He appointed a law_in Israel, which He 
commanded our fathers, that they should make 
them known to their children.” (30, 1, 57.) 
“Able teachers are 
necessary because of the great need, since 
parents do not concern themselves about this. 
But each master and mistress must remember 
that they are priests and priestesses over Hans 
and Gretchen,” their sons and daughters. 

In the same way Luther urges this matter 
in his Catechisms. For here we read: “There- 
fore it is the duty of every father of a family 
to question and examine his children and ser- 
vants at least once a week and to ascertain 
what they know of it [the Catechism], or are 
learning, and, if they do not know it, to keep 
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them faithfully at it.” (575, 4.) “Likewise 
every head of a household is obliged to do the 
same with respect to his domestics, man- 
servants and maid-servants, and not to keep 
them in his house if they do not know these 
things and are unwilling to learn them. For 
a person who is so rude and unruly as to be 
unwilling to learn these things is not to be 
tolerated; for in these three parts everything 
that we have in the Scriptures is compre- 
hended in short, plain, and simple terms.” 
(577, 17.) “Therefore let every father of a 
family know that it is his duty, by the in- 
junction and command of God, to teach these 
things to his children, or have them learn 
what they ought to know. For since they are 
baptized and received into the Christian 
Church, they should also enjoy this com- 
munion of the Sacrament, in order that they 
may serve us and be useful to us; for they 
must all indeed help us to believe, love, pray, 
and fight against the devil.” (773, 87.) 

In confession and before visitors, house- 
fathers were also to render account of the 
manner in which they discharged these duties. 
In his sermon of July 11, 1529, Luther said: 
“You will therefore instruct your children and 
servants according to this Catechism... . 
For you have the Catechism in small and large 
books; therefore study it.. You had the vis- 
itors, and you have furthermore those who 
will examine you housefathers and your house- 
hold, that they may see how you have im- 
proved. ... You should have given money 
and property for it; yet you neglect it when 
it is offered freely; therefore you house- 
fathers ought to be diligent students of this 
preaching, that as you learn you may instruct, 
discendo doceatis.”’ (W. 29, 472; 30, 1, 121.) 


91. German Services with German 
Catechism. 


With great emphasis Luther advocated dili- 
gent Catechism instruction in his Deutsche 
Messe (German Mass, i. e., German Service or 
German Order of Worship), which he com- 
pleted toward the end of 1525 and published 
in 1526. Luther issued this Service “Uecause 
German masses and services are everywhere 
insisted upon.” The demand was made eés- 
pecially in the interest of the unlearned and 
the children, for whose benefit, according to 
Luther, all such measures were adopted. 
“For,” says he, “we do not at all establish 
such orders for those who are already [ad- 
vanced] Christians. ... But we are in need 
of such orders for the sake of those who are 
still to become Christians or to grow stronger. 
Just as a Christian does not need Baptism, 
the Word, and Sacrament as a Christian, since 
he already has everything, but as a sinner. 
Chiefly, however, this is done for the sake of 
the unlearned and the young people, who 
should and must he exercised daily and 
brought up in the Scriptures, the Word of 
God, that they may become accustomed to 
the Scripture, skilled, fluent, and at home in 
it, in order that they may be able to defend 
their faith, and in time teach others and help 
to increase the kingdom of Christ. For their 
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sake one must read, sing, preach, write, and 
compose. And if it would help and promote 
this aim, I would have all bells rung, all 
organs played, and everything that is capable 
of giving sound to sound forth. For the Cath- 
olic services are so damnable because they 
[the Papists] made laws, works, and merits 
of them, thereby smothering faith, and did not 
adapt them to the young and unlearned, to 
exercise them in the Scriptures, in the Word 
of God, but themselves clung to them [as 
works], regarding them as beneficial and 
necessary for salvation to themselves; that 
is the devil.” 

‘While Luther, in his German Worship, as 
well as in other places, favors also Latin 
masses, yet he demands that “for the sake of 
the unlearned laity” German services be in- 
troduced. And since the unlearned could be 
truly served only by instruction in the funda- 
mental truths of Christianity, the Catechism, 
according to Luther, was to constitute a chief 
part in these services. “Very well,” says he, 
“in God’s name! First of all a clear, simple, 
plain, good Catechism is needed in the Ger- 


man service., Catechism, however, is an in- ~ 


struction whereby heathen who desire to be- 
come Christians are taught and instructed in 
what they must believe, do, not do, and know 
concerning Christianity. Pupils who were ac- 
cepted for such instruction and learned the 
faith before being baptized were therefore 
called catechumens. ' Nor do I know how to 
present this instruction, or teaching, in a 
form more simple than it already has been 
presented since the beginning of Christianity, 
and hitherto retained, to wit, the three parts: 
the Ten Commandments, the Creed, and the 
Lord’s Prayer. These three parts contain in 
simple and brief form everything that a Chris- 
tian must know. And since as yet we have 
no special congregation (weil man noch keine 
sonderliche Gemeinde hat), this instruction 
must proceed in the following manner, by 
preaching from the pulpit at various times or 
daily, as necessity demands, and by repeating 
and reading it to the children and servants 
at home in the houses morning and evening 
(if one would make Christians of them). Yet 
not only so that they memorize the words or 
recite them, as was done hitherto, but by ques- 
tioning them part for part, and having them 
state in their answer what each part means, 
and how they understand it. If all parts can- 
not be asked at one time, take one, the next 
day another. For if the parents or guardians 
are unwilling to take such pains with the 
young, either personally or through others, 
the Catechism will never be established.” 
(19, 76.) German Catechism in German ser- 
vices — such, then, was the slogan which Lu- 
ther now sounded forth with ever-increasing 
emphasis. 


92. Luther Illustrating Method of 
Procedure. 


According to Luther’s German Worship, pas- 
tors were to preach the Catechism on Mondays 
and Tuesdays. To insure the desired results 
(memorizing and understanding the text), the 
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children should be questioned, especially at 
home by the parents, Exemplifying such cate- 
chization, Luther writes: ‘For so shall they 
be asked: ‘What do you pray?’ Answer: 
‘The Lord’s Prayer.’ What do you mean by 
saying: ‘Our Father who art in heaven?’ 
Answer: ‘That God is not an earthly, but 
a heavenly Father, who would make us rich 
and blessed in heaven.’ ‘What does “Hallowed 
be Thy name” mean?’ Answer: ‘That we 
should honor God’s name and not use it in 
vain, lest it be profaned.’ ‘How, then, is it 
profaned and desecrated?’ Answer: ‘When 
we who are regarded as His children lead 
wicked lives, teach and believe what is wrong.’ 
And so forth, what God’s kingdom means; 
how it comes; what God’s will is; what daily 
bread, etc. Likewise also of the Creed: ‘What 
do you believe?? Answer: ‘I believe in God 
the Father,’ etc. Thereupon part for part,‘asy 
leisure permits, one or two at a time. Thus: 
‘What does it mean to believe in God the 
Father Almighty?’ Answer: ‘It means that 
the heart trusts Him entirely, and confidently 
looks to Him for all grace, favor, help, and 
comfort, here and hereafter.’ ‘What does it 
mean to believe in Jesus Christ, His Son?’ 
Answer: ‘It means that the heart believes 
we should all be lost eternally if Christ had 
not died for us,’ ete. In like manner one must 
also question on the Ten Commandments, what 
the first, the second, the third and other com- 
mandments:mean. Such questions you may 
take from our Prayer-Booklet, where the three 
parts are briefly explained, or you may formu- 
late others yourself, until they comprehend 
with their hearts the entire sum of Christian 
knowledge in two parts, as in two sacks, which 
are faith and love. Let faith’s sack have two 
pockets; into the one pocket put the part 
according to which we believe that we are 
altogether corrupted by Adam’s sin, are sin- 
ners and condemned, Rom. 5, 12 and Ps. 51, 7. 
Into the other pocket put the part telling us 
that by Jesus Christ we have all been re- 
deemed from such corrupt, sinful, condemned 
condition, Rom. 5,18 and John 3,16. Let 
love’s sack also have two pockets. Into the 
one put this part, that we should serve, and 
do good to, every one, even as Christ did unto 
us, Rom. 13. Into the other put the part that 
we should gladly suffer and endure all manner 
of evil.” (19, 76.) 

In like manner passages of Scripture were 
also to be made the child’s property, as it 
were; for it was not Luther’s idea that in- 
struction should cease at the lowest indis- 
pensably necessary goal (the understanding of 
the text of the chief parts). In his German 
Order of Worship he goes on to say: “When 
the child begins to comprehend this [the text 
of the Catechism], accustom it to carry home 
passages of Scripture from the sermons and 
to recite them to the parents at the table, at 
meal-time, as it was formerly customary to 
recite Latin, and thereupon to store the pas- 
sages into the sacks and pockets, as one puts 
pfemnige, and groschen, or-gulden into his 
pocket. Let the sack of faith be, as it were, 
the gulden sack. Into the first pocket let this 
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passage be put, Rom. 5: ‘By one man’s dis- 
obedience many were made sinners’; and 
Ps. 51: ‘Behold, I was shapen in iniquity, 
and in sin did my mother conceive me.’ Those 
are two Rheinish gulden in the pocket. The 
other pocket is for the Hungarian gulden, 


such as this passage, Rom. 5: ‘Christ was de-_ 


livered for our offenses, and was raised again 
for our justification’; again, John4: ‘Behold 
the Lamb of God, which taketh away the sin 
of the world.’ That would be two good Hun- 
garian gulden in the pocket. Let love’s sack 
be the silver sack. Into the first pocket be- 
long the passages of well-doing, such as Gal. 5: 
‘By love serve one another’; Matt.25: ‘Inas- 
much as ye have done it unto one of the least 
of these My brethren, ye have done it unto 
Me.’ That would be two silver groschen in the 
pocket. Into the other pocket this passage 
belongs, Matt. 5: ‘Blessed are ye when men 
shall persecute you for My sake’; Heb. 12: 
‘For whom the Lord loveth He chasteneth; 
He scourgeth every son whom He receiveth.’ 
Those are two Schreckenbergers [a coin made 
of silver mined from Schreckenberg] in the 
pocket.” (19,77 f.) 

Believing that understanding, not mere me- 
chanical memorizing, of the Catechism is of 
paramount import, Luther insisted that the 
instruction must: be popular throughout. 
Preachers and fathers are urged to come down 
to the level of the children and to prattle with 
them, in order to bring the Christian funda- 
mentals home even to the weakest and sim- 
plest. In his German Mass Luther concludes 
the chapter on instruction as follows: “And 
let no one consider himself too wise and de- 
spise such child’s play. When Christ desired 
to train men, He had -to become a man. If 
we are to train children, we also must become 
children with them. Would to God that such 
child’s play were carried on well; then we 
should in a short time see a great wealth of 
Christian people, and souls growing rich in 
the Scriptures and the knowledge of God, 
until they themselves would give more heed 
to these pockets as locos communes and com- 
prehend in them the entire Scriptures; other- 
wise they come daily to hear the preaching 
and leave again as they came. For they be- 
lieve that the object is merely to spend the 
time in hearing, no one intending to learn or 
retain anything. Thus many a man will hear 
preaching for three, four years and still not 
learn enough to be able to give account of his 
faith in one particular, as I indeed experience 
every day. Enough has been written in books. 
True, but not all of it has been impressed on 
the hearts.” (19, 78.) 


93. Value Placed on Memorizing. 


Modern pedagogs have contended that Lu- 
ther’s method of teaching the Catechism un- 
duly multiplies the material to be memorized, 
and does not sufficiently stress the under- 
standing. Both charges, however, are with- 
out any foundation. As to the first, it is true 
that Luther did not put a low estimate on the 
memorizing of the Catechism. In the Large 
Catechism he says: “Therefore we must have 
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the young learn the parts which belong to-the 


Catechism or instruction for children well, and 
fluently and diligently exercise themselves in 
them and keep them occupied with them. 
Hence it is the duty of every father of a 
family to question and examine his children 
and servants at least once a week, and to 
ascertain what they know of it, or are learn- 
ing, and, if they do not know it, to keep them 
faithfully at it.” (575,3f.) Again: “These 
are the most necessary parts which one should 
first learn to repeat word for word, and which 
our children should be accustomed to recite 
daily when they arise in the morning, when 
they sit down to their meals, and when they 
retire at night; and until they repeat them, 
they should be given neither food nor drink.” 
(577, 15.) 

According to the Preface to the Small Cate- 
chism, the teacher is to abide with rigid ex- 
actness by the text which he has once chosen, 
and have the children learn it verbatim. “In 
the first place,” says Luther, “let the preacher 
above all be careful to avoid many kinds of 
or various texts and forms of the Ten Com- 
mandments, the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, the 
Sacraments, etc., but choose one form to which 
he adheres, and which he inculcates all the 
time, year after year. For young and simple 
people must be taught by uniform, settled 
texts and forms, otherwise they easily become 
confused when the teacher to-day teaches them 
thus, and in a year some other way, as if he 
wished to make improvements, and thus all 
effort and labor will be lost. Also our blessed 
fathers understood this well; for they all 
used the same form of the Lord’s Prayer, the 
Creed, and the Ten Commandments. There- 
fore we, too, should teach the young and 
simple people these parts in such a way as 
not to change a syllable, or set them forth 
arid repeat them one year differently than in 
another. Hence, choose whatever form you 
please, and adhere to it forever. But when 
you preach in the presence of learned and 
intelligent men, you may exhibit your skill, 
and may present these parts in as varied and 
intricate ways and give them as masterly 
turns as you are able. But with the young 
people stick to one fixed, permanent form and 
manner, and teach them, first of all, these 
parts, namely, the Ten Commandments, the 
Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, etc., according to 
the text, word for word, so that they, too, 
can repeat it in the same manner after you 
and commit it to memory.” (533, 7 ff.) Thus 
Luther indeed placed a high value on exact 
memorizing of the Catechism. 

As to the quantity of memorizing, however, 
Luther did not demand more than even the 
least gifted were well able to render. He was 
satisfied if they knew, as a minimum, the text 
of the first three chief parts and the words of 
institution of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 
(579, 22. 25.) That was certainly not over- 
burdening even a weak memory. Luther. was 
right when he declared in his Short Form of 
the Ten Commandments, of 1520: In the three 
chief parts everything “is summed up with 
such brevity and simplicity that no one can 


complain or offer the excuse that it is too 
much or too hard for him to remember what 
he must know for his salvation.” (W. 7, 204.) 

Self-evidently, it was not Luther’s opinion 
that instruction or memorizing should end 
here. In the Preface to the Small Catechism 
he says: “In the third place, after you have 
thus taught them this Short Catechism, then 
take up the Large Catechism, and give them 
also a richer and fuller knowledge. Here ex- 
plain at length every commandment, petition, 
and part with its various works, uses, bene- 
fits, dangers, and injuries as you find these 
abundantly stated in many books written 
about these matters.” (535, 17.) Then, as Lu- 
ther often repeats, Bible-verses, hymns, and 
Psalms were also to be memorized and ex- 
plained. Nor did he exclude the explanation 
of the Small Catechism from the material for 
memorizing. For this very reason he had 
written the Small Catechism in questions and 
answers, because he wished to have it learned, 
questioned, and recited from memory. ‘“How- 
ever,” says Luther in the Large Catechism, 
“for the common people we are satisfied with 
the three parts, which have remained in 
Christendom from of old.” (575, 5.) As far, 
then, as the material for memorizing is con- 
cerned, Luther certainly did not demand more 
than even the least gifted were well able to 
render. 


94. Memorizing to Serve Understanding. 


The second charge, that Luther attached no 
special importance to the understanding of 
what was memorized, is still more unfounded. 
The fact is that everywhere he was satisfied 
with nothing less than correct understanding. 
Luther was a man of thought, not of mere 
sacred formulas and words. To him instruc- 
tion did not mean mere mechanical memo- 
rizing, but conscious, personal, enduring, and 
applicable spiritual appropriation. Says he: 
“However, it is not enough for them to com- 
prehend and recite these parts according to 
the words only, but the young people should 
also be made to attend the preaching, es- 
pecially during the time which is devoted to 
the Catechism, that they may hear it ex- 
plained, and may learn to understand what 
every part contains, so as to be able to re- 
cite it as they have heard it, and, when asked, 
may give a correct answer, so that the preach- 
ing may not be without profit and fruit.” 
(579, 26.) In the Preface to the Small Cate- 
chism, Luther instructs the preachers: “After 
they [the children] have well learned the text, 
then teach them the sense also, so that they 
know what it means.” (535, 14.) Correct 
understanding was everything to Luther. 
Sermons in the churches and catechizations 
at home were all to serve this purpose. 

In the same interest, viz., to enrich the 
brief text of the Catechism and, as it were, 
quicken it with concrete perceptions, Luther 
urged the use of Bible-stories as illustrations. 
For the same reason he added pictures to both 
of his Catechisms. His Prayer-Booklet con- 
tained as its most important part the text 
and explanation of the Catechism and, in ad- 
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dition, the passional booklet, a sort of Bible 
History. To this Luther remarks: “I con- 
sidered it wise to add the ancient passional 
booklet [augmented by Duther] to the Prayer- 
Booklet, chiefly for the sake of the children 
and the unlearned, who are more apt to re- 
member the divine histories if pictures and 
parables are added, than by mere words and 
teaching, as St. Mark testifies, that for the 
sake of the simple Christ, too, preached to 
them only in parables.” (W. 10, 2,458.) In- 
deed, Luther left no stone unturned to have 
his instruction understood. On words and 
formulas, merely memorized, but not appro- 
priated intellectually, he placed but little 
value. 

Memorizing, too, was regarded by Luther 
not as an end in itself, but as a means to an 
end. It was to serve the explanation and 
understanding. And its importance in this 
respect was realized by Luther much more 
clearly than by his modern critics. For when 
the text is safely embedded, as it were, in the 
memory, its explanation is facilitated, and the 
process of mental assimilation may proceed all 
the more readily. Im this point, too, the 
strictures of modern pedagogs on Luther’s 
Catechism are therefore unwarranted. Where 
Luther’s instructions are followed, the mem- 
ory is not overtaxed, and the understanding 
not neglected. 

The instruction advocated by Luther dif- 
fered fundamentally from the mechanical 

methods of the Middle Ages. He insisted on 
- a thorough mental elaboration, by means of 
sermons, explanations, questions and answers, 
of the material memorized, in order to elevate 
it to the plane of knowledge. With Luther 
we meet the questions: “What does this 
mean? What does this signify? Where is 
this written? What does it profit?” He en- 
gages the intellect. The Table of Christian 
Life of the Middle Ages, which “all good 
Christians are in duty bound to have in their 
houses, for themselves, their children, and 
household,” is regarded by Cohrs as a sort of 
forerunner of Luther’s Small Catechism. “At 
the same time, however,’ Cohrs adds, “it 
clearly shows the difference between the de- 
mands made by the Church of the Middle 
Ages and the requirements of the Evangelical 
Church; yonder, numerous parts without any 
word of explanation, sacred formulas, which 
many prayed without an inkling of the mean- 
ing; here, the five chief parts, in which the 
emphasis is put on ‘What does this mean?’ ” 
(Herzog, FR. 10, 138.) 

It was due to the neglect of Christian teach- 
ing that Christendom had fallen into decay. 
Force on the part of the popes and priests 
and blind submission on the part of the people 
had supplanted instruction. and conviction 
from the Word of God. Hence the cure of the 
Church, first of all, called for an instructor 
in Christian fundamentals. And just such 
a eatechist Luther was, who made it his busi- 
ness to teach and convince the people from 
the Bible. Indeed, in his entire work as a 
Reformer, Luther consistently appealed to the 
intellect, as was strikingly demonstrated in 


the turmoil which Carlstadt brought about. 
at Wittenberg. Instruction was the secret; 

was the method, of Luther’s Reformation. 
In the Preface to the Small Catechism he 
says that one cannot and must not force any 

one to believe nor drive any one to partake of 

the Sacrament by laws, lest it be turned into 
poison, that is to say, lest the very object of 

the Gospel, which is spontaneous action flow- 

ing from conviction, be defeated. (539, 24; 

535, 13.) 


95. Manuals Preceding Luther’s 
Catechism. 


When Luther, in his German Order of Wor- 
ship, sounded the slogan: German services 
with German instruction in Christian funda- 
mentals! he did not lose sight of the fact 
that this required certain helps for both par- 
ents and preachers. A book was needed that 
would contain not only the text to be memo- 
rized, but also necessary explanations. Ac- 
cordingly, in his German Order of Worship, 
Luther referred to his Prayer-Booklet as a 
help for instruction. However, the Brief Form 
of the Ten Commandments, etc., incorporated 
in the Prayer-Booklet, was not adapted for 
children and parents, as it was not drawn up 
in questions and answers. To the experienced 
teacher it furnished material in abundance, 
but,children and parents had need of a simpler 
book. Hardeland says: “It is certain that 
Luther in 1526 already conceived the ideal 
catechism to be a brief summary of the most 
important knowledge [in questions and an- 
swers], adapted for memorizing and still suf- 
ficiently extensive to make a thorough expla- 
nation possible, at once confessional in its 
tone, and fitted for use in divine service.” 
(Katechismusgedanken 2.) But if Luther in 
1526 had conceived this idea, it was not car- 
ried out until three years later. 

However, what Luther said on teaching the 
Catechism by questions and answers, in the 
German Order of Worship, was reprinted re- 
peatedly (probably for the first time at Nuern- 
berg) under the title: “Doctor Martin Lu- 
ther’s instruction how to bring the children 
to God’s Word and service, which parents and 
guardians are in duty bound to do, 1527.” 
This appeal of Luther also called forth quite 
a number of other explanations of the Cate- 
chism. Among the attempts which appeared 
before Luther’s Catechisms were writings of 
Melanchthon, Bugenhagen, Eustasius Kannel, 
John Agricola, Val. Ickelsamer, Hans Gerhart, 
John Toltz, John Bader, Petrus Schultz, Cas- 
par Graeter, Andr. Althamer, Wenz. Link, 
Conr. Sam, John Brenz, O. Braunfels, Chr. 
Hegendorfer, Caspar Loener, W. Capito, John 
Oecolampad, John Zwick, and others. The 
work of Althamer, the Humanist and so- 
called Reformer of Brandenburg-Ansbach, was 
the first to bear the title “Catechism.” As. 
yet it has not been ascertained whether, or 
not, Luther was acquainted with these writ- 
ings. Cohrs says: “Probably Luther followed 
this literature with interest, and possibly 
consulted some of it; the relationship is no- 
where close enough to exclude chance; still 
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the frequent allusions must not be overlooked ; 
as yet it cannot be simply denied that Luther 
was influenced by these writings.” On the 
other hand, it has been shown what an enor- 
mous influence Luther exercised on that liter- 
ature, especially by his Brief Form and his 
Prayer-Booklet. “In fact,” says Cohrs, “Lu- 
ther’s writings can be adduced as the source 
of almost every sentence in most of these books 
of instruction.” (W. 30, 1, 474.) Evidently, 
Luther’s appeal of 1526 had not fallen on 
deaf ears. 


96. Luther’s Catechetical Publications. 


Luther not only stirred up others to bring 
the Catechism back into use, but himself put 
his powerful shoulder to the wheel. From the 
very beginning he was, time and again, occu- 
pied with reading the text of the Catechism 
to the people, and then explaining it in ser- 
mons. From the end of June, 1516, to Easter, 
1517, he preached on the Ten Commandments 
and the Lord’s Prayer. (W. 1, 394; 2, 74; 
9, 122.) In 1518 the explanation of the Ten 
Commandments appeared in print: “Decem 
Praecepta Wittenbergensi Praedicata Populo. 
The Ten Commandments Preached to the 
People of Wittenberg.” (1, 398. 521.) Oecco- 
lampadius praised the work, saying that Lu- 
ther had here “taken the veil from the face 
of Moses.” Sebastian Muenster said: Luther 
explains the Ten Commandments “in such a 
spiritual, Christian, and Evangelical way, that 
its like cannot be found, though many teachers 
have written on the subject.” (1,394.) Agri- 
cola published Luther’s sermons on the Lord’s 
Prayer at the beginning of 1518 with some ad- 
ditions of his own, which fact induced Luther 
to publish them himself. April 5, 1519, his 
Eaplanation of the Lord’s Prayer in German 
appeared in print. It was intended for the 
plain people, “not for the learned.” (2,81 to 
130.) July 2, 1519, the Humanist Beatus Rhe- 
nanus wrote to Zwingli that he would like 
to see this explanation of the Lord’s Prayer 
offered for sale throughout all Switzerland, 
in all cities, markets, villages, and houses. 
Mathesius reports: “At Venice Doctor Mar- 
tin’s Lord’s Prayer was translated into Italian, 
his name being omitted. And when the man 
saw it from whom the permission to print it 
was obtained, he exclaimed: Blessed are the 
hands that wrote this, blessed the eyes that 
see it, and blessed will be the hearts that be- 
lieve this book and cry to God in such a man- 
ner.” (W. 2, 75.) This work passed through 
many editions. In 1520 it appeared in Latin 
and Bohemian, and as late as 1844 in Eng- 
lish. March 13, 1519, Luther wrote to Spala- 
tin: “I am not able to turn the Lord’s Prayer 
[Explanation of the Lord’s Prayer in German 
of 1518] into Latin, being busy with so many 
works. Every day at evening I pronounce the 
commandments and the Lord’s Prayer for the 
children and the unlearned, then I preach.” 
(Enders 1, 449.) Thus Luther preached the 
Catechism, and at the same time was engaged 
in publishing it. 

The Brief Instruction How to Oonfess, 
printed 1519, was also essentially an explana- 


tion of the Ten Commandments. It is an ex- 
tract from Luther’s Latin work, Instructio pro 
Oonfessione Peccatorum, published by Spa- 
latin. Luther recast this work and published 
it in March, 1520, entitled: Oonfitendi Ratio. 
(W. 2, 59.65.) “As a late fruit of his Hapla- 
nation of the Lord’s Prayer in German there 
appeared, in 1519, the Brief Form for Under- 
standing and Praying the Lord’s Prayer, 
which explains it in prayers. (6, 11—19.) In 
1519 there appeared also his Short and Good 
BLeplanation Before Oneself and Behind One- 
self (‘‘vor sich und hinter sich”), a concise ex- 
planation how the seven petitions must be 
understood before oneself (“vor sich”), 4. e., 
being ever referred to God, while many, think- 
ing only of themselves, put and understand 
them behind themselves (“hinter sich’). 
(6, 21. 22.) June, 1520, it was followed by 
the Brief Form of the Ten Commandments, 
the Oreed, the Lord’s Prayer, a combination 
of the revised Brief Explanation of the Ten 
Commandments, of 1518, and the Brief Form 
for Understanding the Lord’s Prayer, of 1519, 
with a newly written explanation of the Creed. 
With few changes Luther embodied it in his 
Prayer-Booklet, which appeared for the first 
time in 1522. Here he calls it a “simple Chris- 
tian form and mirror to know one’s sins, and 
to pray.’ The best evidence of the enthusi- 
astic reception of the Prayer-Booklet are the 
early editions which followed hard upon each 
other, and the numerous reprints during the 
first years. (10, 2, 350—409.) In 1525 Lu- 
ther’s sermons on Baptism, Confession, and 
the Lord’s Supper were also received into the 
Prayer-Booklet, and in 1529 the entire Small 
Catechism. 

After his return from the Wartburg, Lu- 
ther resumed his Catechism-labors with in- 
creased energy. March 27 Albert Burer wrote 
to Beatus Rhenanus: “Luther intends to 
nourish the weak, whom Carlstadt and Gabriel 
aroused by their vehement preaching, with 
milk alone until they grow strong. He daily 
preaches the Ten Commandments.” At Wit- 
tenberg special attention was given to the in- 
struction of the young, and regular Catechism- 
sermons were instituted. In the spring of 
1521 Agricola was appointed catechist of the 
City Church, to instruct the young in religion. 
Lent 1522 and 1523, Luther also delivered 
Catechism-sermons, Latin copies of which have 
been preserved. In the same year Bugen- 
hagen was appointed City Pastor, part of his 
duties being to deliver sermons on the Cate- 
chism, some of which have also been pre- 
served. 

Maundy Thursday, 1523, Luther announced 
that instead of the Romish confession, abol- 
ished during the Wittenberg disturbances, 
communicants were to announce for com- 
munion to the pastor and submit to an ex- 
amination in the Catechism. As appears from 
Luther’s Formula Missae of this year, the 
pastor was to convince himself whether they 
were able to, recite and explain the words of 
institution by questioning them on what the 
Lord’s Supper is, what it profits, and for what 
purpose they desired to partake of it. (12, 215. 
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479.) To enable the people to prepare for 
such examination, Luther (or Bugenhagen, at 
the instance of Luther) published a few short 
questions on the Lord’s Supper, culled from 
one of Luther’s sermons. This examination 
became a permanent institution at Wittenberg. 
In a sermon on the Sacrament of 1526, Luther 
says: “Confession, though it serve no other 
purpose, is a suitable means of instructing the 
people and of ascertaining what they believe, 
how they learn to pray, etc.; for else they 
live like brutes. Therefore I have said that 
the Sacrament shall be given to no one except 
he be able to give an account of what he re- 
ceives [in the Sacrament] and why he is going. 
This can best be done in confession.” (19, 520.) 

Furthermore, on Sundays, after the sermon, 
the Catechism was read to the people, a cus- 
tom which likewise became a fixture in Wit- 
tenberg. According to a small pamphlet of 
1526, entitled, “What Shall be Read to t 
Common People after the Sermon?” it was the 
text of the five chief parts that was read. 
(Herz., R. 10,132.) These parts came into the 
hands of the people by means of the Booklet 
for Laymen and. Children, of 1525, written 
probably by Bugenhagen. He also reorganized 
the Wittenberg school which the fanatics had 
dissolved; and, self-evidently, there, too, Cate- 
chism instruction was not lacking. In a simi- 
lar way religious instruction of the young was 
begun at other places, as appears, for example, 
from the Opimons on Reformation by Nico- 
laus Hausmann (Zwickau), of 1523 and 1525. 
Melanchthon’s Instructions for Visitors (Arti- 
culi, de quibus egerunt per visitatores) , drawn 
up in 1527, and used in the visitation of 1528 
and 1529 as the guide by which pastors were 
examined, and pointing out what they should 
be charged to do, provide, above all, for Cate- 
chism-preaching on every Sunday, and give in- 
structions for such sermons. (C. R. 26, 9. 48.) 

Thus Luther’s strenuous efforts at estab- 
lishing the Catechism were crowned with suc- 
cess. In the Apology of 1530 Melanchthon de- 
clares triumphantly: “Among the opponents 
there is no Catechism, although the canons 
require it. Among us the canons are observed, 
for pastors and ministers instruct the chil- 
dren and the young! in God’s Word, publicly 
and privately.” (526, 41.) 


97. Immediate Forerunners of Luther’s 
Catechisms. 


Luther’s entire pastoral activity was essen- 
tially of a catechetical nature and naturally 
issued in his two Catechisms, which, more 
than any other of his books, are the result of 
his labor in the congregation. Three writ- 
ings, however, must be regarded as their direct 
precursors, viz., the Short Form of the Ten 
Commandments, the Oreed, and the Lord’s 
Prayer, of 1520, the Booklet for Laymen and 
Ohildren, of 1525, and the three series of Cate- 
chism-sermons of 1528, delivered in Bugen- 
hagen’s absence. True, they are not yet real 
catechisms, but they paved the way for them. 
The Short Form is a summary and explana- 
tion of the three traditional chief parts. In 
the preface to this work, Luther expresses him- 
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self for the first time on the value and the 
coherence of these parts, which he considered 
to be the real kernel of the Catechism. In the 
Short Form he also abandoned the traditional 
division of the Creed into twelve parts, choos- 
ing, instead, the threefold division of the later 
Small Catechism. In 1522 he embedied the 
Short Form into his Prayer-Booklet, in con- 
sequence of which it was given extended cir- 
culation. It has been called Luther’s first 
catechism, and Luther himself regarded it so; 
for in his German Order of Worship he recom- 
mends its use for catechetical instruction. In 
it are summed up Luther’s catechetical efforts 
since 1516. 

The Booklet for Laymen and Children ap- 
peared at Wittenberg in 1525, at first in Low 
German (Hin Boekeschen vor de leyen unde 
Kinder), but done into High German in the 
same year. Though Bugenhagen is probably 
its author, no doubt, the book was written at 
the suggestion and under the influence of Lu- 
ther, parts of whose earlier explanations it 
contains, and who also, since 1526, made use 
of it in his public services. Besides the three 
traditional parts, it offered for the first time 
also those on Baptism (without the baptismal 
command) and on the Lord’s Supper.: The 
wording of the text was practically the same 
as that of Luther’s Enchiridion. Several 
prayers, later found in Luther’s Enchiridion, 
were also added. Hence the Booklet for Lay- 
men and Children is properly considered a 
forerunner of Luther’s Catechisms. . 

The three series of Catechism-sermons of 
1528 must be considered the last preparatory 
work and immediate source of the explanation 
of the Catechisms. Luther delivered the first 
series May 18 to 30; the second, from Sep- 
tember 14 to 25; the third, from November 30: 
to December 19. Each series treats the same 
five chief parts. We have these sermons in 
a transcript which Roerer made from a copy 
(Nachschrift) ; the third series also in a copy 
by a South German. In his Origin of the Cate-: 
chism, Buchwald has shown how Luther’s 
Large Catechism grew out of these sermons 
of 1528. In his opinion, Luther, while engaged 
on the Large Catechism, “had those three 
series of sermons before him either in his own 
manuscript or in the form of a copy (Nach-+ 
schrift).” This explains the extensive agree- 
ment of both, apparent everywhere. 

Luther himself hints at this relation; for 
said sermons must have been before him when 
he began the Large Catechism with the words: 
“This sermon is designed and undertaken that 
it might be an instruction for children and 
the simple-minded.” (575, 1.) This was also 
Roerer’s view; for he ealls the Large Cate- 
chism “Catechism preached by D.M.,” a title 
found also in the second copy (Nachschrift) 
of the third series: Catechism Preached by 
Doctor Martin Luther. In the conclusion of 
the first edition of the Large Catechism, Lu- 
ther seems to have made use also of his ser- 
mon on Palm Sunday, 1529, and others; and 
in the Short Hxhortation to Confession, which 
was appended to the second edition, of the 
sermon of Maundy Thursday, 1529, and others. 


IX. The Small and the Large Catechism of Luther. hie 


Some historians, however, have expressed the 
opinion that the relationship might here be 
reversed. The substance of the sermon-series 
is essentially that also of the Large Catechism. 
In form the Catechism differs from the ser- 
mons by summing up in each case what is 
contained in the corresponding three sermons, 
and by giving in German what the copies of 
the sermons offer in a mixture of Latin and 
German (principally Latin, especially in the 
first series). 

Following is a sample of the German-Latin 
form in which Roerer preserved these ser- 
mons: “Zaehlet mir her illos, qui reliquerunt 
multas divitias, wie reiche Kinder sie gehabt 
haben; du wirst finden, dass ihr Gut zer- 
stoben und zerflogen ist; antequam 3. et 
- 4, generatio venit, so ist’s dahin. Die Exem- 
pel gelten in allen Historien. Saul 1. fuit 
bonus etc. Er musste ausgerottet werden, ne 
quidem uno puello superstite, quia es musste 
wahr bleiben, quod Deus hic dicit. Sed das 
betreugt uns, dass er ein Jahr oder 20 regiert 
hat, et fuit potens rex; das verdreusst uns, 
ut eredamus non esse verum. Sed verba Dei 
non mentiuntur, et exempla ostendunt etc. 
Econtra qui Verbo Dei fidunt, die muessen 
genug haben etc., ut David, qui erat vergeucht 
[verjagt] und verscheucht ut avicula; tamen 
mansit rex. Econtra Saul. Sic fit cum omni- 
bus piis. Ideo nota bene 1. praeceptum, i.e., 
debes ex tota corde fidere Deo et praeterea 
nulli aliae rei, sive sit potestas etc., ut illis 
omnibus utaris, ut sutor subula ete., qui tan- 
tum laborat cum istis suis instrumentis. Sic 
utere bonis et donis; sie sollen dein Abgott 
nicht sein, sed Deus.” (30,1,29.) The three 
series of sermons of 1528, therefore, were to 
the explanation of Luther’s Catechisms what 
the Booklet for Laymen was to the text. 


98. Catechism of Bohemian Brethren. 


The assertion has been made that Luther, 
in his Small Catechism, followed the Chil- 
dren’s Questions of the Bohemian Brethren, 
which at that time had been in use for about 
sixty years. This catechism, which was not 
clear in its teaching on the Lord’s Supper, 
came to the notice of Luther 1520 in Bohemian 
or Latin, and 1523 in German and Bohemian. 
In his treatise, Concerning the Adoration of 
the Sacrament of the Holy Body of Christ, 
1523, Luther remarks: “A book has been cir- 
culated by your people [the Bohemian Breth- 
ren] in German and Bohemian which aims 
to give Christian instruction to the young. 


Among other things the statement is made 
that [the presence of] Christ in the Sacra- 
ment is not a personal and natural one, and 
that He must not be adored there, which dis- 
quiets us Germans very much. For without 
doubt it is known to you how, through the 
delegates you sent to me, I requested you to 
make this particular article clear in a sepa- 
rate booklet. For by word of mouth I heard 
them confess that you hold unanimously that 
Christ is truly ‘in the Sacrament with His 
flesh and blood as it was born of Mary and 
hung on the cross, as we Germans believe. 
That booklet has now been sent to me by 
Mr. Luca in Latin. Still, in this article it 
has not yet been made as pure and clear as 
I should like to have seen it. Hence I did 
not have it translated into German nor printed 
as I promised, fearing I might not render the 
obscure words correctly, and thus fail to give 
your meaning correctly. For it may be re- 
garded as a piece of good luck if one has hit 
upon an exact translation, even if the passage 
is very clear and certain, as I daily experi-. 
ence in the translations I am making. Now, 
that this matter may come to an end, and that 
the offense of the German booklet which you | 
have published may be removed, I shall pre- 
sent to you and everybody, as plainly and as 
clearly as I am able to do, this article as we 
Germans believe it, and as one ought to be- 
lieve according to the Gospel. There you may 
see whether I have stated correctly what you 
believe or how much we differ from one an- 
other. Perhaps my German language will be 
clearer to you than your German and Latin 
is to me.” (11, 431.) Luther, then, was 
familiar with the catechism of the Bohemians, 
which contained, besides the chief parts of the 
ancient Church, also the doctrine of the Sacra- 
ments. This, therefore, may have suggested 
to him the idea of’ publishing a small book 
for children with questions and answers, which 
would also contain the parts of Baptism and 
the Lord’s Supper. Such at least is the opin- 
ion of Cohrs, Kolde, Koestlin, Kawerau, and 
Albrecht. (W. 30, 1, 466.) But we have no 
sure knowledge of this. At any rate, it is not 
likely that it was the book of the Bohemian 
Brethren which prompted Luther to embody 
the Sacraments in his Catechism. The further 
assertion of Ehrenfeuchter, Moenckeberg, et al., 
that Luther in his Table of Duties followed 
the Bohemian Brethren, is incorrect, since the 
Table of Duties appeared much later in their 
catechism. 


IX. The Small and the Large Catechism of Luther. 


99. Luther Beginning Work on 
Catechisms. 


Luther first mentioned the plan of publish- 
ing a catechism in a letter of February 2, 
1525, to Nicolaus Hausmann. He informs 
him: “Jonas and Hisleben [Agricola] have 
been instructed to prepare a catechism for 
children. I,am devoting myself to the Postil 
[last part of the Winter Postil] and to 


Deuteronomy, where I have sufficient work 
for the present.” (Enders, 5,115.) In a let- | 
ter of March 26, 1525, also to Hausmann, Lu- 
ther repeats: “The Catechism, as I have writ- 
ten before, has been given to its authors, ist 
seinen Verfassern aufgetragen worden.” (144.) 
However, when Jonas and Agricola (who soon 
moved from Wittenberg to Hisleben) failed, 
Luther resolved to undertake the work him- 
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- self, which, according to his letter of Febru- 
ary 2, he had declined merely for the reason 
that he was already sufficiently burdened. 
The execution of his plan, however, was de- 
ferred. September 27, 1525, he wrote to Haus- 
mann: “I am postponing the Catechism, as 

_ I would like to finish everything at one time 
in one work.” (246.) The same letter shows 
what Luther meant. For here he speaks of 
the reformation of the parishes and of the 
introduction of uniform ceremonies. Evi- 
dently, then, he at that time desired to pub- 
lish the Catechism together with a visitation 
tract, such as Melanchthon wrote in 1527. 
Besides, his Prayer-Booklet, containing the 
“Brief Form,” as well as the Booklet for Lay- 
men and Children, offered a temporary sub- 

~ stitute for the contemplated Catechism. The 
deplorable conditions, however, which the 
Saxon visitation brought to light would not 
permit him to tarry any longer. “The d 
plorable, miserable condition,” says Luther in 
the Preface to his Small Catechism, “which 
I discovered lately when I, too, was a visitor, 
has forced and urged me to prepare this Cate- 
chism, or Christian doctrine, in this small, 
plain, simple form.” (553,1.) Thus the Small 


‘Catechism sprang, as it were, directly from ° 


the compassion Luther felt for the churches 
on account of the sad state of destitution to 
which they had been brought, and which he 
felt so keenly during the visitation. However, 
Luther’s statements in the German Order of 
Worship concerning the catechetical pro- 
cedure in question and answer quoted above 
show that the thought of such a Catechism 
did not first occur to him at this time. Still 
it was the visitation that added the decisive 
impulse to put the idea into immediate exe- 
eution. Besides, it was a time in which Lu- 
ther was entirely engrossed in the Catechism, 
having preached in 1528 on the five chief parts 
no less than three times. Thus the harvest 
was at hand. In January, 1529, according to 
his own letters, Luther was engaged in this 
work, having probably begun about the close 
of 1528. He was able to make rapid progress, 
since ample material was at his command. 
The old moot question which of the two 
‘Catechisms appeared first was decided when 
Buchwald discovered the Stephan Roth let- 
ters, which show that the Small Catechism 
appeared in chart form in January and March, 
1529, while the first Wittenberg book edition 
appeared in May, after the Large Catechism 
had meanwhile come off the press in April. 
From the fact that Luther simply called his 
Large Catechism “German Catechism” one 
may infer that he began work on this first, 
and that, when writing the title, he had not 
yet begun the Small Catechism nor planned 
it definitely; but not, that Luther completed 
the Large Catechism first. On the other hand, 
from the title “Small Catechism” one can only 
infer that Luther, when he wrote thus, had 
already begun to write, and was working on, 
the Large Catechism, but not, that the Small 
Catechism appeared later than the Large. 
Albrecht: “One may certainly speak of a 
small book before the appearance of a large 


~ “Nothing new has appeared. 


book of similar kind, if the latter has been 
definitely planned, worked out at the same 
time, and is almost completed.” (W. 30, 1, 
569.) x 


100. Tables Published First. 


January 15, 1529, Luther wrote to Martin 
Goerlitz: “Modo in parando catechismo pro 
rudibus paganis versor. I am now busy pre- 
paring the Catechism for the ignorant 
heathen” (not “peasants,” for in his German 
Order of Worship, Luther says: “Catechism 
is an instruction by means of which heathen 
who desire to become Christians are taught”). 
It was formerly asserted that the expression 
“pro rudibus paganis” showed that Luther 
here meant the Small Catechism. Appealing 
to the statement in the Preface to the Large 
Catechism: “This sermon is designed and 
undertaken that it might be an instruction for 
children and the simple-minded,” Koellner was 
the first one to assert that Luther’s phrase of 
January 15 referred to the Large Catechism. 
In this he was followed by Cohrs, Enders, and 
others. (Enders, 7,44.) However, according to 
the usage of the word catechism described 
above, the statement quoted does not preclude 
that Luther, when writing thus; was engaged 
on both Catechisms. And such indeed was 
the case. For on January 20, 1529, Roerer, 
the Wittenberg proofreader, wrote to Roth: 
I believe that 
the Catechism as preached by D. M. for the 
unlettered and simple will be published for 
the coming Frankfurt mass. Yet, while writ- 
ing this, I glance at the wall of my dwelling, 
and fixed to the wall I behold tables embracing 
in shortest and simplest form Luther’s Cate- 
chism for children and the household, and 
forthwith I send them to you as a sample, so 
that by the same messenger they may be 
brought to you immediately. Jam novi nihil 
in lucem produt; ad nundinas credo Franco- 
furdenses futuras Catechismus per D. M. prae- 
dicatus pro rudibus et simplicibus edetur. Hoc 
vero scribens inspicio parietem aestuarioli mei, 
affivas parieti video tabulas complectentes bre- 
vissime simul et crasse catechismum Lutheri 
pro pueris et familia, statim mitto pro exem- 
plari, ut eodem tabellario iam ad te perfe- 
rantur.” (W. 30, 1, 428; Enders, 7, 44.) 

This letter of January 20 is the first time 
that both of Luther’s Catechisms are men- 
tioned together and distinguished. from each 
other. By catechism Roerer means the text 
of the five chief parts which Luther put at 
the head of his Large Catechism. “Catechis- 
mus per D. M. praedicatus” designates the ex- 
planation of this text as comprised in Luther’s 
three series of sermons of 1528 and summed 
up in the Large Catechism. From this 
preached and later on so-called Large Cate- 
chism, which appeared in April, entitled “Ger- 
man Catechism,” Roerer distinguishes “tables, 
summing up Luther’s Catechism in shortest 
and simplest form for children and the house- 
hold.” He means the series of charts contain- 
ing the first three chief parts, which Luther 
considered the Catechism par eacellence. And 
at the time when Roerer spoke of the pro-— 
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spective publication of the Large Catechism 
for the Frankfurt mass, these tables were 
already hanging on his wall. 

Albrecht comments: “For the moment 
Roerer had not remembered the very interest- 
ing novelty, which had already appeared in 
the first tables of the later so-called Small 
Catechism. However, a glance at the wall of 
his room remindéd him of it. And from a let- 
ter of his dated March 16 we must infer that 
they were the three charts containing the Ten 
Commandments, the Creed, and the Lord’s 
,Prayer with Luther’s explanation. These he 
calls ‘tables which in shortest and simplest 
form embrace Luther’s Catechism for the chil- 
dren and the household.’ Thus he wrote in 
view of the superscription: ‘As the head of 
the family should teach them in a simple way 
to his household,’ without implying a differ- 
ence between the expression pro pueris et 
familia and the preceding pro rudibus et sim- 
plicibus, since the former are included in the 
latter. The difference between the two works 
is rather indicated by the words brevissime 
simul et crasse. But at the same time their 
inner connection is asserted, for by sending 
the tables pro ewemplari, he characterizes 
them as a model or sample of Luther’s man- 
ner of treating the Catechism. They are the 
catechismus Lutheri, that is, the aforemen- 
tioned catechismus per D. M. praedicatus in 
its shortest form and draft (conceived as an 
extract of the sermons or of the Large Cate- 
chism). He thought that this sample would 
indicate what was to be expected from the 
forthcoming larger work.” (W. 30, 1, 429.) 

When, therefore, Luther wrote on Janu- 
ary 15: “Modo in parando catechismo pro 
rudibus paganis versor,” he was engaged on 
both Catechisms, and had proceeded far enough 
to enable him to send the first tables of the 

-Small Catechism to the printer. Buchwald 
remarks regarding the letter of January 20 
that Roerer probably had just received the 
tables from the press. However, Roerer’s let- 
ter to Roth of February 12, 1529, shows that 
already about a month ago he had sent the 
“tables of the Catechism” (evidently the same 
to which he referred January 20) to Spalatin. 
Accordingly, these tables were forwarded 
about January 12. The following remark in 
the Church Order for Schoenewald in the dis- 
trict of Schweinitz: “First to pronounce for 
the people the Ten Commandments, the Creed, 
and the Lord’s Prayer, thereupon to explain 
them in the most simple way, as published 
[each] on a printed table,” takes us bagk still 
a few days more. For the visitation in the 
district of Schweinitz, in which Luther took 
part, was held January 7 to 9, the time from 
which also the Schoenewald Church Order 
dates. At this visitation, therefore, even prior 
to January 7, Luther himself distributed the 
first series of tables, comprising the first three 
chief parts, of his Small Catechism. Cohrs 
opines that Luther sent this series to the 
printer about Christmas 1528 at the latest. 
However, it does not appear why the printing 
should have consumed three to four weeks. 
Seb. Froeschel, however, is mistaken when he 

‘declares in his book on the Priesthood of 


Christ, 1565, that, at a table conversation of 
1528, Luther had advised Hans Metsch con-. 
stantly to have with him a good small cate- 
chism, such as the one he had written. Knaake 
surmises that 1528 is a misprint; it should 
be 1538. (W. 30, 1, 430 f.) 


101. Completion of Catechisms Delayed. 


It was almost two months after the first 
fable-series had appeared before the second 
was published. This delay is accounted for 
by Luther’s illness and his being burdened 
with other work, especially with his book 
against the Turk. March 3 he wrote to Haus- 
mann: “By reason of Satan’s afflictions I am 
almost constantly compelled to be a sick well 
man (als Gesunder krank zu sein); hence 
I am much hindered in writing and other 
work.” (Enders, 7,61.) However, in the same 
letter Luther informed his impatiently wait- 
ing friend: “The Catechism is not completed, 
my dear Hausmann, but it will be completed 
shortly.” Enders remarks that this refers to 
the Large Catechism. However, it harmonizes 
best with Luther’s usage/and with the facts 
if the words are understood as referring to 
both Catechisms. “Shortly,” Luther had writ- 
ten; and on March 16 Roerer, according to 
his letter of this date, forwarded “the tables 
of Confession, the German Litany, the tables 
of the Sacrament of Baptism and of the blood 
of Christ.” Roerer calls them a novelty, 
recens excussa, recently printed, from which 
it appears that the tabulae catechismum Lu- 
theri brevissime simul et crasse complectentes, 
to which*he referred on January 20, did not 
contain the Sacraments. Thus, then, the five 
chief parts, Decalog, Creed, Lord’s Prayer, 
Baptism, and Lord’s Supper, were completed 
by March 16, 1529. Buchwald and Cohrs sur- 
mise, but without further ground for their 
assumption, that the table with the Benedicite 
and the Gratias was issued together with the 
first series in January. At the latest, how- 
ever, the prayers appeared with the second 
series. For March 7, 1529, Levin Metzsch 
wrote to Roth, evidently referring to Luther’s 
tables: “I am herewith also sending to you 
the Benedicite and the Gratias, also the Morn- 
ing and Evening Prayers, together with the 
Vice of Drunkenness.” (W. 30, 1, 4382.) The 
exact time when Luther composed the Table 
of Duties is not known. And the first evi- 
dence we have of the Small Catechism’s ap- 
pearing in book form is Roerer’s letter of 
May 16, 1529, saying that he is sending two 
copies of the Small Catechism, the price of 
which, together with other books, is two 
groschen. (432.) The necessary data are lack- 
ing to determine how long Luther’s manu- 
script was ready before it was printed, and 
before the printed copies were distributed. 

As to the Large Catechism, it was not com- 
pleted when the second table series appeared 
in March. In a letter, the date of which must 
probably be fixed about the end of March, 
Roerer says: “The Turk is not yet entirely 
struck off, neither the Catechism.” April 23, 
however, the Large Catechism was on the 
market, for on this day Roerer wrote: “I am 
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sending three copies of the Catechism.” It 
was the Large Catechism; for the price of 
‘each copy was two groschen, whereas on 
May 16, 1529, Roerer had sent two copies of 
the Small Catechism and other books for two 
groschen. (432.) The Large Catechism prob- 
ably had appeared several weeks _ before 
April 23. Albrecht: “Even if all [of Lu- 
ther’s] sermons from Palm Sunday to Maundy 
Thursday, 1529, are considered preliminary 
works, actording to which the last paragraphs 
of the Large Catechism were elaborated, we 
can assume that its appearance in the begin- 
ning or the first half of April, 1529, was pos- \ 
sible. To be sure, the printing must then 
have been advanced so far before Holy Week 
that the rest could be finished speedily on the 
basis of the manuscript delivered immediately 
after the sermons of Monday and Maundy 
Thursday had been preached. 

This theory fits in with the facts that Joh™y 

Lonicer of Marburg had already completed his 
Latin translation on May 15, 1529 (although, 
according to the title-page, it first appeared in 
September), and that Roerer in a letter of 
April 23 merely mentions the Large Catechism 
in passing, without designating it as an im- 
portant novelty. Stephen Roth, the recipient 
of the letter, spent some time at Wittenberg 
during April, and probably purchased his first 
copy there; so Roerer refers to copies which 
were ordered subsequently. (482.) 
' While thus the Small Catechism in chart 
form was completed and published before the 
Large Catechism, the former succeeded the 
latter in book form. However, though com- 
pleted after the Small Catechism, it can be 
shown that the beginning and perhaps even 
part of the printing of the Large Catechism 
dates back to 1528, thus preceding in this re- 
spect even the Charts of January 9. If the 
short Preface to the Large Catechism, as well 
as the exhortation at the beginning: “Let the 
young people also come to the preaching, that 
they hear it explained and learn to under- 
stand it,’ etc., had been written after the 
9th of January, Luther would probably have 
mentioned the Tables, just as he refers to the 
Large Catechism in the Preface to the Small 
Catechism, which was written about the end 
of April or the beginning of May. (535, 17.) 
Since, however, Luther makes no such indi- 
cation, these pardgraphs of the Large Cate- 
chism were, no doubt, composed before Jan- 
uary, 1529. (574, 1; 578,26.) The same infer- 
ence may be drawn from the fact that, in the 
explanation of the First Commandment, the 
wording of the conclusion of the Ten Com- 
mandments shows a number of variations from 
its wording in the Small Catechism, whereas 
its wording at the close of the explanation of 
the commandments is in conformity with it. 
(588, 30; 672, 320.) 


102. Similarity and Purpose of 
Catechisms. 


As great as is the dissimilarity between Lu- 
ther’s two Catechisms, on the one hand, so 
great, on the other, is the similarity. If one 
did not know that the Large Catechism was 
begun before the Small, and that both origi- 
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nated in the sermons of 1528, he might either 
view the Large Catechism as a subsequent ex- 
pansion of the Small, or the latter as a sum- 
mary of the former. Yet neither the one nor 
the other is the case. If the Large Catechism 
influenced the Small, so also the latter the 
former. Albrecht says: “It is more probable 
that the Small Catechism influenced the Large 
Catechism than vice versa.” '(W. 30, 1, 558.) 

At all events, the second table-series could not 
have been extracted from the Large Catechism 
as such, since the latter was only completed 
after March.25, whereas these tables were pub-, 
lished already on March 16. The Small Cate- 

chism has, been characterized as “a small 
basketful of ripe fruit gathered from that 
tree’ [the Large Catechism]. In substance 
that is true, since both originate from the 
same source, the sermons of 1528. Already 
Roerer calls attention to this similarity, when, 

in the aforementioned letter, he designates the 
Large Catechism as “Catechismus per D. M. 

praedicatus,” and then describes the Small 
Catechism as “tabulae complectentes brevis- 
sime simul et crasse catechismum Lutheri pro 

pueris et familia.” Both treat of the same 
five chief parts; the explanation of both pre- 

supposes the knowledge of the text of these 
parts; both owe their origin to the doctrinal 

ignorance, uncovered particularly in the Saxon 

visitation; and the purpose of both is the in- 

struction of the plain people and the young. 

Indeed, it was not for scholars, but for the 
people that Luther lived, labored, and con- 
tended. “For,” says he in his German Mass, 
“the paramount thing is to teach and lead the 
people.” (W. 19, 97.) 

Above all, Luther endeavored to acquaint 
the “dear youth” with the saving truths, not 
merely for their own sakes, but in the interest 
of future generations as well. He desired to 
make them mature Christians, able to confess 
their faith and to impart instruction to their 
children later on. In particular, the two Cate- 
chisms were to serve the purpose of properly 
preparing the children and the unlearned for 
the Holy Eucharist, as appears from the 
Preface to the Small Catechism and from 
the last paragraphs of the Large (536, 21 ff.; 
760, 39 ff.) ; for both end in admonitions dili- 
gently to partake of the Lord’s Supper. The 
Sacrament of the Altar, in Luther’s estima- 
tion, is the goal of all catechetical instruc- 
tion. For this reason he added to the ancient 
chief parts those of Baptism, Confession, and 
the Lord’s Supper. 

Accordingly, both Catechisms, though in 
various respects, are intended for all: people, 
youth, parents, preachers, and teachers. It is 
not correct to say that Luther wrote his Large 
Catechism only for scholars, and the other 
only for the unlearned. He desired to instruct 
all, and, at the same time, enable parents and 
pastors to teach. According to Luther, it is 
the duty of every Christian to learn con- 
stantly, in order also to be able to teach others 
in turn. If any one, said he, really no longer 
needed the Catechism for himself, he should 
study it nevertheless for the sake of the igno- 
rant. Nor did Luther exempt himself from 
such study. In the Long Preface to the Large / 
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Catechism we read: “But for myself I say 
this: I am also a doctor and preacher, yea, 
as learned and experienced as all those may 
be who have such presumption and security; 
yet I do as a child who is being taught the 
Catechism, and every morning, and whenever 
I have time, I read and say, word for word, 
the Ten Commandments, the Creed, the Lord’s 
Prayer, the Psalms, ete. And I must still 
read and study daily, and yet I cannot master 
it as I wish, but must remain a child and 
pupil of the Catechism, and am glad so to re- 
main.” (569,7.) « 

April 18, 1530, Luther repeated this in a 
sermon as follows: ‘Whoever is able to read, 
let him, in the morning, take a psalm or some 
other chapter in the Bible and study it for 
a while. For that is what I do. When I rise 
in the morning, I pray the Ten Command- 
ments, the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and also 
a psalm with the children. I do so because 
I wish to remain familiar with it, and not 
have it overgrown with mildew, so that 
I know it.” (W. 32, 65.) In a sermon of 
November 27, of the same year, Luther warns: 
“Beware lest you become presumptuous, as 
though, because you have heard it often, you 
knew enough of the Catechism. For this 
knowledge ever desires us to be its students. 
We shall never finish learning it, since it does 
not consist in speech, but in life.... For 
I also, D. M., doctor and preacher, am com- 
pelled day by day to pray and to recite the 
words of the Decalog, the Symbol, and the 
Lord’s Prayer as children are wont to do. 
Hence you need not be ashamed; for much 
fruit will result.” (209.) 


103. Particular-Purpose of Large 
Catechism. 


In his sermons of 1529 Luther declared re- 
peatedly that his purpose was to instruct the 
plain people and the children in those things 
which he regarded as the minimum every 
Christian ought to know. (30, 1, 2. 27. 57.) 
And he did not abandon this purpose when 
he condensed his sermons into the Large Cate- 
chism. Accordingly, he begins it with the 
words: “This sermon is designed and under- 
taken that it might be an instruction for 
children and the simple-minded.” (575, 1.) 
Again: “For the reason why we exercise such 
diligence in preaching the Catechism so often 
is that it may be inculcated on our youth, not 
in a high and subtile manner, but briefly and 
with the greatest simplicity, so as to enter 
the mind readily and be fixed in the memory.” 
(581, 27.) Hence Roerer also characterized 
the Large Catechism as “Catechismus per 
D.M. praedicatus pro rudibus et simplicibus.” 
Many expressions of the Large Catechism also 
point to the fact that everything was here in- 
tended for the young and the common people. 
For example: “All this I say that it may be 
well impressed upon the young.” (621, 140.) 
“But now for young scholars let it suffice 
to indicate the most necessary points.” 
_ (681, 12.) “But to explain all these single 

points separately belongs not to brief sermons 
for children, but rather to the ampler ser- 

Book of Concord. 
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mons that extend throughout the entire year.” 
(687, 32.) Thus Luther aimed to serve the 
people and the children also by his Large 


‘Catechism. Not, indeed, that it was to be 


given into the hands of the children (the 
Small Catechism served that purpose), but 
that preachers, teachers, and parents were to 
use it with a view to teaching them by ex- 
ample how to expound the articles of the 
Christian doctrine for the simple-minded. 

In particular, the Large Catechism was to 
enable the less educated pastors in the villages 
and in the country to do justice to their sacred 
duty. The instructions of the visitors called 
for regular Catechism-sermons. For this pur- 
pose Luther sought to furnish the preachers 
with material. From the Large Catechism 
they were to learn how to deliver simple, 
plain sermons on the five chief parts. In the 
longer Preface Luther therefore directs his 
admonition “to all Christians, but especially 
to all pastors and preachers, that they should 
daily exercise themselves in the Catechism, 
which is a short summary and epitome of the 
entire Holy Scriptures, and that they may 
always teach the same.” And why? Luther 
explains: “We have no slight reasons for 
treating the Catechism so constantly, and for 
both desiring and beseeching others to teach 
it, since we see to our sorrow that many 
pastors and preachers are very negligent in 
this, and slight both their office and this 
teaching; some from great and high art, but 
others from sheer laziness and care for their 
paunches,” etc. (567.) 

Ministers, according to Luther, were to 
study the Catechism for their own instruction 
and edification as well as in the interest of 
their office. Hence he concludes his Preface, 
saying: “Therefore I again implore all Chris- 
tians, especially pastors and preachers, not to 
be doctors too soon, and imagine that they 
know everything (for imagination and cloth 
unshrunk fall far short of the measure), but 
that they daily exercise themselves well in 
these studies and constantly treat them; 
moreover, that they guard with all care and 
diligence against the poisonous infection of 
such security and vain imagination, but 
steadily keep on reading, teaching, learning, 
pondering, and meditating, and do not cease 
until they have made a test and are sure 
that they have taught the devil to death, and 
have become more learned than God Himself 
and all His saints.” (573,19; 534, 17.) 

From the Large Catechism, therefore, pas- 
tors were to learn how to preach the funda- 
mental Christian truths. “To be sure,” says 
Albrecht, “Luther did not make it as easy for 
the pastors as was later done by Osiander and 
Sleupner in the Nuernberg Children’s Ser- 
mons, where the individual sermons are ex- 
actly marked off, the form of address to the 
children is retained, and, in each instance, 
a short explanation, to be memorized, is added 
to the longer explanation.” (W. 30, 1, 478.) — 
That it was Luther’s purpose to have his 
Large Catechism serve also parents appears 
from the instructions at the beginning and the 
end of it. (574,17; 772, 87.) 

f 
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104. Special Purpose of Small Catechism. 


The Large Catechism was to serve all; the 
same applies to the Small Catechism. But 
above all it was to be placed into the hands 
of the children, who were to use and to memo- 
rize it at home, and to bring it with them for 
instruction in the church. Buchwald and 
Cohrs surmise that Luther published the sec- 
ond table series during Lent with special ref- 
erence to “grown people.” However, Luther 
was accustomed to direct his admonition to 
partake of the Lord’s Supper diligently also 


to children, and that, too, to children of com-_ 
In his sermon of - 


Pe tender years. 
arch 25, 1529, he says: “This exhortation 
ought not only to move us older ones, but also 
the young and the children. Therefore you 
parents ought to instruct and educate them 
in the doctrine of the Lord: the Decalog, the 
Creed, the Prayer, and the Sacraments. Such 
children ought also to be admitted to the 
Table that they may be partakers” [of the 
Lord’s Supper]. (W. 30, 1, 233.) In his ser- 
mon of December 19, 1528, we read: ‘Hence, 
you parents and heads of families, invite your 
subordinates to this Sacrament; and we shall 
demand an account of you if you neglect it. 
If you will not go yourselves, let the young 
go; we are much concerned about them. 
When they come, we shall learn, by examin- 
ing them, how you instruct them in the Word 
as prescribed. Hence, do come more frequently 
to the Sacrament, and also admonish your 
children to do so when they have reached the 
age of discretion. For in this way we want to 
learn who are Christians, and who not. If 
you will not do so, we shall speak to you on 
the subject. For even though you older people 
insist on going to the devil, we shall still in- 
quire about your children. Necessity: be- 
cause sin, the devil, and death are ever 
present. Benefit: because the remission of 
sins and the Holy Spirit are received.” (121 f.) 
The tender age at which the young were held 
to partake of the Lord’s Supper appears from 
Bugenhagen’s preface to the Danish edition of 
the Enchiridion of 1538, where he says “that, 
after this confession is made, also the little 
children of about eight years or less should 
be admitted to the table of Him who says: 
‘Suffer the little children to come unto Me.’ ” 
(433.) The conjecture, therefore, that the 
tables of Confession and the Sacraments were 
not intended for children, but specifically for 
adults, is without foundation. . In all its parts 
the Small Catechism was intended to serve the 
children. 

When the first table appeared, it bore the 
superscription: “The Ten Commandments, as 
the head of the family should teach them in 
a simple way to his household.” Similar to 
this were the titles of the remaining charts. 
And these superscriptions were permitted to 
stand when Luther published the Enchiridion 
in book form. The book edition, therefore, as 
well as the chart edition, was to render ser- 
vices also to parents, who were to take upon 
themselves a large part of the work in teach- 
ing the young. But how were they to do it, 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. | 


in view of the fact that many of them did not 
know the Catechism themselves? This had 
occurred also to Luther. He realized that, 
besides the Large Catechism, parents were in’ 
need of a text-book containing questions and 
answers, adapted for catechizing the children 
on the meaning of each part of the Catechism. 
This, too, was the reason why the Small Cate- 
chism was rapidly completed before the Large, 
which had been begun first. Luther intended 
parents to use it, first of all for their own in- 
struction and edification, but also for the pur- 
pose of enabling them to discharge their duty 
by their children and household. 


105. Small Catechism Intended Also for 
Pastors. 


That Luther intended his Small Catechism 
as a help also for pastors was, in so many 
words, stated on the title-page of the first 
book edition. For, surprising as it may seem, 
here he mentions neither the parents nor the 
children, but solely the “ordinary pastors and 
preachers.” The Preface also is addressed to 
“all faithful, pious pastors and preachers,” 
and it shows in detail how they were to make 


use of the book. Evidently, then, the book 


edition was intended to render special services 
also to preachers. The reason, however, was 
not, as has been surmised, because it embodied 


+the*booklet on Marriage (the booklet on Bap- 


tism was added in the second edition); for 
the Preface, which is addressed to the preach- 
ers, does not even mention it. The pastors, 
moreover, were especially designated on the 
title-page as the recipients of the Enchiridion, 
inasmuch as they were to employ it in their 
religious instruction and catechetical sermons, 
in order to imbue the young with its contents. 
The expression “ordinary pastors and preach- 
ers” referred primarily to the plain preachers 
in the villages, where no properly regulated 
school system existed, and where, at best, the 
sexton might assist the pastor in seeing to it 
that the Catechism was memorized. Albrecht: 
“When Luther prepared both Catechisms at 
the same time and with reference to each 
other, he evidently desired their simultaneous 
use, especially on the part of the plain pas- 
tors, who in the Small Catechism possessed 
the leading thoughts which were to be memo- 
rized, and in the Large Catechism their clear 
and popular explanation.” (W. 30, 1, 548.) 
Luther’s intention was to make the Small 
Catechism the basis of instruction in the 
church as well as in the homes; for uniform 
instruction was required to insure results. 
Having, therefore, placed the Catechism into 
the hands of the parents, Luther could but 
urge that it be introduced in the cljurches, 
too. He also showed them how to useliti On 
June 11, 1529, for instance, he expounded the 
First Article after he had read the text and 
the explanation of the Small Catechism. (549.) 
This the pastors were to imitate, a plan which 
was also carried out. The charts were sus- 
pended in the churches; the people and chil- 
dren were wont to bring the book edition with 
them to church; the preachers read the text, 
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expounded it, and had it recited. The Schoene- 
wald Church Order prescribed that the pastor 
“first pronounce for the people” the text of 
the chief parts, and then expound it as on 
Luther’s charts. (549.) 


106. A Book Also for Schools and 
Teachers. 


When planning and writing his Small Cate- 
chism, Luther self-evidently did not overlook 
the schools and the schoolteachers. The first 
booklet of the charts for the Latin schools 
of the Middle Ages contained the abc; the 
second, the first reading-material, viz., the 
Paternoster, Ave Maria, and the Credo; the 
third, the Benedicite, Gratias, and similar 
prayers. Albrecht writes: “We may surmise 
that Luther, when composing the German 
tables and combining them in a book, had in 
mind the old chart-booklets. This view is 
supported by the fact that in it he embodied 
the prayers, the Benedicite and Gratias, and 
probably also by the title Enchiridion, which, 
besides the titles ‘Handbooklet’ or ‘The Chil- 
dren’s Handbooklet’ was applied to such ele- 
mentary books.” (W. 30, 1, 546.) In the Jn- 
struction for the Visitors we read: “A certain 
day, either Saturday or Wednesday, shall be 
set aside for imparting to the children Chris- 
tian instruction. . . .§ Hereupon the school- 
teacher shall simply and correctly expound at 
one time the Lord’s Prayer, at another the 
Creed, at another the Ten Commandments, etc.” 
(W. 26, 238.) In these schools Luther’s Small 
Catechism served as text-book. From 1529 
until the beginning of the eighteenth century 
Sauermann’s Latin translation (Parvus Cate- 
chismus pro Pueris in Schola) was employed 
in the Latin schools of Saxony. In the Ger- 
man schools the German Enchiridion was used 
as the First Reader. Hence, the Marburg re- 
print of the first Wittenberg edition of the 
Catechism begins with the alphabet, and makes 
it a point to mention this fact on its title- 
page. 

Down to the present day no other book has 
become and remained a schoolbook for re- 
ligious instruction to such an extent as Lu- 
ther’s Small Catechism. And rightly so; for 
even Bible History must be regarded as sub- 
ordinate to it. The assertion of modern edu- 
cators that instruction in Bible History must 
precede instruction in Luther’s Catechism 
rests on the false assumption that Luther’s 
Catechism teaches doctrines only. But the 
truth is that it contains all the essential facts 
of salvation as well, though in briefest form, 
as appears particularly from the Second 
Article, which enumerates historical facts 
only. The Small Catechism is “the Laymen’s 
Bible, der Laien Biblia,” as Luther called it in 
a sermon of September 14, 1528, an expression 
adopted also by the Formula of Concord. 
(777, 5.) Luther’s Enchiridion presents both 
the facts of salvation and their divine inter- 
pretation. The picture for which the Small 
Catechism furnishes the frame is Christ, the 
historical Christ, as glorified by the Holy 
Spirit, particularly in the writings of the 
Apostle Paul. In the Lutheran Church the 


- 


Small Catechism, therefore, deserves to be and 
always to remain what it became from the 
first moment of its publication: the book of 
religious instruction for home, school, and 
church; for parents, children, teachers, and 
preachers, just as Luther had planned and de- 
sired, 


107. Titles of Large Catechism. 


“Deutsch Katechismus, German Catechism,” 
was the title under which the Large Cate- 
chism first appeared, and which Luther never 
changed. In the Preface to the Small Cate- 
chism he used the expression “Large Cate- 
chism,” having in mind his own Catechism, 
though not exclusively, as the context shows. 
(534, 17.) Yet this was the natural title, 
since the shorter Catechism was from the be- 
ginning known as the “Small Catechism.” 
And before long it was universally in vogue. 
The Church Order for Brueck, of 1530, desig- 
nates the Large Catechism as “the Long Cate- 
chism.” In the catalog of his writings of 
1533, which Luther prefaced, but did not 
compile, it is called “Large Catechism, Cate- 
chismus Gross.” Likewise in the Corpus 
Doctrinae Pomeranicum. The Articles of the 
Visitors in Meiszen, 1533, first employed the 
designation “The Large and Small Cate- 
chisms.” The Church Order for Gera of the 
same year also distinguishes: “The Large 
Catechism and the Small Catechism.” The 
Hisfeld Order of 1554 distinguishes: “The 
Small Catechism of Luther” and “The Large 
Catechism of Luther.” In his treatise on the 
Large Catechism of 1541, Spangenberg first 
employed the new form as a title: “The Large 
Catechism and Children’s Instruction of Dr. M. 
Luther.” 

The title of the Low German edition of 1541 
runs: “De Grote Katechismus Duedesch.” The 
Latin translation by Obsopoeus of 1544 is 
entitled “Catechismus Maior.” The Index of 
the Witténberg complete edition of Luther’s 
Works of 1553 has “Der grosse Katechismus,” 
while the Catechism itself still bears the origi- 
nal title, “Deutscher Katechismus.” The Jena 
edition of 1556 also has the original title, but 
paraphrases in the Index: “Zweierlei Vorrede, 
gross und klein, D. M. L. auf den Katechis- 
mum, von thm gepredigt Anno 1529. Two 
Prefaces, large and small, of Dr. M. L. to the 
Catechism, preached by him in the year 1529.” 
Since 1570, the Corpora Doctrinae give the 
title, “The Large Catechism, German. Der 
Grosse Katechismus, deutsch.” So also the 
Book of Concord of 1580. In the Leipzig edi- 
tion and in Walch’s the word “deutsch” is 
omitted. (W. 30, 1, 474 f.) 

“German Catechism,’ corresponding to the 
title “German Mass,’ means German preach- 
ing for children, German instruction in the 
fundamental doctrines of Christianity. Luther 
wrote “German Mass” in order to distinguish 
it from the Latin, which was retained for 
many years at Wittenberg beside the German 
service (this is also what Wolfgang Musculus 
meant when he reported in 1536 that in Wit- 
tenberg services were conducted predominantly 
in papistic fashion, ad morem papisticum). 
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So also “German Catechism” is in contrast 
to the Latin instruction in the churches and 
especially in the schools. Concerning the lat- 
ter we read, e. g., in the instruction of the 
visitors: “The boys shall also be induced to 
speak Latin, and the schoolteachers shall, as 
far as possible, speak nothing but Latin with 
them.” (26, 240.) Ever since the early part of 
the Middle Ages the Latin Credo, Pater- 
noster, etc., had been regarded and memorized 
as sacred formulas, the vernacular being per- 
mitted only rarely, and reluctantly at that. 
Also in the, Lutheran Church the Latin lan- 
guage was not immediately abolished. A num- 
ber of Evangelical catechisms, antedating Lu- 
ther’s, were written in, and presuppose the use 
of, the Latin language, for example, Melanch- 
thon’s WHnchiridion, Urerius’s Paedagogia; 
Agricola’s Hlementa Pietatis, etc. The Bruns- 
wick Liturgy of 1528, drafted by Bugenhagen, 
prescribed that on Saturday evening and early 
on Sunday morning the chief parts of the 
Catechism be read in Latin in the churches 
“on both galleries, slowly, without chanting 
(sine tono), alternately (wmmeschicht).” The 
Wittenberg Liturgy provided: “Before the 
early sermon on Sundays or on festival-days 
the boys in the choir, on both sides, shall read 
the entire Catechism in Latin, verse by verse, 
without ornamental tone (sine tono distin- 
cto).”’ (477.) Accordingly, when Luther be- 
gan to preach on the chief parts in German, 
he was said to conduct “German Catechism.” 
And since German services with German in- 
struction were instituted by Luther in the in- 
terest of the unlearned and such as were un- 
able to attend the Latin schools, the term 
“German Catechism” was equivalent to popu- 
lar instruction in religion. That Luther’s 
Catechism, also in point of racy language, was 
German to the core, appears from the frequent 
use of German words and expressions which, 
in part, have since become obsolete. (Muel- 
ler, Symb. Buecher, 857—860. ) 


108. Editions of Large Catechism. 


The first edition (quarto) of the Large Cate- 
chism, of which Roerer forwarded copies on 
April 23, 1529, contains, as text, the Com- 
mandments, the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, and 
the words of institution of the Sacraments. 
The text is preceded by a Brief Preface, which, 
however, Luther, considering it a part of the 
Catechism, did not designate and superscribe 
as such. Some instructions and admonitions 
are inserted between the Catechism-text, which 
is followed by the detailed explanation. Such 
is the form in which the Large Catechism first 
appeared, and which, in the main, it also re- 
tained. The second edition (also in quarto 
and from the year 1529) reveals numerous 
textual corrections and adds a longer section 
to the Lord’s Prayer, viz., paragraphs 9 to 11: 
“at the risk of God’s wrath ... seek His 
grace.” (699.) This addition, though not 
found in the German Book of Concord of 
1580, was received into the official Latin Con- 
cordia of 1584. Furthermore, the second edi- 
tion of 1529 adds the “Short Admonition to 
Confession”; hence the subtitle: “Increased 
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by a New Instruction and Admonition to Con- 
fession.” This addition, however, was em- 
bodied in neither the German nor the Latin 
Concordia. In the Seventh Commandment the 
second edition of 1529 omits the words “with 
whom [arch-thieves] lords and princes keep 
company” (644, 230), which, according to 
Albrecht, was due to a timid proof-reader. 
Numerous marginal notes, briefly summarizing 
the contents, were also added to this edition 
and retained in the Latin Concordia of 1584. 
Furthermore, it contained 24 woodcuts, the 
first three of which were already used in Me- 
lanchthon’s fragmentary Catechism sermons 
of 1528, for which book probably also the re- 
maining cuts were originally intended. Al- 
brecht remarks: “Let it remain undecided 
whether the cuts, which Melanchthon prob- 
ably was first to select for his catechism ser- 
mons of 1528, were received into the edition 
of 1529 (which Luther corrected) upon a sug- 
gestion of the printer Rhau, or Bugenhagen, 
or Luther himself.” (W. 30, 1,493.) | 

Two Latin as well as a Low German trans- 
lation (by Bugenhagen) also appeared in 1529. 
The Low German edition, printed by Rhau, 
seems to have paved the way in using the 
aforementioned pictures. Of the Latin trans- 
lations, one was prepared by Lonicer and 
printed at Marburg, while the other, by. Vicen- 
tius; Obsopoeus, rector of the school at Ans- 
bach, was printed at Hagenau. After making 
some changes, which were not always improve- 
ments, Selneccer embodied the latter in the 
Latin Concordia, adding the longer Preface 
from the Frankfurt edition of 1544. In the 
Large Catechism this new Preface is found for 
the first time in Rhau’s quarto edition of 1530. 
Literal allusions to Luther’s letter of June 30, 
1530, to J. Jonas have given rise to the as- 
sumption that it was written at Castle Co- 
burg. (Enders, 8, 47.37.) In the Jena edition 
of Luther’s Works, the Dresden edition of the 
Book of Concord of 1580, the Magdeburg 
edition of 1580, the Heidelberg folio edition of 
1582, and the Latin edition of 1580, this longer 
Preface follows the shorter. However, since 
the shorter Preface forms part of the Cate- 
chism itself, the longer Preface ought to pre- 
cede it, as is the case in the official Latin Con- 
cordia of 1584. In the Low German edition 
of 1531 Bugenhagen defends the expressions, 
criticized by some: I believe “an Gott, an 
Christum” in the Low German edition of 1529, 
instead of “in Gott, in Christum.” (W. 30, 1, 
493.) In Rhau’s edition of 1532 and 1535 the 
morning and evening prayers are added, prob- 
ably only as fillers. The changes in Rhau’s 
edition of 1538, styling itself, “newly corrected 
and improved,” consist in linguistic improve- 
ments and some additions and omissions. 
Albrecht believes that most, but not all, of 
these changes were made by Luther himself, 
and that the omissions are mostly due to in- 
advertence. 


109. Title of Small Catechism. 


Luther seems to have published the chart 
catechism of January, 1529, without any 
special title, though Roerer, from the very 


IX. The Small and the Large Catechism of Luther. 


first, calls it a catechism. In the first Wit- 
tenberg book edition, however, one finds in- 
serted, between the Preface and the Decalog, 
the superscription: “Hin kleiner Katechismus 
oder christliche Zucht. A Small Catechism or 
Christian Discipline.’ This may have been 
the title of the charts, since it would hardly 
have been introduced for the book edition, 
where it was entirely superfluous, the’ title- 
page designating it as “The Small Catechism 
for the Ordinary Pastors and Preachers.” 
Likewise, it cannot be proved that the opening 
word on the title-page of this first book edition 
was “Enehiridion,” since this edition has dis- 
appeared without a trace, and the only re- 
maining direct reprint does not contain the 
word “nchiridion.” All subsequent editions, 
however, have it. 

The word “Enchiridion” is already found 
in the writings of Augustine, and later be- 
came common. In his Glossary, Du Cange re- 
marks: “This name [Enchiridion] St. Augus- 
tine gave to a most excellent little work on 
faith, hope, and charity, which could easily 
be carried in the hand, or, rather, ought con- 
tinually to be so carried, since it contained 
the things most necessary for salvation.” 
(3, 265.) The Erfurt Hymn-Booklet of 1524 
was called “Enchiridion or Handbooklet, very 
profitable for every Christian to have with 
him for constant use and meditation.” In 
1531 Luther praised the Psalter, saying: “It 
may be called a little Bible, wherein all that 
is found in the entire Bible is most beautifully 
and briefly summed up and has been made and 
prepared to be a splendid Enchiridion, or 
Handbook.” (E. 63, 28.) 
Visitors calls the primer “the handbooklet of 
the children, containing the alphabet, the 
Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, and other prayers.” 
In 1523 Melanchthon had published such a 
book, entitled “Enchiridion.” Thus Enchi- 
ridion denotes a book of pithy brevity, an 
elementary book. The various Church Orders 
employ the word in a similar sense. (W. 30, 
1, 540.) 


110. Editions of Small Catechism. ~ 


At Wittenberg, George Rhau printed the 
Large Catechism and Michel Schirlentz the 
Small Catechism (the chart impressions of 
which must be considered the first edition). 
In the Preface to the Small Catechism, Lu- 
ther speaks of “these tables” and “the form 
of these tables,” thus referring to the chief 
parts, which were already printed on pla- 
cards. However, since “table” also denotes 
a list, the term could be applied also to the 
chief parts in book form. It was nothing new 
to employ tables (“Zeddeln,” 1. e., placards 
printed on one side) in order to spread the 
parts of the Catechism in churches, homes, 
and schools. In 1518 Luther published his 
‘“Ten Commandments with a brief exposition 
of their fulfilment and transgression,” on pla- 
ecards. Of the charts of the Small Catechism, 
only a Low German copy has as yet been dis- 
covered. It contains Luther’s Morning and 
Evening Prayers, a reduced reproduction of 
which is found in the Weimar Edition of Lu- 
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ther’s Works. (30, 1,241.) The book editions 
soon took their place beside the charts. It 
seems (but here the traces are rather inde- 
finable) that the first three tables were 
summed up into a booklet as early as Jan- 
uary or February, 1529. At Hamburg, Bugen- 
hagen published the charts, which he had re- 
ceived till then, as a booklet, in Low German. 
It contained the five chief parts and the Bene- 
dicite and Gratias. Shortly after the first 


‘Wittenberg book edition had reached him, 


Bugenhagen translated the Preface and had 
it printed as a supplement. 

Shortly after the completion of the Large 
Catechism Luther made arrangements to have 
the Small Catechism appear in book form. 
May 16 Roerer sent two copies of the Cate- 
chismus Minor. But, as stated above, all 
copies of this edition were completely used up. 
The edition has been preserved in three re- 
prints only, two of which appeared at Erfurt 
and one at Marburg. Th. Harnack published 
the one Erfurt and the Marburg reprint, and 
H. Hartung the other Erfurt reprint in sepa- 
rate facsimile editions. Evidently these re- 
prints appeared before the second Wittenberg 
edition of June, 1529, was known at Erfurt 
and Marburg. In estimating their value, how- 
ever, modern scholars are not agreed as to 
whether they represent three direct or one 
direct and two indirect reprints. Albrecht is 
of the opinion that only one of the three may 
be looked upon as a direct reprint. Judging 
from these reprints, the original edition was 
entitled: “Der kleine Katechismus fuer die 
gemeinen Pfarrherrn und Prediger. The 
Small Catechism for Ordinary Pastors and 
Preachers.” Aside from the five chief parts, 
it contained the Preface, the Morning and 
Evening Prayers, the Table of Duties, and the 
Marriage Booklet. On the other hand, these 
reprints omit not only the word Enchiridion, 
but also the question, “How can bodily eating 
and drinking do such great things?” together 
with its answer. Now, in case all three should 
be direct reprints, the omitted question and 
answer evidently were not contained in the 
first Wittenberg edition either. On the other 
hand, if only one of them is a direct reprint, 
the mistake must be charged to the original 
Wittenberg impression or to the reprint. 
That the omission is an error, probably due 
to the printer, appears from the fact that the 
omitted question and answer were already 
found on the charts; for the Hamburg book 
edition of the charts in Low German has them, 
as also Stifel’s written copies of the charts. 
(W. 30, 1, 573.) 

Of the Wittenberg editions which followed 
the editio princeps, those of 1529, 1531, and 
1542 deserve special mention. The first ap- 
peared under the title: “Enchiridion. The 
Small Catechism for the Ordinary Pastors and 
Preachers, enlarged and improved.” On the 
13th of June this edition was completed, for 
Roerer reports on this date: “Parvus Cate- 
chismus sub incudem iam tertio revocatus est 
et in ista postrema editione adauctus.” (Kolde, 
l.c., 60.) Roerer designates this edition as the 
third, probably because two imprints-had been 
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made of the editio princeps. According to a 
defective copy, the only one preserved, this 
edition adds to the contents of the editio prin- 
ceps the word Enchiridion in the title, the 
Booklet of Baptism, A Brief Form of Confess- 
ing to the Priest, for the Simple, and the 
Litany. The fifth chief part has the question: 
“How can bodily eating and drinking do such 
great things?” In the Lord’s Prayer, however, 
the explanation of the introduction is still 
lacking. This emended edition of 1529 further- 
more had the pictures, for the first time as 
it seems. The booklets on Marriage and Bap- 
tism were retained, as additions, in all editions 
of the Small Catechism published during: the 
life of Luther, and in many later editions as 
well. As yet, however, it has not been proved 
directly that such was intended and arranged 
for by Luther himself. 

Also in the succeeding editions Luther made 
various material and linguistic changes. _In 
the edition of 1531 he omitted the Litany, and 
for the “Short Form of Confession” he sub- 
stituted an instruction in confession, which he 
inserted between the fourth and fifth chief 
parts, under the caption, “How the Unlearned 
Shall be Taught to Confess.” The Lord’s 
Prayer was complemented by the addition of 
the Introduction and its explanation, and the 
number of cuts was increased to 23. This 
edition of 1531, of which but one copy (found 
in the Bodleiana of Oxford) is in existence, 
shows essentially the form in which the En- 
chiridion was henceforth regularly printed 
during and after Luther’s life. (W. 30, 1, 608.) 
The editions of 1537 reveal several changes in 
language, especially in the Bible-verses, which 
‘are made to conform to Luther’s translation. 
In the edition of 1542 the promise of the 
Fourth Commandment appears for the first 
time, and the Table of Duties is expanded. 
The Bible-verses referring to the relation of 
congregations to their pastors were added, 
and the verses setting forth the relation of 
subjects to their government were consider- 
ably augmented. Hence the title: “Newly re- 
vised and prepared, aufs neue webersehen und 
zugerichtet.” Probably the last edition to ap- 
pear during Luther’s life was the one of 1543, 
which, however, was essentially a reprint of 
the edition of 1542. 

Knaake declared that all the editions which 
we possess “must be attributed to the enter- 
prise of the book dealers,” and that one can- 
not speak of a direct influence of Luther on 
any of these editions. In opposition to this 
extreme skepticism, Albrecht points out that, 
for instance, the insertion of the explanation 
of the Introduction to the Lord’s Prayer and 
the new form of confession, as well as its in- 
sertion between Baptism and the Lord’s Sup- 
per, could not have taken place “without the 
direct cooperation of Luther.” 


111. Translations and Elaborations of 
Small Catechism. 


Two of the Latin translations of the Small 
Catechism date back to 1529. The first was 
inserted in the Hnchiridion Piarum Precatio- 
num, the Latin translation of Luther’s Prayer- 


Booklet, which appeared toward the end of 
August, 1529. Roerer met with great diffi- 
culties in editing the book. August, 1529, he 
wrote: “You may not believe me if I tell you 
how much trouble I am having with the Latin 
Prayer-Booklet which is now being printed. 
Somebody else, it is true, translated it from 
German into Latin, but I spent much more 
labor in this work than he did.” (W. 30, 1, 
588.) We do not know who the translator was 
to whom Roerer refers. It certainly was not 
Lonicer, the versatile Humanist of Marburg, 
who at that time had completed the Large 
Catechism with a Preface dated May 15, 1529. 
Kawerau surmises that it was _ probably 
G. Major. Evidently Luther himself had noth- 
ing to do with this translation. This Cate- 
chism is entitled: Simplicissima et Brevis- 
sima Catechismi Expositio. Almost through- 
out the question form was abandoned. In 
1532 a revised form of this translation ap- 
peared, entitled: Nova Catechism Brevioris 
Translatio. From these facts the theory (ad- 
vocated also by v. Zezschwitz and Knaake) has 
been spun that the Small Catechism sprang . 
from a still shorter one, which was mot 
throughout cast in questions and answers, 
and offered texts as well as explanations in 
a briefer form. This would necessitate the 
further inference that the Preface to the Small 
Catechism was originally written in Latin. 
All of these suppositions, however, founder on 
the fact thatthe charts as we have them in 
the handwriting of Stifel are in the form of 
questions and answers. The Prayer-Booklet 
discarded the form of questions and answers, « 
because its object was merely to reproduce the 
contents of Luther’s Catechism for such as 
were unacquainted with German. 

The second Latin translation of 1529 was 
furnished by John Sauermann, not (as v. Zez- 
schwitz and Cohrs, 1901, in Herzog’s R. #., 10, 
135, assume) the Canon of Breslau, who died 
1510, but probably Johannes Sauermann of 
Bambergen, who matriculated at Wittenberg 
in the winter semester of 1518. (W. 30, 1, 601.) 
Sauermann’s translation was intended as a 
school edition of the Small Catechism. First 
came the alphabet, then followed the texts: 
Decalog, Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, Baptism, 
the Lord’s Supper. Luther’s Preface, the 
Litany, and the Booklets of Marriage and 
Baptism were omitted as not adapted for 
school use. The chapter on Confession, from 
the second Wittenberg book edition, was in- 
serted between the fourth and fifth chief 
parts. The note to the Benedicite was put 
into the text with the superscription ‘“Scho- 
lion” (instead of the incorrect ‘“Scholia” of 
the German edition, found also in the Book 
of Concord). “Paedagogus” was substituted 
for “head of the family (Hausvater).” The 
word “Haustafel” remained untranslated. The 
words of the Third Petition, “so uns den 
Namen Gottes nicht heiligen und sein Reich 
nicht kommen lassen wollen,” are rendered: 
“quae nobis nomen Dei non _ sanctificent 
regnumque eius ad nos pervenire non sinant.” 

In the Preface, dated September 19, 1529, 
“Johannes Sauromannus” writes: “Every one 
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is of the opinion that it is clearly the best 
thing from early youth carefully and dili- 
gently to instruct the boys in the principles 
of Christian piety. And since I believe that 
of all the elementary books of the theologians 
of this age none are better adapted for this 
purpose than those of Dr. Martin Luther, 
I have rendered into Latin the booklet of this 
man which is called the Small Catechism, 
hoping that it might be given to the boys to 
be learned as soon as they enter the Latin 
school.” At the same time Sauermann de- 
elares that his translation was published “by 
the advice and order (consilio ac iussu) of the 
author [Luther] himself.” (30, 1, 673.) One 
eannot doubt, therefore, that Sauermann’s 
translation received Luther’s approval. And 
being in entire conformity with the Instruc- 
tion for Visitors, of 1528, for the Latin city 
schools, the book was soon in general use. In 
°1556 Michael Neander speaks of it as “the 
common Latin version, hitherto used in all 
schools.” (603.) The Latin Concordia of 1584 
contains Sauermann’s version, essentially, 
though not literally. The Preface, which 
Sauermann had not translated, is taken over 
from the Prayer-Booklet. The part On Con- 
fession was newly translated from the Ger- 
man edition of the Catechism of 1531. The 
textual changes which were made in Sauer- 
mann’s translation for the Concordia of 1584 
“show that he was careful and usually felici- 
tous, and are partly to be explained as com- 
binations of the first and second Latin trans- 
lations.” (604.) 

When, in 1539, Justus Jonas translated the 
Nuernberg Sermons for Children, he made a 
third Latin translation of the Small Cate- 
chism. He calls it “this my Latin transla- 
tion, not carefully finished indeed, but never- 
theless rendered in good faith.” (627.) This 
Latin text obtained special importance since 
it was immediately done into English, Polish, 
and Icelandic. In 1560 Job Magdeburg fur- 
nished a fourth Latin version. Concerning 
the translations into Greek, Hebrew, and other 
languages see Weimar Edition of Luther’s 
Complete Works (10,1, 718f.). 

Among the earliest elaborations of the Small 
Catechism was the Catechism of Justus Me- 
nius, 1532, and the Nuernberg Children’s Ser- 
mons of 1533. Both exploit Luther’s expla- 
nations without mentioning his name. At the 
same time some changing, abbreviating, polish- 
ing, etc., was done, as Luther’s text was con- 
sidered difficult to memorize. Albrecht says 
of Menius’s emendations: “Some of his formal 
changes are not bad; most of them, however, 
are unnecessary. The entire book finally 
serves the purpose of bringing to light the 
surpassing merit of the real Luther-Cate- 
chism.” (617.) The same verdict will prob- 
ably be passed on all the substitute catechisms 
which have hitherto appeared. John Span- 
genberg’s Small Catechism of 1541, which was 
widely used, is, as he himself says, composed 
“from the Catechism of our beloved father, 
Dr. Martin, and those of others.” It contains 
Luther’s Catechism mainly as changed by 
Menius. The Nuernberg Children’s Sermons, 
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which embodied also the pictures of Luther’s 
Catechism and received a wide circulation, 
were written by Osiander and Sleupner in 
1532, and printed at Nuernberg, 1533. They 
contain almost complete the five chief parts 
of Luther’s Small Catechism as concluding 
sentences of the individual sermons, but in 
original minting, with abbreviations, addi- 
tions, and other changes, which, however, are 
not nearly as marked as those of Menius. 
These changes were also made to facilitate 
memorizing. Between Baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper was found the doctrinal part on the 
Office of the Keys, which in this or a similar 
form was, after Luther’s death, appended to, 
or inserted in, the Small Catechism as the 
sixth or fifth chief part, respectively. 


112. The Part “Of Confession.” 


The Small Catechism did not spring from 
Luther’s mind finished and complete at one 
sitting. Originally he considered the first 
three chief parts as constituting the Cate- 
chism. Before long, however, he added the 
parts of Baptism and the Lord’s Supper. 
These five parts are for the first time men- 
tioned in the German Order of Worship, and 
printed together in the Booklet for Laymen 
and Children. The Introduction to the Large 
Catechism also offers no more. The chart and 
bogk editions added as real parts of the Cate- 
chism (the Booklets of Marriage and of Bap- 
tism cannot be viewed as such) the Bene- 
dicite and Gratias, the Morning and Evening 
Prayers, the Table of Duties, and Confession. 
It is the last of these parts which played a 
peculiar role in the history of the Small Cate- 
chism. Albrecht writes: “In the textual his- 
tory of the Small Catechism, Confession (be- 
sides the Table of Duties) is the most restless 
and movable part. In the Low German edi- 
tions since 1531 and 1534 it is found after the 
Lord’s Supper as a sort of sixth chief part. 
In individual instances it is entirely omitted. 
On the other hand, in elaborations of the Cate- 
chism, notably in the Nuernberg Catechism- 
sermons, it is supplanted by the Office of the 
Keys, and in later prints also combined with 
it or otherwise recast.” (W. 30, 1, 607.) 

As for Luther, evidently, as soon as he be- 
gan to work on the Catechism, he planned to 
include also a part on Confession. Among the 
charts there were already those which dealt 
with Confession. In fact, Luther must have 
here treated this part at comparative length. 
For Roerer reports that the price of the Con- 
fession charts was three pfennige, whereas the 
price of the Sacrament charts was two pfen- 
nige. Yet nothing of Confession was em- 
bodied in the first book edition of the Small 
Catechism. The first edition also of the Large 
Catechism had no part treating of Confession. 
But the second Wittenberg edition, of 1529, 
appeared “augmented with a new instruction 
and admonition concerning Confession.” Like- 
wise the “augmented and improved” Small 
Catechism of 1529, superscribed, “Enchirid- 
ion,” contained a “Short Form how the Un- 
learned shall Confess to the Priest. Hine 
kurze Weise zu beichten fuer die Hinfaeltigen, 
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dem Priester.” This Form was not to serve 
the pastor in admonishing, etc., but Christians 
when going to confession. Possibly it was one 
of the charts which Roerer, March 16, men- 
tioned as novelties. The addition of this part 
was, no doubt, caused by Luther himself. 
This is supported by the fact that Sauer- 
mann’s translation, which appeared by Lu- 
ther’s “advice and order,” also contained it. 
And while in the German book edition it was 
found in the Appendix, following the Booklet 
on Baptism, Sauermann inserted it between 
Baptism and the Lord’s Supper with the 
superscription: ‘How schoolmasters ought in 
simplest manner to teach their boys a brief 
form of confession. Quo pacto paedagogi suos 
pueros brevem confitendi rationem simplicis- 
sime docere debeant.” Evidently this, too, was 
done with Luther’s approval (auctoris con- 
silio et iussu). “Thus Luther at that time 
already,” says Albrecht, “selected this place’ 
for Confession and retained it later on, when 
[1531] he furnished another form of confes- 
sion for the Catechism which to him seemed 
more appropriate.” The gradual insertion of 
a new chief part (of Confession and Absolu- 
tion) between Baptism and the Lord’s Supper 
was therefore entirely according to Luther’s 
mind; indeed, it had virtually been carried 
out by him as early as 1529. 

The original part Of Confession, howeyer, 
was no catechetical and doctrinal part in the 
proper sense of the word, but purely a litur- 
gical formula of Confession, even the Absolu- 
tion being omitted. It merely contained two 
confessions similar to the forms found in the 

‘Book of Concord, page 552, sections. 21 to 23. 
Hence Luther, in the edition of 1531, replaced 
it with a catechetico-liturgical form entitled, 
“How the Unlearned Should be Taught to Con- 
fess.” It is identical with the one found in 
the Book of Concord of 1580, save only that 
the original contained the words, “What is 
Confession? Answer,” which are omitted in 
the German Concordia. Luther placed the 
part Of Confession between Baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper, thereby actually making this 
the fifth and the Lord’s Supper the sixth chief 
part. And when later on (for in Luther’s 
editions the chief parts are not numbered) the 
figures were added, Confession could but re- 
ceive the number 5, and the Lord’s Supper, 6. 
Thus, then, the sequence of the six parts, as 
found in the Book of Concord, was, in a way, 
chosen by Luther himself. 


113. Office of the Keys and Christian 
Questions. 


The three questions on the Office of the Keys 
in the fifth chief part form the most important 
and independent addition to Luther’s Small 
Catechism. However, they are not only in 
complete agreement with Luther’s doctrine of 
Absolution, but, in substance, also contained 
in what he himself offered in the part Of Con- 
fession. For what Luther says in paragraphs 
26 to 28 in a liturgical form is expressed and 
explained in the three questions on the Office 
of the Keys in a doctrinal and catechetical 
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form. Not being formulated by Luther, how- 
ever, they were not received into the Book of 
Concord. In the Nuernberg Tea#t-Booklet of 
1531 they are placed before Baptism. Thence 
they were taken over into the Nuernberg Chil- 
dren’s Sermons of 1533 as a substitute for Lu- 
ther’s form of Confession. Andrew Osiander, 
in the draft of his Church Order of 1531, in 
the article on “Catechism and the Instruction 
of Children,” added as sixth to the five chief 
parts: “Of the Keys of the Church, or the 
Power to Bind and to Unbind from Sins,” 
quoting as Bible-verse the passage: “The Lord ~ 
Jesus breathed on His disciples,” etc. Brenz, 
though not, as frequently assumed, the author 
of the Nuernberg Catechism, also contributed 
toward introducing and popularizing this part 
of the Catechism. In his Questions of 1535 
and 1536, which appeared in the Appendix to 
the Latin translation of Luther’s Large Cate- 
chism, he offered an original treatment to the 
Keys of Heaven, as the sixth chief part, on 
the basis of Matt. 16, 19; Luke 19, 16; John 
20, 22 f. Thirty-six years after the first pub- 
lication of Luther’s Catechisms, Mathesius, in 
his Sermons on the Life of Luther, also speaks 
of six chief parts of catechetical instruction; 
but he enumerates Absolution as the part be- 
tween Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, hence 
as the fifth chief part of the Catechism. 

As to the Christian Questions for Those 
Who Intend to Go to-the Sacrament, it was 
claimed very early that Luther was the 
author. They were first published in 1549, 
and a number of separate impressions fol- 
lowed. After 1558 they are usually found in 
the appendix to the Small Catechism. The 
Note, “These questions and answers,” etc., 
designating Luther as the author, first ap- 
peared in an edition of 1551. Together with 
this Note, the Questions are found in an un- 
dated Wittenberg edition of the Small Cate- 
chism, which appeared about 1560, containing 
pictures dated 1551. Referring to this edition, 
the Wittenberg proof-reader, Christopher Wal- 
ther, in a polemical writing (1566) against 
Aurifaber, asserted that the Questions were 
not written by Luther, but by John Lang of 
Erfurt (+ 1548). The question at issue has- 
not yet been decided. For while the contents 
of the Questions reproduce, from beginning to 
end, Luther’s thoughts, and the last answers 
are almost literally taken from the Large 
Catechism, we have no evidence that Luther 
compiled them; but, on the other hand, also 
no convincing proof against this. Claus 
Harms and Koeilner asserted that Luther is 
the author of the Questions, while Kliefoth 
and Loche declared it as probable. — The In- 
troduction to the Ten Commandments, “I the 
Lord, thy God,” and the Doxology, at the 
close of the Lord’s Prayer, were added after 
Luther’s death. 


114. The Table of Duties — Haustafel. 


The eighth and last chart of,the Catechism 
differed from the preceding ones in that it was 
superscribed: “Table of Duties (Haustafel), 
Consisting of Certain Passages of Scripture 
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for Various Holy Orders and Stations, 
Whereby These are to be Admonished, as by 
a Special Lesson, Regarding Their Office and 
Service.” The exact time when Luther drew 
up this Table is not known. The latest date 
to which its composition can be assigned is 
the end of April or the beginning of May, 
1529. It may, however, be questioned whether 
it was published at all as a placard. The two 
groups of passages: “What the Hearers Owe 
to Their Pastors,” and: “What Subjects Owe 
to Their Government,” are probably not from 
Luther. Following are the grounds support- 
ing this view: 1. They are not contained in 
the German editions, but appeared for the 
first time in the Latin translation. 2. Their 
superscriptions differ in form from those of 
the other groups. 3. They adduce quite a 
number of Bible-verses, and repeat some al- 
ready quoted, e.g., 1 Tim. 2, 1; Rom. 13, 1. 
The German Book of Concord omitted these 
passages, while the Latin Concordia of: 1580 
and 1584 embodied them, Albrecht writes: 
“The Table of Duties is an original part of 
the Catechism, bearing a true Lutheran stamp. 
But it was old material worked over, as is the 
case almost throughout the Small Catechism.” 
The oft-repeated assertion, however, that the 
Table of Duties was borrowed from the cate- 
chism of the\Waldensians or Bohemian Breth- 
ren, is not correct. For this Table is not 
found in the Catechism of the Brethren of 
1522, with which Luther was acquainted, but 
first in Gyrick’s Catechism of 1554, in which 
Lutheran material is embodied also in other 
places.” (W. 30, 1, 645.) 

The confession, books of the Middle Ages, 
however, which classified sins according to the 
social estates, and especially John Gerson’s 
tract (De Modo Vivendi Omnium Fidelium, 
reprinted at Wittenberg 1513), which treated 
of the offices of all sorts of lay-people sin every 
station of life, may have prompted Luther to 
draw up this Table. But, says Albrecht, “it 
certainly grew under his hand into something 
new and characteristic. The old material is 
thoroughly shortened, sifted, supplemented, 
newly arranged, recast. While Gerson’s tract 
throughout bears the stamp of the Middle 
Ages, Luther’s Table of Duties, with its ap- 
peal to the Scriptures alone, its knowledge 
of what is a ‘holy estate,’ its teaching that, 
as divine ordinances, civil government and the 
household (when embraced by the common 
order of Christian love) are equally as holy 
as the priesthood, reveals the characteristic 
marks of the’ Reformer’s new ideal of life, 
which, rooting in his faith, and opposed to the 
hierarchy and monkery of the Middle Ages, 
as well as to the fanaticism of the Anabap- 
tists, became of far-reaching importance for 
the entire moral thought of the succeeding 
centuries.” (647.) 

Grimm’s Lexicon defines “Haustafel” as 
“der Abschnitt des Katechismus, der weber 
die Pflichten des Hausstandes handelt, that 
section of the Catechism which treats of the 
duties of the household.” This verbal defi- 
nition, suggested by the term, is too narrow, 
since Luther’s “Haustafel” is designed “for 


various holy orders and estates,” magistrates 


and pastors included. Still, the term is not 
on this account inappropriate. Table (Tafel, 
tabula) signifies in general a roster, a list, or 
index of leading points, with or without ref- 
erence to the chart form. And such a table, 
suspended in the home and employed in the 
instruction of the home congregation, is prop- 
erly termed “Haustafel.”, Agreeably to this, 
Andreas Fabricius, in 1569, called the “Haus- 
tafel” a domestic table of works, tabula ope- 
rum domestica. Daniel Kauzmann, in his 
Handbook (16 sermons on the Catechism) of 
1569, says: “It is called ‘Haustafel’ of the 
Christians because every Christian should 
daily view it and call to mind therefrom his 
calling, as from a table which portrays and 
presents to every one what pertains to him. 
It teaches all the people who may be in a 
house what each one ought to do or to leave 
undone in his calling.” (642.) 

In his Catechismus Lutheri of 1600 Poly- 
carp Leyser offers the following explanation: 
“Why are these passages called a table? Be- 
yond doubt this is due to the fact that, from 
of old, good ordinances have been written and 
graven on tables. So did God, who prescribed 
His Law to the Jews in ten commandments 
on two tables. Similarly Solon wrote the laws 
of Athens on tables. The Romans also had 
their law of twelve tables brought from 
Athens. And so, when the government to-day 
issues certain commands, it is customary to 
suspend them on tables, as also princes and 
lords suspend on tables their court rules. But 
why is it called ‘Haustafel’ when it also treats 
of preachers and the government? The reason 
for this is given by St. Paul, 1 Tim. 3, where 
he calls the Church a house of the living God. 
For as the housefather in a large house sum- 
mons his servants and prescribes to each one 
what he is to do, so God is also wont to eall 
into certain stations those who have been re- 
ceived into His house by Holy Baptism, and 
to prescribe to them in this table how each one 
in his calling shall conduct himself.” (641.) 

Concerning the purpose of the Table of 
Duties, Albrecht remarks: “If I am correct, 
Luther, by these additions, would especially 
inculcate that Christianity, the essence of 
which is set forth in the preceding chief parts, 
must daily be practised.” That is certainly 
correct, for the Catechism must not only be 
learned, but lived. And the Table of Duties 
emphasizes the great truth, brought to light 
again by Luther, that Christianity does not 
consist in any peculiar form of life, as Romish 
priests, monks, and nuns held, who separated 
themselves from the world outwardly, but that 
it is essentially faith of the heart, which, how- 
ever, is not to flee into cloisters and solitudes, 
but courageously and cheerfully to plunge into 
practical life with its natural forms and re- 
lations as ordained by Creation, there to be 
tried as well as glorified. In his Admonition 
to the Clergy, 1530, Luther says: ‘“Further- 
more, by such abominable doctrine all truly 
good works which God appointed and ordained 
were despised and utterly set at naught [by 
the Papists]. For instance, lord, subject, 
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father, mother, son, daughter, servant, maid 
were not regarded as good works, but were 
called worldliness, dangerous estates, and lost 
works.” (W. 30, 2,291.) The Table of Duties 
is a protest against such perverted views. For 
here Luther considers not only the calling of 
preachers and teachers, but also all those of 
government and subjects, of fathers, mothers, 
and children, of masters and servants, of mis- 
tresses and maids, of employees and employ- 
ers, as “holy orders and estates,” in which 
a Christian may live with a good conscience, 
and all of which the Catechism is to permeate 
with its truths. “Out into the stream of life 
with the Catechism you have learned!” Such, 
then, is the admonition which, in particular, 
the Table of Duties adds to the preceding parts 
of the Catechism. 


115. Symbolical Authority of Catechisms., 


The symbolical authority of Luther’s Cate- 
chisms must be distinguished from the prac- 
tical use to which they were put in church, 
school, and home. As to his doctrine, Luther 
knew it to be the pure truth of the divine 
Word. Hence he could not but demand that 
every one acknowledge it. Self-evidently this 
applies also to’ the doctrinal contents of the 
Catechisms. Luther, however, did not insist 
that his Catechisms be made the books of in- 
struction in church, school, and home; he only 
desired and counseled it. If for the purpose 
of instruction the form of his Small Catechism 
did not-suit any one, let him, said Luther, 
choose another. In the Preface to the Small 
Catechism he declared: “Hence, choose what- 
ever form you think best, and adhere to it 
forever.” Again, “Take the form of these 
tables or some other short, fixed form of your 
choice, and adhere to it without the change 
of a single syllable.” Self-evidently Luther 
is here not speaking of the doctrine of the 
Catechism, but of the form to be used for in- 
struction. And with respect to the latter he 
makes no demands whatever. However, the 
contents of these books-and the name of the 
author sufficed to procure for them the widest 
circulation and the most extensive use. Every- 
where the doors of churches, schools, and 
homes were opened to the writings of Luther. 

The tables had hardly been published when 
catechism instruction already generally was 
given according to Luther’s Explanation. The 
church regulations, first in Saxony, then also 
in other lands, provided that Luther’s Small 
Catechism be memorized word for word, and 
that preaching be according to the Large Cate- 
chism. The Church Order of Henry the Pious, 
1539, declares: “There shall not be taught 
a different catechism in every locality, but one 
and the same form, as presented by Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther at Wittenberg, shall be observed 
everywhere.” In 1533 the ministers of All- 
staedt were ordered “to preach according to 
Luther’s Large Catechism.” (Kolde, 63.) The 
authority of the Catechisms grew during the 
controversies after Luther’s death, when the 
faithful Lutherans appealed to the Smalcald 
Articles and especially to Luther’s Catechisms. 
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The Lueneburg Articles of 1561 designate 
them, together with the Smalcald Articles, as 
the correct “explication and explanation” of 
the true sense of the Augustana. The Corpus 
Doctrinae Pomeranicum of 1564 declares that 
“the sum of Christian and evangelical doctrine 
is purely and correctly contained in Luther’s 
Catechisms.” Their authority as a genuinely 
Lutheran norm of doctrine increased when the 
Reformed of Germany, in 1563, made the 
Heidelberg Catechism their particular con- 
fession. 

Like the Smalcald Articles, Luther’s Cate- 
chisms achieved their symbolical authority by 


themselves, without resolutions of princes, 


estates, and theologians. The Thorough Decla- 
ration of the Formula of Concord is merely 
chronicling actual facts when it adopts the 
Catechisms for this reason: “because they 
have been unanimously approved and received 
by all churches adhering to the Augsburg 
Confession, and have been publicly used in 
churches, schools, and homes, and, moreover, 
because the Christian doctrine from God’s 
Word is comprised in them in the most cor- 
rect and simple way, and, in like manner, is 
explained, as far as necessary for simple lay- 
men.” (852,8.) The Epitome adds: “And be- 
cause such matters concern also the laity and 
the salvation of their souls, we also confess 
the,Small and Large Catechisms of Dr. Luther, 
as they are included in Luther’s works, as the 
Bible of the laity, wherein everything is com- 
prised which is treated at greater length in 
Holy Scripture, and is necessary for a Chris- 
tian man to know for his salvation.” (777, 5.) 


116. Enemies and Friends of Small 
Catechism. 


In recent times liberal German theologians, 
pastors, and teachers have endeavored to dis- 
lodge Luther’s Small Catechism from its posi- 
tion in church, school, and home. As a rule, 
these attacks were made in the name of peda- 
gogy; the real cause, however, were their 
liberal dogmatical views. The form was men- 
tioned and assailed, but the contents were 
meant. As a sample of this hostility we 
quote the pedagog, philologian, and historian 
Dr. Ludwig Gurlitt (Die Zukunft, Vol. 17, 
No. 6, p. 222): “At the beginning of the six- 
teenth century,” he says, “a monk eloped from 
a cloister and wrote a religious book of in- 
struction for the German children. At the 
time it was a bold innovation, the delight of 
all freethinkers and men of progress, of all 
who desired to serve the future. This book, 
which will soon celebrate its five-[four-]hun- 
dredth anniversary, is still the chief book of 
instruction for German children. True, its 
contents already are so antiquated that par- 
ents reject almost every sentence of it for 
themselves; true, the man of to-day under- 
stands its language only with difficulty — 
what of it, the children must gulp down the 
moldy, musty food. How we would scoff and 
jeer if a similar report were made about the 
school system of China! To this Lutheran 
Catechism, which I would best like to see in 


he 


IX. The Small and the Large Catechism of Luther. 


state libraries only, are added many anti- 
quated hymns of mystical turgidity, which 
a simple youth, even with the best will, does 
not know how to use. All outlived! Faith in 
the Bible owes its existence only to the tough’ 
power and law of inertia. It is purely me- 
chanical thinking and speaking which the 
schoolmaster preaches to them and pounds 
into them. We continue thus because we are 
too indolent to fight, or because we fear an 
enlightened people.” 

The best refutation of such- and similar 
aspersions is a reference to the enormous cir- 
culation which Luther’s Small Catechism has 
enjoyed, to its countless editions, translations, 
elaborations, and its universal use in church, 
school, and home for four centuries. Thirty- 
seven years after the publication of Luther’s 
Catechisms, Mathesius wrote: “Praise God, 
it is said that in our times over one hundred 
thousand copies have been printed and used 
in great numbers in all kinds of languages 
in foreign lands and in all Latin and German 
schools.” And since then, down to the present 
day, millions and millions of hands have been 
stretched forth to receive Luther’s catechet- 
ical classic. While during the last four cen- 
turies hundreds of catechisms have gone 
under, Luther’s Enchiridion is afloat to-day 
and is just as seaworthy as when it was first 
launched. A person, however, endowed with 
an average measure of common sense will 
hardly be able to believe that the entire Lu- 
theran Church has, for four centuries, been 
so stupid as would have been the case if men 
of Dr. Gurlitt’s stripe had spoken only half 
the truth in their criticisms. 

Moreover, the number of detractors dis- 
appears in the great host of friends who down 
to the present day have not tired of praising 
the Catechisms, especially the Enchiridion. 
They admire its artistic and perfect form; its 
harmonious grouping, as of the petals of a 
flower; the melody and rhythm of its lan- 
guage, notably in the explanation of the Sec- 
ond Article; its clarity, perspicuity, and 
popularity; its simplicity, coupled with depth 
and richness of thought; the absence of 
polemics and of theological terminology, etc. 
However, with all this and many other things 
which have been and might be said in praise 
of the Catechism, the feature which made 
it what it truly was, a Great Deed of the 
Reformation, has not as yet been pointed out. 
Luther Paulinized, Evangelicalized, the Cate- 
chism by properly setting forth in his expla- 
nations the finis historiae, the blessed mean- 
ing of the great deeds of God, the doctrine of 
justification. Indeed, also Luther’s Catechism 
is, in more than one way, conditioned by its 
times, but in its kernel, in its doctrine, it 
contains, as Albrecht puts it, “timeless, never- 
aging material. For in it pulsates the heart- 
beat of the primitive Christian faith, as wit- 
nessed by the apostles, and experienced anew 
by the Reformer.” (648.) This, too, is the 
reason why Luther’s Enchiridion is, indeed, 
as G. v. Zezschwitz remarks, “a booklet which 
a theologian never finishes learning, and a 
Christian never finishes living.” 
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117. Evaluation of Small Catechism. 


Luther himself reckoned his Catechisms 
among his most important books. In his let- 
ter to Wolfgang Capito, July 9, 1537, he 
writes: “I am quite cold and indifferent about 
arranging my books, for, incited by a Satur- 
nine hunger, I would much rather have them 
all devoured, co quod Saturnina fame percitus 
magis cuperem eos omnes devoratos. For none 
do I acknowledge as really my books, except 
perhaps De Servo Arbitrio and the Cate- 
chism.” (Enders, 11, 247.) Justus Jonas de- 
clares: “The Catechism is but a small book- 
let, which can be purchased for six pfennige, 
but six thousand worlds could not pay for it.” 
He believed that the Holy Ghost inspired the 
blessed Luther to write it. Mathesius says: 
“Tf in his career Luther had produced and 
done no other good thing than to give his 
two Catechisms to homes, schools, and pulpits, 
the entire world could never sufficiently thank 
or repay him for it.” J. Fr. Mayer: “Tot res, 
quot verba. Tot utilitates, quot apices com- 
plectens. Pagellis brevis, sed rerum theologi- 
carum amplitudine incomparabilis. As many 
thoughts as words; as many uses as there 
are characters in the book. Brief in pages, 
but incomparable in amplitude of theological 
thoughts.” 

In his dedicatory epistle of 1591, to Chem- 
nitz’s Loci, Polycarp Leyser says: “That 
sainted man, Martin Luther, never took 
greater pains than when he drew up into a 
brief sum those prolix expositions which he 
taught most energetically in his various 
books. ... Therefore he composed the Short 
Catechism, which is more precious than gold 
or gems, in which the pure doctrine of the 
prophets and apostles (prophetica et aposto- 
lica doctrinae puritas) is summed up into one 
integral doctrinal body, and set forth in such 
clear words that it may justly be considered 
worthy of the Canon (for everything has been 
drawn from the canonical Scriptures). I can 
truthfully affirm that this very small book 
contains such a wealth of so many and so 
great things that, if all faithful preachers of 
the Gospel during their entire lives would do 
nothing else in their sermons than explain 
aright to the common people the secret wis- 
dom of God comprised in those few words, 
and set forth from the divine Scriptures the 
solid ground upon which each word is built, 
they could never exhaust this immense abyss.” 

Leopold von Ranke, in his German History 
of the Time of the Reformation, 1839, de- 
clares: “The Catechism which Luther pub- 
lished in 1529, and of which he said that he, 
old Doctor though he was, prayed it, is as 
childlike as it is deep, as comprehensible as 
it is unfathomable, simple, and _ sublime. 
Blessed is the man who nourishes his soul 
with it, who adheres to it! He has imperish- 
able comfort in every moment: under a thin 
shell the kernel of truth, which satisfies the 
wisest of the wise.” 

Loehe, another enthusiastic panegyrist of 
Luther, declares: ‘The Small Lutheran Cate- 
chism can be read and spoken throughout with 
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a praying heart; in short, it can be prayed. 
This can be said of no other catechism. It 
contains the most definitive doctrine, resisting 
every perversion, and still it is not polemical 
— it exhales the purest air of peace. 
expressed the manliest and most developed 
knowledge, and yet it admits of the most bliss- 
ful contemplation the soul may wish for. It 
is a confession of the Church, and of all, -the 
best known, the most universal, in which 
God’s children most frequently meet in con- 
scious faith; and still this universal confes- 
sion speaks in a most pleasing personal tone. 
Warm, hearty, childlike, yet it is so manly, 
so courageous, so free the individual confessor 
speaks here. Of all the confessions comprised 
in the Concordia of 1580, this is the most 

outhful, the clearest, and the most penetrat- 
ing note in the harmonious chime, and, withal, 
as rounded and finished as any. One may say 
that in it the firmest objectiveness appears 
in the garb of the most pleasing subjective- 
ness.” 

Schmauk writes: “The Small Catechism is 
the real epitome of Lutheranism in the sim- 
plest, the most practical, the most modern and 
living, and, at the same time, the most radical 
form. It steers clear of all obscure historical 
allusions; it contains no condemnatory ar- 
ticles; it is based on the shortest and the 
oldest of the ecumenical symbols. It is not 
a work for theologians, ‘but for every Lu- 
theran; and it is not nearly as large as the 
Augsburg Confession.” (Conf. Prin., 696.) 

McGiffert says: “In 1529 appeared his [Lu- 
ther’s] Large and Small Catechisms, the latter 
containing a most beautiful summary of Chris- 
tian faith and duty, wholly devoid of polemics 
of every kind, and so simple and concise as to 
be easily understood and memorized by every 
child. It has formed the basis of the religious 
education of German youth ever since. Though 
preceded by other catechisms from the pen of 
this and that colleague or disciple, it speedily 
displaced them all, not simply because of its 
authorship, but because of its superlative 
merit, and has alone maintained itself in gen- 
eral use. The versatility of the Reformer in 
adapting himself with such success to the 
needs of the young and immature is no less 
than extraordinary. Such a little book as this 
it is that reveals most clearly the genius of 
the man.” (Life of Luther, 316.) 

O. Albrecht writes: ‘“Reverently adhering 
to the churchly tradition and permeating it 
with the new understanding of the Gospel, 
such are the characteristics of Luther’s Cate- 
chisms, especially the Small Catechism.” “On 
every page new and original features appear 
beside the traditional elements.” “The essen- 
tial doctrinal content of the booklet is thor- 
oughly original; in it Luther offered a care- 
fully digested presentation of the essence of 
Christianity, according to his own understand- 
ing as the Reformer, in a manner adapted to 
the comprehension of children — a simple, 
pithy description of his own personal Chris- 
tian piety, without polemics and systematiza- 
tion, but with the convincing power of experi- 
enced truth.” (W. 30, 1, 647.) — Similar testi- 
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monies might easily be multiplied and have 
been collected and published repeatedly. 

The best praise, however, comes from the 
enemy in the form of imitation or even verbal 
appropriation. Albrecht says: “Old Catholic 
catechetes, and not the worst, have not hesi- 
tated to draw on Luther’s Large Catechism. 
If one peruses the widely spread catechism of 
the Dominican monk John Dietenberger,’ of 
1537 (reprinted by Maufang in his work on 
the Catholic Catechisms of the sixteenth cen- 
tury, 1881), one is frequently edified and de- 
lighted by the diligence with which, besides 
older material, Luther’s Large and Small Cate- 
chisms, as well as the Nuernberg Catechism- 
sermons of 1533, have been exploited.” (W. 30, 
1, 497.) 


118. Literary Merit of Small Catechism. 


Moenckeberg remarks: The Small Cate- 
chism betrays “the imperfection of the haste 
in which it had to be finished.” As a matter 
of fact, however, Luther, the master of Ger- 
man, paid much attention also to its language, 
in order, by pithy brevity and simple, attrac- 
tive form, to make its glorious truths the per- 
manent property of the children and unlearned 
In his publication “Zur 
Sprache und Geschichte des Kleinen Katechis- 
mus Luthers, Concerning the Language and 
History of Luther’s Small Catechism,” 1909, 


J. Gillhoff writes: “Here, if ever, arose a mas- 


ter of language, who expressed the deepest 
mysteries in sounds most simple. Here, if 
ever, there was created in the German _lan- 


_ guage and spirit, and in brief compass, a work 


of art of German prose. If ever the gods 
blessed a man to create, consciously or un- 
consciously, on the soil of the people and 
their needs, a perfect work of popular art in 
the spirit of the people and in the terms of 
their speech, to the weal of the people and 
their youth throughout the centuries, it was 
here. The explanation of the Second Article 
is one of the chief creations of the home art 
of German poetry. And such it is, not for 
the reason that it rises from desert surround- 
ings, drawing attention to itself alone, but ° 
because it sums up and crowns the character 
of the book throughout.” (16.) 

Speaking in particular of the Second Article, 
Bang, in 1909, said in his lecture “Luthers 
Kleiner Katechismus, ein Kleinod der Volks- 
schule — Luther’s Small Catechism, a Jewel 
of the Public Schools”: “The Catechism is 
precious also for the reason that Luther in 
the explanations strikes a personal, subjective, 
confessional note. When at home I read the 
text of the Second Article in silence, and then 
read Luther’s explanation aloud, it seems to 
me as if a hymn rushing heavenward arises 
from the lapidary record of facts. It is no 
longer the language of the word, but of the 
sound as well. The text reports objectively, 
like the language of a Roman, writing tables 
of law. The explanation witnesses and con- 
fesses subjectively. It is Christianity trans- 
formed into flesh and blood. It sounds like 
an oath of allegiance to the flag. In its 
ravishing tone we perceive the marching tread 
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of the myriads of believers of nineteen cen- 
turies; we see them moving onward under 
the fluttering banner of the cross in war, vic- 
tory, and peace. And we, too, by a power 


which cannot be expressed in words, are drawn , 


X. The Smalcald War and the 


119. Bulwark of Peace Removed. 


Luther died on the day of Concordia, Febru- 
ary 18, 1546. With him peace and concord de- 
parted from the Lutheran Church. His death 
was everywhere the signal for action against 
true Lutheranism on the part of both its 
avowed enemies and false brethren. As long 
as that hero of faith and prayer was still 
living, the weight of his personal influence 
and authority proved to be a veritable bul- 
wark of peace and doctrinal purity against 
the enemies within as well as without the 
Church. Though enemies seeking to devour 
had been lurking long ago, the powerful and 
commanding personality of Luther had checked 
all forces making for war from without and 
for dissension from within. The Emperor 
could not be induced to attack the Lutherans. 
He knew that they would stand united and 
strong as long as the Hero of the Reformation 
was in their midst. "Nor were the false 
brethren able to muster up sufficient courage 
to come out into the open and publish their 
errors while the voice of the lion was heard. 

But no sooner had Luther departed than 
strife began its distracting work. War, po- 
litical as well as theological, followed in the 
wake of his death. From the grave of the 
fallen hero a double specter began to loom up. 
Pope and Emperor now joined hands to crush 
Protestantism by brute force as they had 
planned long ago. The result was the Smal- 
cald War. The secret enemies which Luther- 
anism harbored within its own bosom began 
boldly to raise their heads. Revealing their 
true colors and coming out in the open with 
their pernicious errors, they caused numerous 
controversies which spread over all Germany 
(Saxony, the cradle of the Reformation, be- 
coming the chief battlefield), and threatened 
to undo completely the blessed work of Lu- 
ther, to disrupt and disintegrate the Church, 
or to pervert it into a unionistic or Reformed 
sect. Especially these discreditable internal 
dissensions were a cause of deep humiliation 
and of anxious concern to all loyal Lutherans. 
To the Romanists and Reformed, however, who 
united in predicting the impending collapse 
of Lutheranism, they were a source of mali- 
cious and triumphant scoffing and jeering. 
A prominent theologian reported that by 1566 
matters had come to such a pass in Germany 
that the old Luthexan doctrine was publicly 
proclaimed only in relatively few places. In 
the Calvinized Palatinate public thanks were 
rendered to God in the churches that also 
Electoral Saxony was now about to join them. 
The Jesuits insisted that, having abandoned 
the doctrine of the real presence in the Lord’s 
Supper, the Lutherans were no longer genuine 
Lutherans and hence no more entitled to the 


into the great, blessed experience of our an- 
cestors and champions. Who would dare to 
lay his impious hands on this consecrated, in- 
herited jewel, and rob the coming generations 
of it?!” (20.) 
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privileges guaranteed by the Peace of Augs- 
burg (1555). That the final result of this 
turmoil, political as well as_ theological, 
proved a blessing to the Lutheran Church 
must be regarded and ever gratefully remem- 
bered as a special grace and a remarkable 
favor of Almighty God. 


120. Luther Foretold Coming Distress. 


Though fully conscious of the gravity of the 
political and theological situation, and con- 
vinced that war and dissensions were bound 
to come, Luther was at the same time confi- 
dent that it would not oceur during his life. 
With respect to the coming war he said: 
“With great earnestness I have asked God, 
and still pray daily, that He would thwart 
their [the Papists’] plan and suffer no war to 
come upon Germany during my life. And 
I am confident that God surely hears such 
prayer of mine, and I know that there will 
be no war in Germany as long as I shall live.” 
(St. L. 9, 1856.) In his Commentary on the 
Book of Genesis he wrote: “It is a great con- 
solation when he says (Is. 57, 1) that the 
righteous are taken away from the evil to 
come. Thus we, too, shall die in peace before 
misfortune and misery overtake Germany.” 
(St. Lo, 1758.) 

Luther spoke frequently also of the impend- 
ing doctrinal dissensions. As early as 1531 
he declared that the Gospel would abide only 
a short time. “When the present pious, true 
preachers will be dead,” said he, “others will 
come who will preach and act as it pleases 
the devil.” (8, 72.) In 1546 he said in a ser- 
mon preached at Wittenberg: “Up to this 
time you have heard the real, true Word; 
now beware of your own thoughts and wis- 
dom. The devil will kindle the light of reason 
and lead you away from the faith, as he did 
the Anabaptists and Sacramentarians. ... 
I see clearly that, if God does not give us 
faithful preachers and ministers, the devil 
will tear our church to pieces by the fanatics 
(Rottengeister), and will not cease until he 
has finished. Such is plainly his object. If 
he cannot accomplish it through the Pope and 
the Emperor, he will do it through those who 
are [now] in doctrinal agreement with us.... 
Therefore pray earnestly that God may pre- 
serve the Word to you, for things will come 
to a dreadful pass.” (12, 1174. 437.) 

Reading the signs of the times, Melanch- 
thon also realized that Luther’s prophecies 
would be fulfilled. His address to the stu- 
dents of Wittenberg University, on Febru- 
ary 19, 1546, in which he announced the death 
of Luther, concludes: “Obiit auriga et currus 
Israel. He is dead, the chariot of Israel and 
the horsemen thereof, who guided the Church 
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in this last old age of the world. For the doc- 
trine of the forgiveness of sins and of faith 
in the Son of God was not discovered by 
human sagacity, but revealed by God through 
this man. Let us therefore love his memory 
and his teaching; and may we be all the more 
humble and ponder the terrible calamity and 
the great changes which will follow this mis- 
fortune.” (CO. R. 6, 59.) 

Nor were these prophecies of Luther mere 
intuitions or deductions based on general re- 
flections only. They were inductions from 
facts which he had not failed to observe at 
Wittenberg, even in his immediate surround- 
ings. Seckendorf relates that Luther, when 
sick at Smalcald in 1537, told the Elector of 
Saxony that after his death, discord would 
break out in the University of Wittenberg, 
and that his doctrine would be changed. 
(Comm. de Lutheranismo 3, 165.) 
Preface to Luther’s Table Talk, John Auri- 
faber reports that Luther had frequently pre- 
dicted that after his death his doctrine would 
wane and decline because of false brethren, 
fanatics, and sectarians, and that the truth, 
which in 1530 had been placed on a pinnacle 
at Augsburg, would descend into the valley, 
since the Word of God had seldom flourished 
more than forty years in one place. (Richard, 
Conf. Hist., 311.) Stephanus Tucher, a faith- 
ful Lutheran preacher of Magdeburg, wrote 
in 1549: “Doctor Martin Luther, of sainted 
memory, has frequently repeated before many 
trustworthy witnesses, and also before Doctor 
Augustine Schurf, these words: ‘After my 
death not one of these [Wittenberg] theolo- 
gians will remain steadfast.” Tucher adds: 
“This I have heard of Doctor Augustine 
Schurf not once, but frequently. Therefore 
I also testify to it before Christ, my Lord, 
the righteous Judge,” etc. (St. L. 12, 1177; 
Walther, Kern und Stern, 7.) 

It was, above all, the spirit of indifferent- 
ism toward false doctrine, particularly con- 
cerning the Lord’s Supper, which Luther ob- 
served and deplored in his Wittenberg col- 
leagues: Melanchthon, Bugenhagen, Cruciger, 
Eber, and Major. Shortly before his last 
journey to Eisleben he invited them to his 
house, where he addressed to them the follow- 
ing solemn words of warning: They should 
“remain steadfast in the Gospel;» for I see 
that soon after my death the most prominent 
brethren will fall away. I am not afraid of 
the Papists,” he added; “for most of them are 
coarse, unlearned asses and Epicureans; but 
our brethren will inflict the damage on the 
Gospel; for ‘they went out from us, but they 
were not of us’ (1 John 2,19); they will give 
the Gospel a harder blow than did the Pa- 
pists.” About the same time Luther had writ- 
ten above the entrance to his study: “Our 
professors are to be examined on the Lord’s 
Supper.” When Major, who was about to 
leave for the colloquy at Regensburg, entered 
and inquired what these words signified, Lu- 
ther answered: “The meaning of these words 
is precisely what you read and what they say; 
and when you and I shall have returned, an 
examination will have to be held, to which 
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you as well as others will be cited.” Major 
protested that he was not addicted to any 
false doctrine. Luther answered: “It is by 
your silence and cloaking that you cast sus- 
picion upon yourself. If you believe as you 
declare in my presence, then speak so also in 
the church, in public lectures, in sermons, 
and in private conversations, and strengthen 
your brethren, and lead the erring back to 
the right path, and contradict the contuma- 
cious spirits; otherwise your confession is 
sham pure and simple, and worth nothing. 
Whoever really regards his doctrine, faith, 
and confession as true, right, and certain can- 
not remain in the same stall with such as 
teach, or adhere to, false doctrine; nor can 
he keep on giving friendly words to Satan 
and his minions. A teacher who remains 
silent when errors are taught, and neverthe- 
less pretends to be a true teacher, is worse 
than an open fanatic and by his hypocrisy 
does greater damage than a heretic. Nor 
can he be trusted. He is a wolf and a fox, 
a hireling and a servant of his belly, and 
ready to despise and to sacrifice doctrine, 
Word, faith, Sacrament, churches, and schools. 
He is either a secret bedfellow of the enemies, 


‘or a skeptic and a weathervane, waiting to 


see whether Christ or the devil will prove vic- 
torious; or he has no convictions of his own 


whatever, and is not worthy to be called a 


pupil, let alone a teacher; nor does he want 
to offend anybody, or say a word in favor of 
Christ, or hurt the devil and the world.” 
(Walther, 39 f.) 


121. Unfortunate Issue of Smalcald War. 


All too soon the predictions of Luther, and 
the fears expressed by Melanchthon and 
others, were realized. June 26, 1546, four 
months after Luther’s death, Pope and Em- 
peror entered into a secret agreement to com- 
pel the Protestants by force of arms to ac- 
knowledge the decrees of the Council of Trent, 
and to return to the bosom of the Roman 
Church. The covenant provided that, “in the 
name of God and with the help and assist- 
ance of His Papal Holiness, His Imperial 
Majesty should prepare himself for war, and 
equip himself with soldiers and everything 
pertaining to warfare against those who ob- 
jected to the Council, against the Smalcald 
League, and against all who were addicted to 
the false belief and error in Germany, and 
that he do so with all his power and might, 
in order to bring them back to the old [papal] 
faith and to the obedience of the Holy See.” 
The Pope promised to assist the Emperor with 
200,000 Krontaler, more than 12,000 Italian 
soldiers, and quite a number of horsemen. He 
furthermore permitted the Emperor to appro- 
priate, for the purpose of this war, one half 
of the total income of the church property in 
Spain and 500,000 Krontaler from the revenue 
of the Spanish cloisters. 

While the Emperor endeavored to veil the 
real purpose of his preparations, the Pope 
openly declared in a bull of July 4, 1546: 
“From the beginning of our Papacy it has 
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always been our concern how to root out the 
weeds of godless doctrines which the heretics 
have sowed throughout Germany. ... Now 
it has come to pass that, by the inspiration 
of the Holy Ghost, our dearest son in Christ, 
Charles, the Roman Emperor, has decided to 
employ the sword against these enemies of 
God. And for the protection of religion we 
intend to promote this pious enterprise with 
all our own and the Roman Church’s posses- 
sions. Accordingly, we admonish all Chris- 
tians to assist in this war with their prayers 
to God and their alms, in order that the god- 
less heresy may be rooted out and the dis- 
sension removed. ... To each and all who 
do these things we grant the most complete 
indulgence and remission of all their sins.” 
(St. L. 17, 1453 ff. Walther, 10.) 
The*Smaleald War, so called because it was 
’ directed against the Smalcald League, was 
easily won by the Emperor. Among the 
causes of this unfortunate issue were the 
neutral attitude of Joachim II of Branden- 
burg and of other Lutheran princes, and es- 
pecially the treachery of the ambitious and 
unscrupulous Maurice, Duke of Saxony and 
nephew of Elector John Frederick of Saxony, 
-who, in order to gain the Electorate of Sax- 
ony, had made a secret agreement with the 
Emperor according to which he was to join 
his forces with those of the Emperor against 
the Lutherans. The decisive battle was fought 
at Muehlberg on the Elbe, April 24, 1547. It 
proved to be a crushing defeat for the Protes- 
tants. The Elector himself was taken captive, 
treated as a rebel, and sentenced to death. 
The sentence was read to him while he was 
playing chess with his fellow-captive, Duke 
Ernest of Lueneburg. John Frederick an- 
swered, he did not believe that the Emperor 
would deal so severely with him; if, however, 
he were in earnest, they should let him know 
that he might order his affairs with his wife 
and children. He then calmly turned to the 
Duke, saying: “Let us continue the game; 
it’s your move.” (Jaekel, G. d. Ref. 1, 114.) 
The day after the battle at Muehlberg, Torgau 
fell into the hands of the Emperor; and when 
he threatened to execute the Elector, having 
already erected a scaffold for this purpose, 
Wittenberg, too, though well protected by 
5,000 soldiers, signed a capitulation on 
May 19, in order to save the Elector’s life. 
On the 23d of May, Wittenberg was occupied 
by the Emperor. Here Charles, when stand- 
ing at the grave of Luther, and urged to have 
the body of “the heretic” exhumed, spoke the 
memorable words that he was warring not 
with the dead, but with the living. The 
death-sentence was rescinded, but, apart from 
other cruel conditions forced upon the Elector, 
he was compelled to resign in favor of Maurice 
and promise to remain in captivity as long as 
the Emperor should desire. His sons were 
granted the districts of Weimar, Jena, Wise- 
nach, and Gdtha. Philip of Hesse surrendered 
without striking a blow, and was likewise 
treacherously held in captivity and humili- 
ated in every possible way by the Emperor. 
The imperial plenipotentiaries had assured 


the Landgrave that he would not be impris- 
oned. Afterwards, however, the words in the 
document, “not any bodily captivity — mit 
eenige Leibesgefangenschaft,’ were fraudu- 
lently changed by Granvella to read, “not 
eternal captivity — nit ewige Letbesgefangen- 
schaft.” (Marheineke, G. d. Deut. Ref. 4, 438.) 
The sons of the Landgrave remained in pos- 
session of his territory. Thus all of Southern 
and, barring a few cities, also all of Northern 
Germany was conquered by Charles. Every- 
where the Lutherans were at the tender mercy 
of the Emperor, whose undisputed power 
struck terror into all Germany. 


122. The Augsburg Interim. 


The first step to reduce the Lutherans to 
obedience to the Pope was the so-called Augs- 
burg Interim. It was proclaimed by the Em- 
peror at Augsburg on May 15, 1548, as the 
law of the Empire under the title: “Der 
roemischen kaiserlichen Majestaet Erklaerung, 
wie es der Religion halben im heiligen Reich 
bis zu Austrag des gemeinen Concilii gehalten 
werden soll.” The people were also forbidden 
to teach, write,-or preach against the docu- 
ment. The Interim had been prepared by the 
papal bishops Julius Pflug and Michael Hel- 
ding and the court-preacher of Elector Joa- 
chim of Brandenburg, John Agricola, a man 
with whom Luther had, already since 1540, 
refused to have any further intercourse owing 
to his insincerity and duplicity. “I go forth 
as the Reformer of all Germany,” Agricola 
boasted when he left Berlin to-attend the Diet 
at Augsburg, which was to open September 1, 
1547. After the Diet he bragged that in Augs- 
burg he had flung the windows wide open for 
the Gospel; that he had reformed the Pope 
and made the Emperor a Lutheran; that a 
golden time had now arrived, for the Gospel 
would be preached in all Europe; that he 
had not only been present, but had presided 
at the drafting of the Interim; that he had 
received 500 crowns from the Emperor and 
500 from King Ferdinand, ete. (Preger, 
M. Flacius Illyricus, 1, 119.) 

The document, prepared at the command of 
the Emperor, was called Interim because its 
object was to regulate the church affairs un- 
til the religious controversy would be finally 
settled by the Council of Trent, to the reso- 
lutions of which the Lutherans were required 
to submit. It was, however, essentially papal. 
For the time being, indeed, it permitted Prot- 
estant clergymen to marry, and to celebrate 
the Lord’s Supper in both kinds, but de- 
manded the immediate restoration of the 
Romish customs and ceremonies, the acknowl- 
edgment of papal supremacy iwre divino, as 
well as the jurisdiction of the bishops, and the 
adoption of articles in which the doctrines 
were all explained in the sense of the Catholic 
dogmas, and in which truth and falsehood, 
in general, were badly mingled. Transub- 
stantiation, the seven sacraments, and other 
papal errors were reaffirmed, while Lutheran 
tenets, such as the doctrine of justification 
by faith alone, were either denied or omitted. 
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And from the fact that this Interim was 
nevertheless condemned by the Pope and the 
Romanists, who demanded an _ unqualified, 
blind; and unconditional submission, the Lu- 
therans could infer what they were to expect 
after consenting to these interimistic pro- 
visions. The general conviction among Cath- 
olics as well as Protestants, was that the In- 
terim was but the first step to a complete 
return to Romanism. Indeed, soon after its 
promulgation, the Catholic Electors of Mainz 
and Koeln endeavored to rob the Lutherans 
also of the use of the cup and of the marriage 
of the priests. The Elector of Mainz declared 
all such marriages void ‘and their children 
bastards. (Jaekel, 162.) 

In the most important point, the doctrine 
of justification, the Augsburg Interim not 
only omitted the sola fide, but clearly taught 
that justification embraces also renewal 
When God justifies a man, the Interim de- 
elared, He does not only absolve him from 
his guilt, but also “makes him better by im- 
parting the Holy Ghost, who cleanses his 
heart and incites it through the love of God 
which is shed abroad in his heart.” (Frank, 
Theologie d. Konkordienformel, 2, 80.) A man 
“is absolved from the guilt of eternal damna- 
tion and renewed through the Holy Spirit, 
and thus an unjust man becomes just.” (143.) 
Again: “This faith obtains the gift of the 
Holy Ghost, by which the love of God is shed 
abroad in our hearts; and after this has been 
added to faith and hope, we are truly justified 
by the infused righteousness which is in man; 
for this righteousness consists in faith, hope, 
and love.” (81.) 

In Southern Germany, Charles V and his 
Italian and Spanish troops, employing brute 
force, succeeded in rigidly enforcing the In- 
terim outwardly and temporarily. Free cities 
rejecting it were deprived of their liberties 
and privileges. Constance, having fallen after 
a heroic defense, was annexed to Austria. 
Magdeburg offered the longest resistance and 
was outlawed three times. Defiantly its citi- 
zens declared: “We are saved neither by an 
Interim-nor by an Exterim, but by the Word 
of God alone.” (Jaekel 1, 166.) Refractory 
magistrates were treated as rebels. Pastors 
who declined to introduce the Interim were 
deposed; some were banished, others incar- 
cerated, still others even executed. In Swabia 
and along the Rhine about four hundred min- 
isters were willing to suffer imprisonment 
and banishment rather than conform to the 
Interim. They were driven into exile with 
their families, and some of them were killed. 
When Jacob Sturm of Augsburg presented his 
grievances to Granvella, the latter answered: 
“Tf necessary, one might proceed against here- 
tics also with fire.” “Indeed,” Sturm retorted, 
“you. may kill people by fire, but even in this 
way you cannot force their faith.” (165.) 
Bucer and Fagius, preachers in Augsburg, left 
for England. Musculus was deposed because 
he had preached against the Interim. Osian- 
der was compelled to leave Nuernberg, Erhard 
Schnepf, Wuerttemberg. Among the fugitives 
eagerly sought throughout Germany by the 


imperial henchmen was Brenz in Schwaebisch- 
Hall, the renowned theologian of Wuerttem- 
berg, who spoke of the Interim only as “In- 
teritus, Ruin.” (0. R. 7,289.) The tombstone 
of Brenz bears the inscription: “Voce, stylo; 
pietate, fide, ardore probatus — Renowned for 
his eloquence, style, piety, faithfulness, and 
ardor.” (Jaekel, 164.) A prize of 5,000 gul- 
den was offered for the head of Caspar Aquila, 
who was one of the first to write against the 
Interim. (Preger 1,12.) Of course, by perse- 
cuting and banishing their ministers, the Em- 
peror could not and did not win the people. 
Elector Frederick II of the Palatinate con- 
sented to introduce the Interim. But even in 
Southern Germany the success of the Emperor 
was apparent rather than real. The churches 
in Augsburg, Ulm, and other cities stood 
empty as a silent protest against the Interim 
and imperial tyranny. 

In Northern Germany the Emperor met 
with more than a mere passive resistance on 
the part of the people as well as the preachers. 
The Interim was regarded as a trap for the 
Lutherans. The slogan ran: “There is a 
rogue behind the Interim! O selig ist der 
Mann, Der Gott vertrauen kann Und willigt 
nicht ins Interim, Denn es hat den Schalk hin- 
ter ihm!” The Interim was rejected in Bruns- 
wick, Hamburg, Luebeck, Lueneburg, Goslar, 


Bremen, Goettingen, Hannover, Einbeck, His- 


leben, Mansfeld, Stolberg, Schwarzburg, Ho- 
henstein, Halle, ete. Joachim of Brandenburg 
endeavored to introduce it, but soon aban- 
doned these efforts. At a convent of 300 
preachers assembled in Berlin for the purpose 
of subscribing to the Interim, an old minister, 
whose name was Leutinger, arose and de- 
clared in the presence of Agricola, the co- 
author of the Interim: “I love Agricola, and 
more than him I love my Elector; but my 
Lord Jesus Christ I love most,” and saying 
this, he cast the document handed him for 
subscription into the flames of the fire burning 
in the hearth. Before this, Margrave Hans, 
of Kuestrin, had flung away the pen handed 
him for the subscription of the infamous docu- 
ment, saying: “I shall never adopt this poi- 
sonous concoction, nor submit to any council. 
Rather sword than pen; blood rather than 
ink!” 

The three Counts of Mansfeld, Hans Jorge, 
Hans Albrecht, and Hans Ernest, declared in 
a letter of August 20, 1548, to the Emperor: 
“Most gracious Emperor and Lord! As for 
our government, the greater part of the people 
are miners, who have not much to lose and 
are easily induced to leave. Nor are they will- 
ing to suffer much coercion. Yet the welfare 
of our whole government depends upon them. 
Besides, we know that, if we should press the 
matter, all of the preachers would leave, and 
the result would be a desolation of preaching 
and of the Sacraments. And after losing our 
preachers, our own lives and limbs would not 
be safe among the miners, and we must needs 
expect a revolt of all the people.” (Walther, 
19 f.) Thus the Interim before long became 
a dead letter throughout the greater part of 
Germany. 
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123. Attitude of John Frederick toward 
Interim. 


. / 

In order to obtain his liberty, the vacillat- 
ing Philip of Hesse, though he had declined 
to submit to the resolutions of the Council of 
Trent, declared himself willing to adopt the 
Interim. “It is better,” he is reported to have 
said, “to hear a mass than to play cards,” etc. 
(Jaekel 1, 130. 162.) Especial efforts were also 
made by the Emperor to induce John Fred- 
erick to declare his‘submission to the Council 

-and to sanction the Interim. But the Elector 
*~ solemnly protested that this was impossible 
for him. All attempts to induce him to aban- 
don his religious convictions met with quiet, 
but determined resistance. One of the cruel 
conditions under which the Emperor was will- 
ing to rescind the death-sentence passed on 
the Elector was, that he should consent to 
everything the Emperor or the Council would 
prescribe in matters of religion. But the 
Elector declared: “I will rather lose my head 
and suffer Wittenberg to be battered down 
than submit to a demand that violates my 
conscience. Lieber will ich meinen Kopf ver- 
lieren und Wittenberg zusammenschiessen las- 
sen, als eine Forderung eingehen, die mein 
Gewissen verletet.” (1,116.) Through Gran- 
vella the Emperor promised the Elector lib- 
erty if he would sign the Interim. But again 
the Elector declared decidedly that this was 
impossible for him. 

In a written answer to the Emperor the ex- 
Elector declared, boldly confessing his faith: 
“T cannot refrain from informing Your Maj- 
esty that since the days of my youth I have 
been instructed and taught by the servants of 
God’s Word, and by diligently searching the 
prophetic and apostolic Scriptures I have also 
learned to know, and (this I testify ad in the 
sight of God) unswervingly to adhere in my 
conscience to this, that the articles com- 
posing the Augsburg Confession, and whatever 
is connected therewith, are the correct, true, 
Christian, pure doctrine, confirmed by, and 
founded in, the writings of the holy prophets 
and apostles, and of the teachers who followed 
in their footsteps, in such a manner that no 
substantial objection can be raised against 
it. . .. Since now in my conscience I am 
firmly persuaded of this, I owe this grateful- 
ness and obedience to God, who has shown me 
such unspeakable grace, that, as I desire to 
obtain eternal salvation and escape eternal 
damnation, I do not fall away from the truth 
of His almighty will which His Word has re- 
vealed to me, and which I know to be the 
truth. For such is the comforting and also 
the terrible word of God: ‘Whosoever there- 
fore shall confess Me before men, him will 
I confess also before My Father which is in 
heaven. But whosoever shall deny Me before 
men, him will I also deny before My Father 
which is in heaven.’ If I should acknowledge 
and adopt the Interim as Christian and godly, 
I would have to condemn and deny against 
my own conscience, knowingly and maliciously, 
the Augsburg Confession, and whatever I have 
heretofore held and believed concerning the 


Book of Concord. 


‘to pay all too dearly with my soul. 
_is truly the sin against the Holy Ghost con- 


Gospel of Christ, and approve with my mouth 
what I regard in my heart and conscience as 
altogether contrary to the holy and divine 
Scriptures. This, O my God in heaven, would 
indeed be misusing and cruelly blaspheming 
Thy holy name, ... for which I would have 
For this 


cerning which Christ says that it shall never 
be forgiven, neither in this nor in the world 
to come, i. e., in eternity.” (Walther, 16.) 

The Emperor was small enough to punish 
the heroic refusal and bold confession of the 
Elector by increasing the severity of his im- 
prisonment. For now he was deprived of Lu- 
ther’s writings and even of the Bible. But 
the Elector, who drew the line of submission 
at his conscience and faith, declared, “that 
they were able indeed to deprive him of the 
books, but could not tear out of his heart 
what he had learned from them.” And when 
Musculus and the Lutheran preachers of 
Augsburg whom the Emperor had banished 
because of their refusal to introduce the In- 
terim, took leave of the Elector, the latter 
said: “Though the Emperor has banished you 
from the realm, he has not banished you from 
heaven. Surely, God will find some other 
country where you may preach His Word.” 
(Jaekel, 164.) 


124. Melanchthon’s Attitude toward the 
Interim. 


In the beginning, Melanchthon, too, assumed 
an attitude of defiance over against the Augs- 
burg Interim. Especially among his friends 
and in his private letters he condemned it. 
In several letters, also to Elector Maurice, he 
and his Wittenberg colleagues declared that 
they disapproved of the document, and that 
the doctrine must not be denied, changed, nor 
falsified. (C. R.6,874.954.) April 25, 1548, 
he wrote to Camerarius that the Interim cor- 
rupted the truth in the doctrine of justifica- 
tion, and that he was unable to assent to its 
sophisms. (878.900.) April 29, 1548: “The 
manifest facts teach that efforts at concilia- 
tion with our persecutors are vain. Even 
though some kind of concord is patched up, 
still a peace will be established such as ex- 
ists between wolves and lambs. Etiam cum 
sarcitur concordia qualiscumque, tamen pax 
constituitur, qualis est inter lupos et agnos.” 
(C. R. 6, 889; Frank 4, 90.) In a letter to 
Christian, King of Denmark (June 13, 1548), 
he said that the Interim “confirmed and re- 
established many papal errors and abuses,” 
and that the “abominable book would cause 
many dissensions in the German nation.” 
(0. R.6,923.) June 20 he wrote with reference 
to the Interim: “TI shall not change the doc- 
trine of our churches, nor assent to those who 
do.” (946.) July 31, to the Margrave John of 
Brandenburg: “As for my person, I do not in- 
tend to approve of this book, called Interim, 
for which I have many weighty reasons, and 
will commend my miserable life to God, even 
if I am imprisoned or banished.” (7,85.) In 
a letter of August 10 he speaks of the cor- 
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ruptions “which are found in the Augsburg 
sphinx,” and declares that he is determined 
faithfully to guard the doctrine of the Gos- 
pel. (97.) August 13, 1548, he wrote to Med- 
ler: “Brenz, Nopus [Noppius], Musculus, 
learned, pious, and most deserving men, have 
been driven from their churches, and I hear 
that everywhere others are being expelled 
from other places, —and Islebius [Agricola] 
is shouting that this is the way to spread the 
Gospel.” (102.) 

In a criticism of the Augsburg Interim pub- 
lished in the beginning of July, 1548, Me- 
lanchthon declared: “Although war and de- 
struction are threatened, it is, nevertheless, 
our duty to regard the Word of God as higher ; 
that is to say, we must not deny what we 
know to be the truth of the Gospel.” On 
November 10, 1548, he said before a conven- 


’ tion of theologians: “Remember that you arg 
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the guardians of truth, and consider what 
has been entrusted to you for preservation by 
God through the prophets and the apostles, 
and, last of all, through Dr. Luther. If that 
man‘ were still living, the misfortune of a 
change of doctrine would not be threatening 
us; but now that there is no one who is 
clothed with the authority which he had, now 
that there is no one who warns as he was wont 
to do, and many are accepting error for truth, 
the churches are brought to ruin, the doe- 
trine heretofore correctly, transmitted is dis- 
torted, idolatrous customs are established, 
fear, doubt, and strife are reigning every- 
where.” (Walther, 21.) 

However, though Melanchthon disapproved 
of the imperial Interim, he was afraid to an- 
tagonize it openly and unflinchingly. Yet it 
was just such a public and decided testimony 
that was needed, and everywhere expected of 
Melanchthon; for he was generally regarded 
as the logical and lawful successor of Luther 
and as the theological leader of the Church. 
July 22, 1548, Aquila wrote: “What shall 
I say of the arch-knave Hisleben, Agricola? 
He said: “The Interim is the best book and 
work making for unity in the whole Empire 
and for religious agreement throughout all 
Europe. For now the Pope is reformed, and 
the Emperor is a Lutheran.’” Imploring Me- 
lanchthon to break his silence and sound the 
public warning, Aquila continues: ‘Thou holy 
man, answer and come to our assistance, de- 
fend the Word and name of Christ and His 
honor (which is the highest good on earth) 
against that virulent sycophant Agricola, who 
is an impostor.” (7, 78.) 

Such were the sentiments of loyal Lutherans 
everywhere. But Melanchthon, intimidated by 
threats of the Emperor, and fearing for his 
safety, turned a deaf ear to these entreaties. 
While the captive Elector was determined to 
die rather than submit to the Interim, and 
while hundreds of Lutheran ministers were 
deposed, banished, imprisoned, and some of 
them even executed because of their devotion 
to the truth, Melanchthon was unwilling to 
expose himself to the anger of the Emperor. 
And before long his fear to confess and his 
refusal to give public testimony to the truth 


' Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. — 


was followed by open denial. At the behest 
of Elector Maurice he consented to elaborate, 
as a substitute for the Augsburg Interim, a 
compromise document —the so-called Leipzig 
Interim. 


125. Melanchthon and the Leipzig 
Interim. 


After the victory of the Emperor and the 
proclamation of the Augsburg Interim, Mau- , 
rice, the new-fledged Elector, found himself in 
a dilemma. Charles V urged him to set a 
good example in obeying and enforcing the 
Interim. Indebted as he was to the Emperor 
for his Electorate, he, to some extent, felt 
bound to obey him also in religious matters. 
At the same time, Maurice was personally not 
at all in agreement with the radical Augsburg 
Interim and afraid of forfeiting the sympa- 
thies of both his old and new subjects on ac- 
count of it. Nor did he fail to realize the 
difficulties he would encounter in enforcing it. 
Accordingly, he notified the Hmperor on 
May 18 that he was not able to introduce the 
Interim at present. Soon after, he commis- 
sioned the Wittenberg and Leipzig theologians 
to elaborate, as a substitute for the Augsburg 
Interim, a compromise, more favorable and 
acceptable to his subjects. At the preliminary 
discussions, especially at Pegau and Celle, the 
theologians yielded, declaring their willing- 
ness to submit to the will of the Emperor 
with respect to the reintroduction of Romish 
ceremonies and to acknowledge the authority 
of the Pope and bishops if they would tolerate 
the true doctrine. (Preger 1, 40.) The final 
upshot of it all was the new Interim, a com- 
promise document, prepared chiefly by Me- 
lanchthon and adopted December 22, 1548, at 
Leipzig. This “Resolution of the Diet at Leip- 
zig” was designated by its opponents the 
“Leipzig Interim.” Schaff remarks: “It was 
the mistake of his [Melanchthon’s] life, yet 
not without plausible excuses and incidental 
advantages. He advocated immovable stead- 
fastness in doctrine [?], but submission in 
everything else for the sake of peace. He had 
the satisfaction that the University of Wit- 
tenberg, after temporary suspension, was re- 
stored and soon frequented again by two thou- 
sand students. [The school was closed May 19, 
and reopened October 16, 1547.] But outside 
of Wittenberg and Saxony his conduct ap- 
peared treasonable to the cause of the Refor- 
mation, and acted as an encouragement to 
an unscrupulous and uncompromising enemy. 
Hence the venerable man was fiercely assailed 
from every quarter by friend and _ foe.” 
(Creeds 1, 300.) 

It is generally held that fear induced Me- 
lanchthon to condescend to this betrayal of 
Lutheranism, — for such the Leipzig Interim 
amounted to in reality. And, no doubt, there 
is a good deal of truth in this assumption. 
For Melanchthon had been told that because 
of his opposition to the Augsburg Interim the 
anger of the Emperor was directed against 
him especially, and that he had already called 
upon Maurice to banish this “arch-heretic.” 
It certainly served the purpose of Maurice 
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well that he had to deal with Melanchthon, 
whose fear and vacillation made him as pli- 
able as putty, and not with Luther, on whose 
unbending firmness all of his schemes would 
have foundered. However, it cannot have been 
mere temporary fear which induced Melanch- 
thon to barter away eternal truth for tem- 
oral peace. For the theologians of Witten- 
hard and Leipzig did not only identify them- 
selves with the Leipzig Interim while the 
threatening clouds of persecution were hover- 
ing over them, but also afterwards continued 
to defend their action. When the represen- 
tatives of the Saxon cities protested against 
some of the provisions of the Interim, they 
declared, on December 28, 1548: “We have 
learned your request and are satisfied with 
the articles [Leipzig Interim] delivered, which 
not we alone, but also several other super- 
intendents and theologians prepared and 
weighed well; therefore we are unable to 
change them. For they can well be received 
and observed without any violence to good 
conscience.” (0. .7,270.) It was as late as 
September, 1556, that Melanchthon, though 
even then only in a qualified way, admitted 
that he had sinned in this matter, and should 
have kept aloof from the insidious counsels 
of the politicians. (8, 839.) Indeed, in 1557 
and 1560 the Leipzig and Wittenberg theo- 
logians still defended the position they had 
occupied during the Interim. Evidently, then, 
apart from other motives of fear, etc., Me- 
lanchthon consented to write the Interim be- 


cause he still believed in the possibility of 


arriving at an understanding with the Roman- 
ists and tried to persuade himself that the 
Emperor seriously sought to abolish prevail- 
ing errors and abuses, and because the theo- 
logical views he entertained were not as far 
apart from those of the Leipzig compromise 
as is frequently assumed. 


126. Provisions of Leipzig Interim. 


The professed object of the Leipzig Interim 
was to effect a compromise in order to escape 
persecution and desolation of the churches by 
adhering to the doctrine, notably of justifica- 
tion, but yielding in matters pertaining to 
ceremonies, ete. December 18, 1548, Melanch- 
thon (in the name of George of Anhalt) wrote 
to Burchard concerning the Interim adopted 
four days later: “They [Maurice and the 
estates] hope to be able to ward off dangers 
if we receive some rites which are not in 
themselves vicious; and the charge of unjust 
obstinacy is made if in such things we are 
unwilling to contribute toward public tran- 
quillity.... In order, therefore, to retain 
necessary things, we are not too exacting with 
respect to such as are unnecessary, especially 
since heretofore these rites have, to a great 
extent, remained in the churches of these 
regions. ... We know that much is said 
against this moderation; but the devastation 
of the churches, such as is taking place in 
Swabia, would be a still greater offense.” 
(7, 251 ff.) The plan of Melanchthon there- 
fore was to yield in things which he regarded 
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as unnecessary in order to maintain the truth 
and avoid persecution. 

As a matter of fact, however, the Leipzig 
Interim, too, was in every respect a truce over 
the corpse of true Lutheranism. It was a 
unionistic document sacrificing Lutheranism 
doctrinally as well as practically. The ob- 
noxious features of the Augsburg Interim had 
not been eliminated, but merely toned down. 
Throughout, the controverted doctrines were 
treated in ambiguous or false formulas. 
Tschackert is correct in maintaining that, in 
the articles of justification and of the Church, 
“the fundamental thoughts of the Reformation 
doctrine were catholicized” by the Leipzig In- 
terim. (508.) Even the Lutheran sola (sola 
fide, by faith alone) is omitted in the article 
of justification. The entire matter is pre- 
sented in terms which Romanists were able 
to interpret in the sense of their doctrine of 
“infused righteousness, wstitia infusa.” Faith 
is coordinated with other virtues, and good 
works are declared to be necessary to salva- 
tion. “Justification by faith,” says Schmauk, 
“is there [in the Leipzig Interim] so changed 
as to mean that man is renewed by the Holy 
Spirit, and can fulfil righteousness with his 
works, and that God will, for His Son’s sake, 
accept in believers this weak beginning of 
obedience in this miserable, frail nature.” 
(Conf. Prin., 596.) 

Furthermore, the Leipzig Interim indirectly 
admits the Semi-Pelagian teaching regarding 
original sin and free will, while other doc- 
trines which should have been confessed are 
passed by in silence. It recognizes the su- 
premacy of the Pope, restores the power and 
jurisdiction of the bishops, acknowledges the 
authority of the council, approves of a num- 
ber of ceremonies objectionable as such (e. g., 
the Corpus Christi Festival), and advocates 
the reintroduction of these and others in order 
to avoid persecution and to maintain outward 
peace with the Papists. 

Self-evidently, in keeping with the Interim, 
the Pope also could no longer be regarded as, 
and publicly declared to be, the Antichrist. 
In 1561 Flacius wrote that at that time the 
suspected Lutherans did not consider the Pope 
the Antichrist. Simon Musaeus and others 
were banished because they refused to elimi- 
nate the hymn “Erhalt uns, Herr, bei deinem 
Wort” from their services. (Walther, 25.) — 
Such, then, being the character of the Leipzig 
Interim, it stands to reason that this docu- 
ment, adopted as it was by Melanchthon and 
other Lutheran leaders, was bound to become 
a fertile source of numerous and violent con- 
troversies. 


127. Flacius and Other Opponents of 
Interimists. 


The Leipzig Interim was imposed upon the 
churches of Hlectoral Saxony as a directory 
for teaching, preaching, and worship. - Me- 
lanchthon declared that it could be adopted 
with a good conscience, and hence should be 
introduced, as demanded by Maurice, in order 
to insure the peace of the Church. At Wit- 
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tenberg and other places corresponding efforts 
were made. | But everywhere the result was 
dissension and strife. The Interim defeated 
its own purpose. Pastors who declined to 
conform were deposed, banished, incarcerated, 
or abused in other ways. And whereyer faith- 
ful ministers were removed, the people refused 
to be served by the hirelings who took their 
places. At the very convention at Leipzig 
where the Intefim was adopted, Wolfgang 
Pfentner, Superintendent at Annaberg, de- 
clared: “What caused them to reintroduce 
such tomfooleries [Romish ceremonies]? 
Were they growing childish again? They 
might do what they wanted to, but as for 
himself, he could not consent [to the In- 
terim]. And even if he should permit him- 
self to be deceived, his parishioners would 
not accept it. For in a letter delivered by 
a messenger on horseback they had charged 
him to agree to no ungodly article, or not 
return to them. Accordingly, he would have 
his head cut off at Leipzig and suffer this 
with a good conscience rather than give 
offense to his church.” (Walther, 22.) 

December 24, three days after the adoption 
of the Interim, representatives of the cities 
in Saxony presented complaints to Elector 
Maurice and Melanchthon against some of 
the provisions of the document. They pro- 
tested particularly against the reinstitution 
of Extreme Unction, the Festival of Corpus 
Christi, and the use of chrism at Baptism. 
(C.R.7,270.) Even the Wittenberg theo- 
logians finally admitted that in consequence 
of “the Interim the rupture had become so 
great that there was an agreement neither 
* of one church with another, nor, in the same 
church, of any deacon, any schoolmaster, or 
sexton with ‘his pastor, nor of one neighbor 
with another, nor of members of the house- 
hold with one another.” (Walther, 23.) 

Foremost among the champions of true 
Lutheranism over against the Interimists 
were John Hermann, Aquila, Nicholas Ams- 
dorf, John Wigand, Alberus, Gallus, Matthias 
Judex, Westphal, and especially Matthias 
Flacius Illyricus, then (from 1544 to 1549) 
a member of the Wittenberg faculty, where 
he opposed all concessions to the Adiaph- 
orists. It is due, no doubt, to Flacius more 
than to any other individual that true Lu- 
theranism and with it the Lutheran Church 
was saved from annihilation in consequence 
of the Interims. In 1548 he began his 
numerous and powerful publications against 
them. In the same year, 1548, the follow- 
ing book of John Hermann appeared: “That 
during These Dangerous Times Nothing 
should be Changed in the Churches of God 
in Order to Please the Devil and the Anti- 
christ.” In 1549: “Against the Mean Devil 
who Now Again is Disguising Himself as an 
Angel of Light.” 

In 1549, when he was no longer safe in 
Wittenberg, Flacius removed to Magdeburg, 
then the only safe asylum in all Germany for 
such as were persecuted on account of their 
Lutheran faith and loyalty, where he was 
joined by such “exiles of Christ” as Wigand, 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


Gallus, and others, who had also been ban- 
ished and persecuted because of their oppo- 
sition to the Interim. Here they inaugurated 
a powerful propaganda by publishing broad- 
sides of annihilating pamphlets against the 
Interim, as well as its authors, patrons, and 
abettors. They roused the Lutheran con- 
sciousness everywhere; and before long the 
great majority of Lutherans stood behind 
Flacius and the heroes of Magdeburg. The 
publications emanating from this fortress 
caused such an aversion to the Adiaphoristic 
princes as well as theologians among the 
people that from the very outset all their 
plans and efforts were doomed to failure, and 
the sinister schemes of the Pope and Emperor 
were frustrated. Because of this able and 
staunch defense of Lutheranism and the de- 
termined opposition to any unionistic compro- 
mise, Magdeburg at that time was generally 
called “God’s chancellery, Gottes Kanzlet.” 
Nor did the opposition subside when this Lu- 
theran stronghold, thrice outlawed by the Em- 
peror, was finally, after a siege of thirteen 
months, captured by Maurice. In their at- 
tacks the champions of Magdeburg were joined 
also by the ministers of Hamburg and other 
places. Only in Saxony and Brandenburg the 
policy of Melanchthon was defended. 

As the conflict extended, it’ grew in bitter- 
ness, revealing with increasing luridness the 
insincerity and dishonesty of the Philippists. 
True Lutherans everywhere were satisfied that 
the adoption also of the Leipzig Interim was 
tantamount to a complete surrender of Lu- 
theranism. Their’ animosity against this 
document was all the stronger because it bore 
the stamp of the Wittenberg and Leipzig theo- 
logians and was sponsored by Melanchthon, 
the very man whom they had regarded as 
Luther’s successor and as the leader of the 
Church. This, too, was the reason why the 
Leipzig Interim caused even more resentment 
among the Lutherans, especially in Northern 
Germany, than did the Augsburg Interim. In 
their view, Melanchthon and his colleagues 
had betrayed the cause of the Reformation 
and practi¢ally joined their forces with those 
of the Romanists, even as Maurice had be- 
trayed the Lutherans politically when fight- 
ing at the side of the Emperor against his 
own coreligionists. Tschackert remarks: “In 
view of the fact that at that time about 400 
Evangelical pastors in Southern Germany, be- 
cause of their refusal to adopt the Augsburg 
Interim, had suffered themselves to be driven 
from their charges and homes and wandered 
about starving, many with their wives and 
children, the yielding of the theologians of 
Electoral Saxony could but appear as un- 
Poa and as a betrayal of the Church.” 
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128. Grief over Melanchthon’s 
Inconstancy. 


In consequence of his dubious attitude, Me- 
lanchthon also, who before this had been gen- 
erally honored as the leader of the Lutheran 
Church, completely lost his prestige, even 
among many of his formerly most devoted 
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friends. The grief and distress experienced 
by loyal Lutherans at his wavering and yield- 
ing is eloquently expressed by Antonius Cor- 
vinus, Superintendent at Kalenberg-Goettin- 
gen, the Lutheran martyr, who, because of 
his opposition to the Interim, was incarcer- 
ated for three years, in consequence of which 
he died, 1558. In a letter dated September 25, 
1549, he implored his friend to abandon the 
Interim, and to “return to his pristine candor, 
his pristine sincerity, and his pristine con- 
stancy,” and “to think, say, write, and do 
what is becoming to Philip, the Christian 
teacher, not the court philosopher.” Peace, 
indeed, was desirable, but it must not be ob- 
tained by distracting the churches. Christ 
had also declared that He did not come to 
bring peace, but the sword. Even the heathen 
Horatius Flaccus had said: “Si fractus illa- 
bitur orbis, impavidum ferient ruinae.” How 
much more should Christians avoid cow- 
ardice! One must not court the cross wan- 
tonly, but it must be borne courageously when 
for the sake of truth it cannot be avoided, ete. 

In the original, Corvinus’s letter reads, in 
part, as follows: “O mi Philippe, 0, inquam, 
Philippe noster, rede per immortalem Chri- 
stum ad pristinum candorem, ad pristinam 
sinceritatem, ad pristinam constantiam! Ne 
languescito ista tua formidine ac pusillanimi- 
tate nostrorum animos tantopere! ... Non 
sis tantorum in ecclesia offendiculorum autor! 
Ne sinas, tua tam egregia scripta, dicta, facta, 
quibus mirifice hactenus de ecclesia ac scholis 
meritus es, isto condonationis, novationis, 
moderationis naevo ad eum modum defor- 
mari! Cogita, quantum animi ista vestra 
consilia et adversariis addant et nostris adi- 
mant! .. Rogamus, ut, professionis tuae 
memor, talem te cum Vitebergensibus~ tuis 
iam geras, qualem te ab initio huius causae 
gessisti, hoc est, ut ea sentias, dicas, scri- 
bas, agas, quae Philippum, doctorem Chri- 
stianum, non aulicum philosophum decent.” 
(Tschackert, 506.) 

In a similar manner Melanchthon was ad- 
monished also by Brenz, who preferred exile 
and misery to the Interim. In a letter writ- 
ten early in 1549 he said: “It is also most 
manifest that the Interitus [Ruin, a term 
employed by Brenz for Interim] conflicts with 
the Word of the Lord. What concord, then, 
can be found between such conflicting things? 
You think that one ought to come to the as- 
sistance of the churches and pious ministers. 
Correct, if such can be done without dishonor 
to Christ. Perhaps you believe that the In- 
terimists will tolerate the pious doctrine if 
we agree to accept all their ceremonies. But 
do you not know that it is clearly commanded 
in the introduction of the Interitus that no 
one shall speak or write against this book? 
What kind of liberty in regard to doctrine 
is this? Therefore, if the Church and the 
pious ministers cannot be saved in any other 
way than by dishonoring the pious doctrine, 
let us commend them to Christ, the Son of 
God. He will take care of them. Meanwhile 
let us patiently bear our exile and wait for 
the Lord.” (0. R. 7, 289.) 


-adiaphora too far. 
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June 18, 1550, Calvin also wrote a letter 
of warning to Melanchthon, in which he said, 
in substance: “My grief renders me almost 
speechless. How the enemies of Christ enjoy 
your conflicts with the Magdeburgers appears 
from their mockeries. Nor do I acquit you 
altogether of all guilt. Permit me to ad- 
monish you freely as a true friend. I should 
like to approve of all your actions. But now 
I accuse you before your very face (ego te 
nunc apud te ipsum accuso). This is the sum 
of your defense: If the purity of doctrine he 
retained, externals should not be pertina- 
ciously contended for (modo retineatur do- 
ctrinae puritas, de rebus externis non esse per- 
tinaciter dimicandum). But you extend the 
Some of them plainly con- 
flict with the Word of God. Now, since the 
Lord has drawn us into the fight, it behooves 
us to struggle all the more manfully (¢0 vir- 
lius nos enti decebat). You know that your: 
position differs from that of the multitude. 
The hesitation of the general or leader is more 
disgraceful than the flight of an entire regi- 
ment of common soldiers. Unless you set an 
example of unflinching steadfastness, all will 
declare that vacillation cannot be tolerated in 
such a man. By yielding but a little, you 
alone have caused more lamentations and com- 
plaints than a hundred ordinary men by open 
apostasy (Itaque plures tu unus paululwm ce- 
dendo querimonias et gemitus excitasti quam 
centum mediocres aperta defectione). I would 
die with you a hundred times rather than see 
you survive the doctrine surrendered by you. 
You will pardon me for unloading into your 
bosom these pitiable, though useless groans.” 
(Schluesselburg 18, 635; C. R. 41 [Calvin 
Opera 13], 593; Frank 4, 88.) 


129. Interim Eliminated Politically, But 
Not Theologically. 


It was also in the interest of allaying the 
animosity against his own person that Elector 
Maurice had prevailed upon Melanchthon to 
frame the Leipzig Interim. But in this re- 
spect, too, the document proved to be a dis- 
mal failure. Openly the people, his own 
former subjects included, showed their con- 
tempt for his person and character. Every- 
where public sentiment was aroused against 
him. He was held responsible for the cap- 
tivity and shameful treatment of Philip of 
Hesse and especially of John Frederick, whom 
the people admired as the Confessor of Augs- 
burg and now also as the innocent Martyr of 
Lutheranism. Maurice, on the other hand, 
was branded a mameluke, condemned as a 
renegade and an apostate, despised as the 
traitor of Lutheranism, and abhorred as the 
“Judas of Meissen,” who had sold his co- 
religionists for an electorate. 

At the same time Maurice was provoked by 
the arbitrary manner in which the Emperor 
exploited and abused his victory by a repeated 
breach of his promises, and by the treacher- 
ous and shameful treatment accorded his 
father-in-law, Philip of Hesse. Chagrined at 
all this and fully realizing the utter impos- 
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sibility of enforcing the Interim, Maurice de- 
cided to end the matter by a single stroke, 
which at the same time would atone for his 
treachery, and turn shame into glory and the 
vile name of a “traitor” into the noble title 
of “Champion of Protestantism.” Accordingly 
Maurice, easily the match of Charles in du- 
plicity and cunning, secretly prepared his 
plans, and, suddenly turning his army against 
the unsuspecting Emperor, drove him from 
Innsbruck, scared the “Fathers of Trent” to 
their homes, and on April 5, 1552, victori- 
ously entered Augsburg, where he was re- 
ceived with great ‘rejoicing. The fruits of 
this victory were the Treaties of Passau, 
August 2, 1552, and of Augsburg, 1555, which 
for the first time granted religious liberty to 
the Protestants. The latter placed Lutherans 
and Catholics on an equal footing in the Em- 
pire and, according to the rule: Owius regio 
eius religio, gave every prince religious con- 
trol in his own territory, non-conformists 
being granted the right of emigration. To 
the great advantage of the Romanists, how- 
ever, the treaty also provided that territories 
ruled by bishops must remain Catholic even 
though the ruler should turn Protestant. 
But while the Interim was thus eliminated 
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as a political and practical issue, the theo- 
logical controversy precipitated by it con- 
tinued unabated. Its political elimination 
cleared the situation toward the Romanists, 
but left conditions within the Lutheran 
Church unsettled. It neither unified nor paci- 
fied the Church. It neither eliminated the 
false doctrines and unionistic principles. and 
tendencies injected by the Interimists, nor did 
it restore confidence in the doctrinal sound- 
ness, loyalty, and sincerity of the vacillating 
Philippists, who had caused the first breach 
in the Lutheran Church. “Does it agree with 
the character of the Lutheran Church to toler- 
ate and approve the doctrines and principles 
contained and involved in the Interim, and 
to harbor and fellowship such indifferentists 
as framed, indorsed, and defended this docu- 
ment?” such and similar were the questions 
which remained live issues even after the In- 
terim was politically dead. The theological 
situation within the Lutheran Church, there- 
fore, was not changed in the least when the 
annihilation threatening her from without 
was warded off by the victory of Maurice over 
the Emperor. The Interim was fraught with 
doctrinal issues which made unavoidable the 
subsequent controversies. 


XI. Controversies Following the Interim and Settled by the 
Formula of Concord. 


130. Three Theological Parties. 


In the theological conflicts after Luther’s 
death three parties may be distinguished. The 
first party embraced chiefly the Interimists, 
the Synergists, and the Crypto-Calvinists. 
They were adherents of Philip Melanchthon, 
hence called Melanchthonians or, more com- 
monly, Philippists, and were led by the theo- 
logians of Hlectoral Saxony. Their object 
was to supplant the authority and theology of 
Luther by the unionistic and liberal views of 
Melanchthon. Their headquarters were the 
universities of Wittenberg and Leipzig. Some 
of their chief representatives were: Joachim 
Camerarius (born 1500, professor of Greek in 
Leipzig, a close friend of Melanchthon, died 
1574); Paul Eber (born 1511, professor in 
Wittenberg, died 1568) ; Caspar Cruciger, Jr. 
(born 1525, professor in Wittenberg, died at 
Cassel 1597); Christopher Pezel (born 1539, 
professor in Wittenberg, died 1600 or 1604) ; 
George Major (Meier; born 1502, professor in 
Wittenberg, died 1574); Caspar Peucer (doc- 
tor of medicine, son-in-law of Melanchthon; 
born 1525, imprisoned from 1574 till 1586, 
died 1602); Paul Crell (born 1531, professor 
in Wittenberg, died 1579); John Pfeffinger 
(born 1493, professor in Leipzig, died 1573) ; 
Victorin Strigel (born 1524, 1548 professor 
in Jena, died in Heidelberg 1569); John 
Stoessel (born 1524, died in prison 1576) ; 
George Cracow (born 1525, professor of juris- 
prudence in Wittenberg, privy counselor in 
Dresden, died in prison 1575). 

The second party, the so-called Gnesio- 
Lutherans (genuine Lutherans), was repre- 
sented chiefly by the theologians of Ducal 


Saxony and embraced such staunch and loyal 
men as Amsdorf, Flacius, Wigand, Gallus, 
Matthias Judex, Moerlin, Tileman Hesshu- 
sius, Timann, Westphal, and Simon Musaeus. 
Though some of these leaders were later dis- 
credited by falling into extreme positions 
themselves, they all proved to be valiant 
champions of Luther and most determined 
opponents of the Philippists. The strong- 
holds of this party were Magdeburg and the 
University of Jena, founded by the sons of 
John Frederick in 1547. Led by Flacius, this 
university unflinchingly opposed the modified 
and unionistic Lutheranism advocated by the 
Philippists at Wittenberg and Leipzig. See- 
berg says, in substance: The Gnesio-Luther- 
ans were opposed to the philosophy of the 
Philippists and stood for “the simple Biblical 
truth as Luther had understood it.” Bven 
when opposed by the government, they de- 
fended the truth, and were willing to suffer 
the consequences. Strict doctrinal discipline 
was exercised by them. They opposed with 
equal determination the errors also of their 
fellow-combatants: Amsdorf, Flacius, Poach, 
and others. Intellectually they were superior 
to the Philippists. Seeberg concludes: “In the 
forms of their time (which were not outgrown 
by any one of the Philippists either) they pre- 
served to the Church genuine Luther-treasures 
Pad Luthergut.” (Dogmengeschichte 4, 2, 

The third, or center-party, was composed of 
the loyal Lutherans who took no conspicuous 
part in the controversies, but came to the 
front when the work of pacification began. 
They were of special service in settling the 
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controversies, framing the Formula of Con- 
cord, and restoring a true and godly peace to 
our Church. Prominent among them were 
Brenz, Andreae, Chemnitz, Selneccer, Chy- 
traeus, Cornerus, Moerlin, and others. These 
theologians were, on the one hand, opposed to 
all unnecessary logomachies, 4. e., controver- 
sies involving no doctrinal differences, and, at 
the same time, were most careful not to fall 
into any extreme position themselves. On the 
other hand, however, they approved of all con- 
troversies really necessary in the interest of 
truth, rejected and condemned all forms of in- 
differentism and unionism, and strenuously 
opposed every effort at sacrificing, veiling, or” 
compromising any doctrine by ambiguous for- 
mulas for the sake of external peace or any 
other policy whatsoever. (Conc. TRIGL., 855 f.) 


131. Various Theological Controversies. 


Following is a synopsis and summary of 
the main controversies within the Lutheran 
Church after the death of Luther, which were 
settled in the first eleven articles of the For- 
mula of Concord. The sequence of these 
articles, however, is not strictly historical and 
chronological, but dogmatic. In the main, the 
arrangement of the Augsburg Confession is 
observed. 

The first of these controversies was the so- 
called Adiaphoristic Controversy, from 1548 
to 1555, in which the Wittenberg and Leip- 
zig theologians (Melanchthon, Eber, Pfef- 
finger, etc.) defended the Leipzig Interim and 
the reintroduction of Romish ceremonies into 
the Lutheran Church. They were opposed by 
the champions of a consistent and determined 
Lutheranism, led by Flacius, who declared: 
“Nihil est adiaphoron im statu confessionis et 
scandali. Nothing is an adiaphoron in case 
of confession and offense.” The controversy 
was decided by Article X. 

The second is the Majoristic Controversy, 
from 1551 to 1562, in which George Major and 
Justus Menius defended the phrase of Me- 
lanchthon that good works are necessary to 
salvation. They were opposed by the loyal 
Lutherans, of whom Amsdorf, however, lapsed 
into the opposite error: Good works are detri- 
mental to salvation. This controversy was 
settled by Article IV. 

The third is the Synergistic Controversy, 
from 1555 to 1560, in which Pfeffinger, Eber, 
Major, Crell, Pezel, Strigel, and Stoessel held 
with Melanchthon that man by his own natu- 
ral powers cooperates in his conversion. Their 
opponents (Amsdorf, Flacius, Hesshusius, Wi- 
gand, Gallus, Musaeus, and Judex) taught, as 
formulated by Flacius: “Solus Deus conver- 
tit hominem. ... Non eaxcludit voluntatem, 
sed omnem efficaciam et operationem eius. 
God alone converts man. . He does not 
exclude the will, but all efficaciousness and 
operation of the same.” ‘This controversy was 
decided and settled by Article II. 

The fourth is the Flacian Controversy, from 
1560 to 1575, in which Flacius, supported by 
Cyriacus Spangenberg, Christian Irenaeus, 
Matthias Wolf, I. F. Coelestinus, Schneider, 
and others, maintained that original sin is 


not an accident, but the very substance of 
fallen man. The Lutherans, including the 
Philippists, were practically unanimous in op- 
posing this error. It was decided by Article I. 

The fifth was the Osiandristic and the Stan- 
carian Controversy, from 1549 to 1566, in 
which Andrew Osiander denied the forensic 
character of justification, and taught that 
Christ is our righteousness only according to 
His divine nature, while Stancarus contended 
that Christ is our righteousness according to 
His human nature only. Both, Osiander as 
well as Stancarus, were opposed by Melanch- 
thon, Flacius, and practically all other Lu- 
therans, the Philippists included. This con- 
troversy was settled by Article III. 

The sixth was the Antinomistic Contro- 
versy, from 1527 to 1556, in which various 
false views concerning the Law and the Gos- 
pel were defended, especially by John Agri- 
gola, who maintained that repentance (con- 
trition) is not wrought by the Law, but by 
the Gospel (a view which, in a modified form, 
was later on defended also by Wittenberg 
Philippists), and, after Luther’s death, by 
Poach and Otto, who rejected the so-called 
Third Use of the Law. ‘The questions in- 
volved in these Antinomian controversies were 
decided by Articles V and VI. 

The seventh was the Crypto-Calvinistic Con- 
troversy, from 1560 to 1574, in which the 
Philippists in Wittenberg, Leipzig, and Dres- 
den (Peucer, Cracow, Stoessel, etc.) endeay- 
ored gradually to supplant Luther’s doctrines 
concerning the Lord’s Supper’and the majesty 
of the human nature of Christ by the Cal- 
vinistic teachings on these points. These 
secret and dishonest enemies of Lutheranism 
were opposed by true Lutherans everywhere, 
notably by the theologians of Ducal Saxony. 
In 1574 they were publicly unmasked as de- 
ceivers and Calvinistic schemers. The con- 
troversy was settled by Articles VII and VIII. 

The two last controversies were of a local 
nature. The first was chiefly confined to 
Hamburg, the second to Strassburg. In the 
former city John Aepinus taught that Christ’s 
descent into hell was a part of His suffering 
and humiliation. He was opposed by his col- 
leagues in Hamburg. In Strassburg John 
Marbach publicly denounced Zanchi, a Crypto- 
Calvinist, for teaching that faith, once en- 
gendered in a man, cannot be lost. The ques- 
tions involved in these two articles are dealt 
with in Articles IX and XI, respectively. 


132. Conflicts Unavoidable. 


When describing the conflicts after Luther’s 
death, historians frequently deplore “the 
dreadful controversies of these dark days of 
doctrinal extremists and the polemical spirit 
of rigid Lutheranism.” G. J. Planck, in par- 
ticular, characterized them all as useless quar- 
rels and personal wranglings of narrow- 
minded, bigoted adherents of Luther, who 
vitiated original Lutheranism by making it 
essentially a matter of “pure doctrine.” To 
the present day indifferentistically inclined 
historians are wont to mar their pages with 
similar views. 
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True, “pure doctrine,” “unity in the pure 
doctrine of the Gospel,” such was the shib- 
boleth of the faithful Lutherans over against 
the Melanchthonians and other errorists. But 
this was neither reprehensible doctrinalism 
nor a corruption of original Lutheranism, but 
the very principle from which it was born and 
for which Luther contended throughout his 
life —a principle of life or death for the Lu- 
theran Church. It was the false doctrine of 
justification which made Luther a most miser- 
able man. It was the pure doctrine as taught 
by St. Paul which. freed his conscience, trans- 
ported him into Paradise, as he himself puts 
it, and made him the Reformer of the Church. 
Ever since, purity of doctrine was held, by 
Luther and all true Lutheran theologians, to 
be of paramount import to Christianity and 
the Church. Fully realizing that adultera- 
tion of any part of the Christian doctrine was 
bound to infect also the doctrine of faith ands 
justification and thus endanger salvation, they 
earnestly warned against, and opposed, every 
deviation from the clear Word of God, no mat- 
ter how insignificant it might appear. They 
loved the truth more than external peace, 
more even than their own lives. Hence they 
found it impossible to be silent, apathetic, and 
complacent spectators while the Philippists 
and others denied, attacked, and corrupted the 
truth taught by Luther from the Word of God. 

Accordingly, since the Leipzig Interim in- 
volved and maintained doctrines and prin- 
ciples subversive of genuine Lutheranism and 
was prepared, introduced, and defended by the 
very men who were regarded as pillars of the 
Lutheran Church, it was evident from the out- 
set that this document must of necessity pre- 
cipitate most serious internal troubles. 
the moment the Wittenbergers cast the In- 
terim as a firebrand into the Church, a domes- 
tic warfare was unavoidable, — if indeed any 
true disciples of Luther still remained in the 
Church of which he, and not Melanchthon, 
was the founder. While the Augsburg In- 
terim resulted in an external theological war- 
fare of the Lutherans against the Romanists, 
the Leipzig Interim added a most serious do- 
mestic conflict, which conscientious Lutherans 
could not evade, though it well-nigh brought 
our Church to the brink of destruction. For 
now the issue was not merely how to resist 
the Pope and the Romanists, but, how to 
purge our own Church from the Interimists 
and their pernicious principles. And as long 
as the advocates of the Interim or of other 
aberrations from the old Lutheran moorings 
refused to abandon their errors, and neverthe- 
less insisted on remaining in the Church, 
there was no real unity in the truth. Hence 
there could/also be no true peace and broth- 
erly harmony among the Lutherans. And the 
way to settle these differences was not in- 
differently to ignore them, nor unionistically 
to compromise them by adopting ambiguous 
formulas, but patiently to discuss the doc- 
trines at issue until an agreement in the truth 
was reached, which finally was done by means 
of the Formula of Concord. 

True, these controversies endangered the 
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very existence of our Church. But the real 
cause of this was not the resistance which the 
loyal Lutherans offered to the errorists, nor, 
even the unseemly severity by which the 
prosecution of these controversies was fre- 
quently marred, but the un-Lutheran spirit 
and the false principles and doctrines mani- 
fested and defended by the opponents. In sq 
far as divine truth was defended and error 
opposed, these controversies were truly wars 
to end war, and to establish real peace and 
true unity within our Church. A cowardly 
surrender to the indifferentistic spirit, the 
unionistic policy, the false principles, and the 
erroneous doctrines of the Interimists would 
have been tantamount to a complete trans- 
formation of our Church and a total annihi- 
lation of genuine Lutheranism. 

The manner in which these controversies 
were conducted, it is true, was frequently such 
as to obstruct, rather than further, mutual 
understanding and peace. As a rule, it is~ 
assumed that only the genuine Lutherans in- 
dulged in unseemly polemical invective, and 
spoke and wrote in a bitter and spiteful tone. 
But the Melanchthonians.were, to say the 
least, equally guilty. And when censuring 
this spirit of combativeness, one must not 
overlook that the ultimate cause of the most 
violent of these controversies was the be- 
trayal of the Lutheran Church by the In- 
and that the severity of the po- 
lemics of the loyal Lutherans did not, at least 
not as a rule, emanate from any personal 
malice toward Melanchthon, but rather from 
a burning zeal to maintain sound Lutheran- 
ism, and from the fear that by the scheming 
and the indifference of the Philippists the 
fruits of Luther’s blessed work might be alto- 
gether lost to the coming generations. The 
“peace-loving” Melanchthon started a confia- 
gration within his own church in order to ob- 
tain a temporal and temporary peace with 
the Romanists; while the loyal Lutherans, in- 
asmuch as they fought for the preservation 
of genuine Lutheranism, stood for, and _ pro- 
moted, a truly honorable, godly, and lasting 
peace on the basis of eternal truth. And 
while the latter fought honestly and in the 
open, the Philippists have never fully cleared 
themselves from the charges of duplicity, dis- 
honesty, and dissimulation. 


133. Melanchthon Prime Mover of 
Conflicts. 


The Leipzig Interim was the signal for a 
general and prolonged warfare within the 
Lutheran Church. It contained the germs of 
various doctrinal errors, and produced a spirit 
of general distrust and suspicion, which 
tended to exaggerate and multiply the real 
differences. Schmauk says: “The seeds of the 
subsequent controversies are all to be found 
in the Leipzig Interim.” (595.) At any rate, 
most of the controversies after Luther’s death 
flowed from, or were in some way or other 
connected with, this unfortunate document. 
Such is the view also of the Formula of Con- 
cord, which declares that the thirty years’ 
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controversies which it settled originated es- 
pecially in the Interim. (857, 19; 946, 29.) 

Yet the Interim was rather the occasion 
than the ultimate cause of these conflicts. 
Long before the flames of open discord burst 
forth, the embers of secret doctrinal dissension 
had been glowing under the surface. Even 
during the life of Luther much powder had 
been secretly stored up for which the Interim 
furnished the spark. This is proved, among 
other things, by Luther’s predictions (referred 
to in the preceding chapter) concerning his 
own colleagues. And above all it was the 
“peace-loving” Philip who first and most suc- 
cessfully sowed the dragon’s teeth of discord. 
Melanchthon’s doctrinal deviations from the 
teachings of Luther and from his own former 
position must be regarded as the last cause of 
both the Leipzig Interim and the lamentable 
controversies that followed in its wake. In- 
deed, a tragic sight to behold: The colaborer 
of Luther, the servant of the Reformation 
second only to Luther, the Praeceptor Ger- 
maniae, the ardent and anxious lover of 
peace, ete.— untrue to his confiding friend, 
disloyal to the cause of the Reformation, and 
the chief cause of strife and dissension in the 
Lutheran Church! And withal, Melanchthon, 
mistaking external union, for real unity and 
temporal peace with men for true peace with 
God, felt satisfied that he had spent the 
efforts of his entire life in the interest of the 
true welfare of the Church! Shortly before 
his death (April 19, 1560) he expressed his 
joy that now he would be delivered from the 
“fury of the theologians.” On a sheet of 
paper found on his table were written a num- 
ber of reasons why he feared death less. One 
of them was: “Liberaberis ab aerwmnis et 
a rabie theologorum. You will be delivered 
from toils and from the fury of the theo- 
logians.” (C. &. 9, 1098.) Thus even in the 
face of death he did not realize that he him- 
self was the chief cause of the conflicts that 
had embittered his declining years! 


134. Melanchthon’s Humanistic and 
Unionistic Tendencies. 


Till about 1530 Melanchthon seems to have 
been in complete harmony with Luther, and to 
have followed him enthusiastically. To propa- 
gate, coin, and bring into scholastic form the 
Christian truths once more brought to light by 
the Reformer he considered to be his peculiar 
mission. But his secret letters and, with grad- 
ually increasing clearness and boldness, also 
his publications show that later on he began 
to strike out on paths of his own, and to cul- 
tivate and disseminate doctrines incompatible 
with the Lutheranism of Luther. In a 
measure, these deviations were known also to 
the Wittenberg students and theologians, to 
Cordatus, Stifel, Amsdorf, the Elector John 
Frederick, Brueck, and Luther, who also called 
him to account whenever sufficient evidence 
warranted his doing so. (Lehre und Wehre 
1908, 61 ff.) 

In a letter to Cordatus, dated April 15, 
1537, Melanchthon was bold enough to state 
that he had made many corrections in his 


writings and was glad of the fact: “Multa 
ultro correai in libellis meis et correaisse me 
gaudeo.” (CO. R. 3, 342.) ‘In discussing the 
squabble between Cordatus and Melanchthon, 
whether good works are necessary for salva- 
tion, Luther is reported by the former to have 
said, in 1536: “To Philip I leave the sciences 
and philosophy and nothing else. But I shall 
be compelled to chop off the head of philos- 
ophy, too.” (Kolde, Analecta, 266.) Melanch- 
thon, as Luther put it, was always troubled 
by his philosophy; that is to say, instead of 
subjecting his reason to the Word of God, he 
was inclined to balance the former against 
the latter. The truth is that Melanchthon 
never fully succeeded in freeing himself from 
his original humanistic tendencies, a fact 
which gave his mind a moralistic rather than 
a truly religious and Scriptural bent. Even 
during the early years of the Reformation, 
when he was carried away with admiration 
for Luther and his~ work, the humanistic 
undercurrent did not disappear altogether. 
January 22, 1525, he wrote to Camerarius: 
“Hgo mihi conscius sum, non ullam ob causam 
unquam teteohoynxévat, nist wt mores meos 
emendarem. I am conscious of the fact that 
I have never theologized for any other reason 
than to improve my morals.” (C. R. 1, 722.) 
Suth, then, being his frame of mind, it was no 
wonder that he should finally desert Luther 
in most important points, lapse into syner- 
gism and other errors, and, in particular, 
value indifferentistically doctrinal convictions, 
notably on the real presence in the Lord’s 
Supper and the person of Christ. “Over 
against Luther,” says Schaff, “Melanchthon 
represented the unionistic and liberal type of 
Lutheranism.” (Oreeds, 1, 259.) This is cor- 
rect; but the stricture must be added that, 
since unionism and liberalism are incompat- 
ible with the very essence of Lutheranism, Me- 
lanchthonianism as such was in reality not a 
“type,” but a denial of Lutheranism. 
Melanchthon lacked the simple faith in, and 
the firm adherence and implicit submission to, 
the Word of God which made Luther the un- 
daunted and invincible hero of the Reforma- 
tion. Standing four-square on the Bible and 
deriving from this source of divine power 
alone all his theological thoughts and con- 
victions, Luther was a rock, firm and im- 
movable. With him every theological ques- 
tion was decided and settled conclusively by 
quoting a clear passage from the Holy Scrip- 
tures, while Melanchthon, devoid of Luther’s 
single-minded and whole-hearted devotion to 
the Word of God, endeavored to satisfy his 
reason as well. Consequently he lacked as- 
surance and firm conviction, wavered and 
vacillated, and was never fully satisfied that 
the position he occupied was really the only 
correct one, while, on the other hand, he en- 
deavored to present his views concerning some 
of the disputed doctrines in ambiguous and 
indefinite terms. “We have twenty-eight large 
volumes of Melanchthon’s writings,’ says 
C. P. Krauth, “and, at this hour, impartial 
and learned men are not agreed as to what 
were his views on some of the profoundest 
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questions of church doctrine, on which Me- 
lanchthon was writing all his life!” (Con- 
‘servative Ref., 291; Schmauk, 748.) This in- 
definite and wavering attitude towards divine 
truth, the natural consequence of the human- 
istic bent of his mind, produced in Melanch- 
thon a general tendency and proneness to sur- 
render or compromise doctrinal matters in the 
interest of policy, and to barter away eternal 
truth for temporal peace. It made him an 
indifferentist and a unionist, always ready to 
strike a bargain also in matters pertaining 
to Christian faith, and to cover doctrinal dif- 
ferences with ambiguous formulas. While Lu- 
ther’s lifelong attitude on matters of Chris- 
tian doctrine is characterized by the famous 
words spoken by him at Worms in 1521: “Ich 
kann nicht anders, I cannot do otherwise,” 
Melanchthon, treating even questions of faith 
as matters of expediency rather than of con- 
science, was the man who, as a rule, coul 
also do otherwise, and who was great in manu- 
facturing “Polish boots,” as the ambiguous 
phrases by which he endeavored to unite op- 
posing parties were called by the Lutherans 
in Reuss. 

In order to preserve peace with the Roman- 
ists at Augsburg in 1530, he did not hesitate 
to sacrifice Lutheran truths and to receive 
into the bargain a number of what he con- 
sidered minor papal errors. In his subsequent 
overtures to the Reformed he was more than 
willing to make similar concessions. The 
spirit of Melanchthon was the spirit of re- 
ligious indifference and of unionism, which, 
though thoroughly eliminated by the Formula 
of Concord, was from time to time revived 
within the Lutheran Church by such men. as 
Calixtus, Spener, Zinzendorf, Neander, and, 
in our own country, by S. S. Schmucker. 

The unionistic tendencies and doctrinal cor- 
ruptions which Melanchthon injected into Lu- 
theranism were all the more dangerous to our 
Church because they derived special weight 
and prestige from the fact that Luther had 
unstintingly praised his gifts, his books, and 
the services he had rendered the Church 
(St. L. 18, 1671; 23, 1152), that he was now 
generally regarded as Luther’s successor with 
regard to theological leadership of the Church; 
and that he was gratefully admired as the 
Praeceptor Germaniae by a host of loyal 
pupils, who made it a point also to cultivate 
just those theological peculiarities of Master 
Philip, as they called him, in which he dif- 
fered from Luther. 


135. Melanchthon’s “Shameful 
Servitude.”’ 


That Melanchthon failed our Church in the 
Interim emergency as well as in the subse- 
quent controversies is generally ascribed to 
the fact that he lacked the bracing influence 
and assistance of Luther. No doubt, there is 
a good deal of truth in this assumption. But 
the true reason why he did not measure up 
to the demands of the times and the expecta- 
tions of our Church were not mere moral 
weaknesses, but rather the errors and false 
principles to which he was wedded. How 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


* 


could Melanchthon have approved himself a 
leader of the Lutherans when he was out of 
sympathy with them, doubted some of their 
most cherished doctrines, and long ago had 
struck out on a path deviating from that 
mapped out by Luther? ‘True, the bracing 
which he received from Luther in the past had 
repeatedly kept him from publicly sacrificing 
the truth; but even in these instances he did 
not always yield because he was really con- 
vinced, but because he feared the uncompro- 
mising spirit of Luther. 

That fear of an open conflict with Luther, 
which, he felt, would result in a crushing de- 
feat for himself, bulked large among the 
motives which prompted him to maintain a 
semblance of true orthodoxy as long as Lu- 
ther lived, is clearly admitted by Melanch- 
thon himself. In his notorious and most dis- 
creditable letter to Carlowitz (counselor of 
Elector Maurice), written April 28, 1548, 
eight days after the meeting at Celle, where 
he had debauched his conscience by promising 
submission to the religious demands of the 
Emperor, Melanchthon, pouring forth his 
feelings and revealing his true inwardness 
and his spirit of unionism and indifferentism, 
as much as admitted that in the past he had 
been accustomed to hiding his real views. 
Here he declared in so many words that it 
was not he who started, and was responsible 
for, the religious controversy between the 
Lutherans and Romanists, but rather Luther, 
whose contentious spirit (he said) also had 
constantly increased the rupture, and that 
under Luther he had suffered “a most shame- 
ful servitude.” 

In the original the letter reads, in part, as 
follows: “Totum enim me tibi [Carlowitz] 
aperio. .. . Ego, cum decreverit princeps, 
etiamsi quid non probabo, tamen nihil sedi- 
tiose faciam, sed vel tacebo, vel cedam, vel 
feram, quidquid accidet. Tuli etiam antea 
servitutem paene deformem, cum saepe Lu- 
therus magis suae naturae, in qua gidoverxia 
erat non exigua, quam vel personae suae vel 
utilitati communi serviret. Et scio, omnibus 
aetatibus, ut tempestatum incommoda, ita 
aliqua in gubernatione vitia modeste et arte 
ferenda et dissimulanda esse. ... Fortassis 
natura sum ingenio servili.” (C. R. 6,879 f.) 

Even before Melanchthon had, in private 
letters to his friends, displayed a similar vein 
of ill will toward Luther, whom he evidently 
feared because of his own secret doctrinal 
deviations. (Lehre und Wehre 1908, 61. 68.) 
No doubt, as stated above, fear was also 
among the motives which induced him to 
identify himself with the Leipzig Interim. 
But evidently his own theological attitude, 
too, differed little from the spirit pervading 
this document. At any rate, the letter to 
Carlowitz does not support the assumption 
that Melanchthon really outraged his own 
convictions when he wrote and adopted the 
Interim. As a matter of fact, he also con- 
tinued to defend the Interim; and it was as 
late as 1556 before he was ready to make even 
a qualified admission of one of the errors con- 
nected with it. 


XII. The Adiaphoristic Controversy. 


While, therefore, the Lutheran Church will 
always gratefully acknowledge the splendid 
services which Melanchthon rendered in the 
work of Luther’s Reformation, it must at the 
same time be admitted and cannot be gain- 
said that, in the last analysis, Melanchthon, 
by reason of his deviations from Luther, 
which will be set forth more fully in the fol- 
lowing, was the ultimate cause and originator 
of most of the dissensions which began to dis- 
tract the Lutheran Church soon after the 
death of Luther. Andrew Musculus, who as- 


107 


sisted in drafting the Formula of Concord, 
brought out this fact (though in terms too 
strong) when he characterized Melanchthon 
as a “philosophical theologian and a patriarch 
of all heretics.” (Meusel, Handl. 4, 710.) In 
a way, Melanchthon may even be regarded as 
the indirect cause of the Smalcald War and 
its unfortunate issue, inasmuch, namely, as his 
vacillating and compromising attitude and his 
incompetent leadership created conditions of 
internal weakness among the Lutherans, which 
invited the aggression of Pope and Emperor. 


XII. The Adiaphoristic Controversy. 


186. Contents of the Leipzig Interim. 


To exhibit the insidious character of the 
-Leipzig Interim more fully, we submit the 
_ following quotations. In its Introduction we 
read: “As far as the doctrine of the state 


and nature of man before and after the Fall | 


is concerned, there is no controversy” (hbe- 
tween the Lutherans and Romanists). The 
article “Of Justification,’ in which the Lu- 
theran sola fide is omitted, declares: “The 
merciful God does not work with man as with 
a block, but draws him, so that his will also 
cooperates if he be of understanding years.” 
Again: “And they who have thus received the 
forgiveness of sins and the Holy Ghost, and 
in whom the Holy Ghost begins faith and 
trust in the Son of God, love and hope, then 
become heirs of eternal salvation for the 
Savior’s sake.” In the article “Of Good 
Works” we read: “Nevertheless, the new vir- 
tues and good works are so highly necessary 
that, if they were not quickened in the heart, 
there would be no reception of divine grace.” 
Again: “It is certainly true that these vir- 
tues, faith, love, hope, and others, must be in 
us and are necessary to salvation.... And 
since the virtues and good works, as has been 
said, please God, they merit also a reward in 
this life, both spiritual and temporal, accord- 
ing to God’s counsel, and still more reward 
in the eternal life, because of the divine 
promise.” 
The article “Of Ecclesiastical Power” runs 
as follows: “What the true Christian Church, 
gathered in the Holy Ghost, acknowledges, 
determines, and teaches in regard to matters 
of faith is to be taught and preached, since 
it neither should nor can determine anything 
contrary to the Holy Scriptures.” Self- 
evidently, Romanists construed this as an 
a@ priori endorsement of the Council and its 
resolutions. In the article “Of Ecclesiastical 
Ministers” we read: “And that all other min- 
isters should be subject and obedient to the 
chief bishop [the Pope] and to other bishops 
who administer their episcopal office accord- 
ing to God’s command, using the same for 
edification and not for destruction; which 
ministers should be ordained also by such 
bishops upon presentation by the patrons.” 
This article conceded the primacy of the Pope 
and the ecclesiastical jurisdiction of the 
bishops. The article “Of Ordination” de- 
clares: “Also, that, as has been said, upon 


- presentation by patrons, ministers should 


hereafter be ordained with Christian ceremo- 
nies by such bishops as administer their 
episcopal office, and that no one should be 
allowed to be in the ministry unless, as has 
been said, he be presented by the patrons and 
have the permission of the bishops.” That 
was tantamount to a restoration of the “sacra- 
ment” of episcopal ordination. 


The Interim furthermore demanded the im- 
mediate reintroduction of abolished ceremo- 
nies, such as exorcism and other ceremonies of 
Baptism, confirmation by bishops, auricular 
confession, extreme unction, episcopal ordina- 
tion, and the like. We read: “That repent- 
ance, confession, and absolution, and what 
pertains thereto, be diligently taught and 
preached; that the people confess to the 
priests, and receive of them absolution in 
God’s stead, and be also diligently admonished 
and urged to prayer, fasting, and almsgiving; 
also, that no one be admitted to the highly 
venerable Sacrament of the body and blood of 
Christ [in this indirect way only the cup of 
the laity is referred to in the Interim] unless 
he have first confessed to the priest and re- 
ceived of him absolution.” Again: ‘“Al- 
though in this country the unction [Extreme 
Unction] has not been in use for many years, 
yet ...such unction, according to the apostle, 
may be hereafter observed.” Again: “That 
henceforth the mass be observed in this coun- 
try with ringing of bells, with lights and ves- 
sels, with chants, vestments, and ceremonies.” 
Among the holidays to be observed the In- 
terim mentions also Corpus Christi and the 
festivals of the holy Virgin Mary. Again we 
read: “The images and pictures of the suf- 
ferings of Christ and of the saints may be 
also retained in the churches.” Again: “In 
the churches where the canonical hours have 
been formerly observed, the devout Psalms 
shall be sung in chapters and towns at the 
appointed time and on other high festivals, 
and also on Sundays.” “Likewise, that on 
Fridays and Saturdays, as well as during 
fasts, the eating of meat be abstained from, 
and that this be observed as an external ordi- 
nance at the command of His Imperial 
Majesty.” The clause, “that this be ob- 
served,” etc., was regarded by Flacius and 
Gallus as implying self-deception and hypoc- 
risy on the part of the Interimists. (Frank’ 4, 
72. 119.) Again, as to the apparel of priests, 
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that “a distinction be observed between minis- 
ters and secular persons, and that proper rev- 
erence be paid the priestly estate.” The In- 
troduction of the Interim gives the assurance 
that the Lutherans would obey the Emperor 
and be found disposed toward peace and unity. 
The Conclusion adds the humble promise: “In 
all other articles we are ready ... in a 
friendly and submissive manner to confer with 
Your Beloved and Princely Graces, and to 
settle our differenceS in a Christian way.” 
(0. R. 7, 258. Jacobs, Book of Concord, 2, 260.) 


137. Issue in Adiaphoristic Controversy. 


From the passages quoted it appears that 
the Leipzig Interim was inoculated with the 
germs of many controversies. However, while 
in the beginning its offensive doctrinal fea- 
tures were not fully and generally recognized 
and realized, the Emperor’s demand for, and 
approval of, the Wittenberg and Leipzig theo- 
logian’s reintroduction of the Romish ceremo- 
nies immediately created an acute situation 
and a great commotion everywhere. The re- 
sulting theological conflict pertaining to the 
latter point in particular was called the Adi- 
aphoristic or Interimistic Controversy. And, 
as explained above, even after the Interim had 
become a dead letter politically, this contro- 
versy did not subside, because its paramount 
object was not merely to pass a correct judg- 
ment on past events during the Interim, nor 
even to obtain norms for similar situations 
in the future, but, above all, to eliminate 
from our Church the spirit of indifferentism, 
unionism, and of direct as well as indirect 
denial of the Gospel-truth. 

Accordingly, the exact issue in the Adi- 
aphoristic Controversy was: May Lutherans, 
under conditions such as prevailed during the 
Interim, when the Romanists on pain of per- 
secution and violence demanded the reinstitu- 
tion of abolished papal ceremonies, even if the 
ceremonies in question be truly indifferent in 
themselves, submit with a good conscience, 
that is to say, without denying the truth and 
Christian liberty, without sanctioning the 
errors of Romanism, and without giving 
offense either to the enemies or to the friends 
of the Lutheran Church, especially its weak 
members? This was affirmed by the Interim- 
ists and denied by their opponents. 


138. Opposition to the Adiaphorists. 


Prominent among the theologians who par, 
ticipated in the controversy against the Adi- 
aphorists were Flacius, Wigand, Gallus, and 
others, who in Magdeburg opened a most 
effective fire on the authors, sponsors, and ad- 
vocates of the Interim.» Following are some 
of the chief publications which dealt with the 
questions involved: “Opinion concerning the 
Interim, by Melanchthon, June 16, 1548,” pub- 
lished by Flacius without the knowledge of 
Melanchthon. — “Report on the Interim by 
the Theologians of Meissen,” 1548. — “That in 
These Dangerous Times (in diesen geschwin- 
den Laeuften) Nothing is to be Changed in 
the Churches of God in Order to Please the 
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Devil and the Antichrist,” by John Hermann, 
1548. A Latin edition of this publication ap- 
peared 1549, mentioning Flacius as its author. 
—“A Brief Report (Hin kurzer Bericht) on 
the Interim from which One may Easily Learn 
the Doctrine and Spirit of That Book,” 1548. 
— “A General Protest and Writ of Complaint 
(Hine gemeine Protestation und Klageschrift) 
of All Pious Christians against the Interim 
and Other Sinister Schemes and Cruel Perse- 
cutions by the Enemies of the Gospel, by 
John Waremund, 1548.” Waremund was a 
pseudonym for Flacius. — “Against the In- 
terim, Papal Mass, Canon, and Master His- 
leben,” 1549. — “Against the Vile Devil (Wi- 
der den schnoeden Teufel), who Now Again 
Transforms Himself into an Angel of Light, 
1. @., against the New Interim, by Carolus 
Azarias Gotsburgensis, 1549.” Of this book, 
too, Flacius was the author. (Preger 1, 67.) — 
“Apology (Entschuldigung) of Matthias Fla- 
cius Illy. to a Certain Pastor,” 1549. — “Sev- 
eral Letters of the Venerable D. M. Luther 
concerning the Union’ of Christ and Belial, 
Written 1530 to the Theologians at the Diet 
in Augsburg,” 1549, with a preface by Flacius. 
— “Apology of Matthias Flacius Illy., Ad- 
dressed to the University of Wittenberg, re- 
garding the Adiaphora,” 1549.— “Writing of 
Matthias Flacius Illy. against, a Truly 
Heathen, yea, Epicurean Book of the Adi- 
aphorists (in which the Leipzig Interim is 
Defended) in Order to Guard Oneself against 
the Present Counterfeiters of the True Re- 
ligion,” 1549. — “Answer of Magister Nico- 
las Gallus and Matthias Flacius Iiy. to the 
Letter of Some Preachers in Meissen regard- 
ing the Question whether One should Aban- 
don His Parish rather than Don the Cassock” 
(linea vestis, Chorrock).— “Against the Ex- 
tract of the Leipzig Interim, or the Small In- 
terim,” by Flacius, 1549.— “Book concerning 
True and False Adiaphora (Liber de Veris et 
Falsis Adiaphoris), in which the Adiaphoris- 
tic: Controversy is Explained Almost in Its 
Entirety, by Flacius, 1549.” This book, which 
’ is most frequently quoted and deals most thor- 
oughly with the questions involved, is found 
in Schluesselburg’s Catalogus Haereticorum, 
13, 154 ff. — “An Admonition (Vermahnung) to 
be Constant in the Confession of the Truth, 
in Cross and Prayer, by Flacius,” 1549. — 
“A Christian Admonition by Matthias Fla- 
cius Illy. to be Constant in the True, Pure 
Religion of Jesus Christ and in the Augsburg 
Confession,” 1550. — “Against the Alleged 
Power and Primacy of the Pope, Useful to 
Read at This Time, when the Whole World 
Endeavors again to Place the Expelled Anti- 
christ into the Temple of Christ, by Mat- 
thias Flacius Illy.” — “Against the Evangelist 
of the Holy Chorrock, D. Geitz Major, by 
Matthias Flacius Illy., 1552.’ For a com- 
plete list of the writings of Flacius against 
the Interim, see Preger’s Matthias Flacius 
Illyricus, 2, 540 ff. 

Even the titles of these publications indi- 
cate that the Adiaphoristic Controversy did 
not lack violence and virulence. This ani- 
mosity against the Interimists was chiefly due 
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’ XII. The Adiaphoristic Controversy. 


to the fear that their policy would finally 
lead to the complete undoing of the Reforma- 
tion. For while Melanchthon still believed in, 
and hoped for, an understanding with the 
Romanists, Flacius saw through their schemes 
and fully realized the impending danger. In 
the reintroduction of Catholic ceremonies, 
which Melanchthon regarded as entirely harm- 
less, Flacius beheld nothing but the entering 
wedge, which would gradually be followed by 
the entire mass of Romish errors and abuses 
and the absolute dominance of Pope and Em- 
peror over the Lutheran Church. The obedi- 
ence demanded by the Emperor, said Flacius, 
consists in this, that “we abandon our true 
doctrine and adopt the godless Papacy.” In 
all its details, he explained, the ultimate pur- 
pose of the Interim is none other than the 
reestablishment of Popery, of which even such 
seemingly trifling matters as the reintroduc- 
tion of the Ohorrock (linea vestis) were but 
the beginning, as it were, the breach in the 
dam which was bound ultimately to result 
in a complete submersion of Lutheranism. 
(Frank 4, 74. 76. 119.) 

Since the loyal Lutherans, in keeping with 
the teaching of Luther and the Lutheran Con- 
fessions, regarded the Papacy as antichristen- 
dom, they could not but abhor the concessions 
made by the Interimists as treachery against 
the truth. From the very outset Flacius and 
Gallus insisted that their opponents answer 
the question, “whether the Pope with his gov- 
ernment is the true Antichrist in the Church 
as according to the Word of God he has been 
publicly declared to be in our churches, and 
whether he still should and must be regarded 
and confessed as such.” And if Luther’s doc- 
trine was to stand, how, then, they argued, 
could a union be effected between the enemies 
of the Gospel (the Antichrist and his bishops) 
and the Lutherans without idolatry and de- 
nial of the religion of Christ? (53.107.) On 
the title-page of his Apology, of 1549, Flacius 
declares: “The upshot [of the Interim] is the 
establishment of the Papacy and the installa- 
tion of the Antichrist in the temple of Christ, 
the encouragement of the wicked to flaunt 
their victory over the Church of Christ and 
to grieve the godly, likewise weakening, lead- 
ing into doubt, separation and innumerable 
offenses.” (Schaff 1, 301.) Regarding the ac- 
knowledgment of the Pope and bishops by 
the Interim, Flacius remarked: ‘Mark well, 
here the werwolf (Baerwolf), together with 
his fellow-wolves, is placed over the little flock 
of Christ. There is, however, no danger what- 
ever; for, as is added [in the Interim: “The 
Pope should use his power not for destruction, 
but for edification”’], they have counted the 
sheep and commanded the wolves to be gentle. 
In my opinion this is certainly a good adi- 
aphoron to restore Antichrist to the temple 
from which he has been expelled by the Finger 
of God.” (Preger 1,191.) Accordingly, burn- 
ing with shame and indignation, and trem- 
bling with fear for the future of Lutheranism, 
Flacius charged Melanchthon with want of 


faith and with treason against the truth, and , 


characterized the Leipzig Interim as an un- 
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holy union of Christ and Belial, of light and 
darkness, of Christ and Antichrist. 

While Flacius thus denounced the Interim 
as well as its authors and abettors, he at the 
same time admonished and encouraged the 
Lutheran pastors ‘to be steadfast in confess- | 
ing the truth, in spite of cross and persecu- 
tion, and to stand by their flocks as true shep- 
herds. That minister, he said, who denies or 
fails to confess the truth, or who yields to a 
tyrant, deserts his Church. We must not only 
confess with our mouths, but by deeds and 
actions as well. Not abandonment of the 
flock, but suffering is the best way to win the 
victory over a tyrant. Flacius also earnestly 
warned the people against yielding to the 
princes and acknowledging, hearing, and fol- 
lowing their own ministers if they advocated 
and introduced the Interim. Moreover, he en- 
couraged both pastors and laymen to resist 
the tyranny of princes demanding the reinsti- 
tution of the Roman ceremonies. “A govern- 
ment,” said he in his Admonition, “no matter 
which, has not the authority to forbid a pastor 
to preach the pure doctrine.” When the gov- 
ernment presecutes the truth, we must not 
yield, no matter what the consequences 
may be. Christians will sacrifice everything 
to a tyrannical prince, but not “the truth, not 
the consolation of divine grace, nor the hope 
of eternal life.” (Frank 4, 68. 117.) 


139. Doctrinal Position of Anti- 
Adiaphorists. 


The theological position occupied by the op- 
ponents of the Adiaphorists may be sum- 
marized as follows: Ceremonies which God 
has neither commanded nor prohibited are 
adiaphora (res mediae, Mitteldinge) and, 
ceteris paribus (other things being equal), 
may be observed or omitted, adopted or re- 
jected. However, under circumstances testing 
one’s faith they may become a matter of prin- 
ciple and conscience. Such is the case where- 
ever and whenever they are demanded as 
necessary, or when their introduction involves 
a denial of the truth, an admission of error, 
an infringement of Christian liberty, an en- 
couragement of errorists and of the enemies 
of the Church, a disheartening of the confes- 
sors of the truth, or an offense to Christhans, 
especially the weak. Such conditions, [they 
maintained, prevailed during the time of the 
Interim, when both Pope and Emperor plainly 
declared it to be their object to reestablish the 
Romish religion in Lutheran churches; when 
the adoption of the Interim and the reinstitu- 
tion of the papal ceremonies were universally 
regarded, by Catholics as well as Protestants, 
as the beginning of just such a reestablish- 
ment of the Papacy; when the timid Witten- 
berg and Leipzig theologians, instead of boldly 
confessing the Gospel and trusting to God for 
the protection of His Church, compromised the 
truth and yielded to the demands of the 
Romanists in order to escape persecution; 
when the consciences of Lutherans were per- 
plexed and confused wherever the abolished 
rites were reinstituted. Accordingly, they de- 
clared that under the prevailing circumstances 
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the reintroduction of the Romish ceremonies 
was nothing short of a denial of Christian 
faith and of Christian love as well. 

Flacius, in particular, maintained that 
under the prevailing circumstances even such 
ceremonies as were in themselves true adi- 
aphora ceased to be adiaphora and could not 
be reintroduced with a good conscience, be- 
cause they were forced upon the Lutherans 
by the enemies of the Gospel, because they 
were accepted for reprehensible reasons, such 
as fear of persecution and desire for external 
peace, and because their reintroduction con- 
founded the consciences, offended the weak, 
and gave comfort and encouragement to the 
enemies of Christ. The people, Protestants 
as well as Catholics, said Flacius, would re- 
gard such reintroduction both as an admission 
on the part of the Lutherans that they had 
been in the wrong and the Romanists in the 
right, and as the beginning of a general resto- 
ration of the Papacy. Explain the reintro- 
duction of the ceremonies as piously as you 
may, said he to the Interimists, the common 
people, especially the Romanists, always im- 
pressed by ceremonies much more than by the 
doctrine, will infer that those teachers who 
reintroduce the ceremonies approve of the 
Papacy in every respect and reject the Evan- 
gelical doctrine. In his book De Veris et Fal- 
sis Adiaphoris we read: “Adversarii totum 
suum cultum, vel certe praecipua capita suae 
religionis in ceremoniis collocant, quas cum 
in nostris ecclesiis in eorum gratiam resti- 
tuimus, an non videmur tum eis, tum aliis 
eorum impiis cultibus assentiri? Nee dubi- 
tant, quin quandoquidem in tantis rebus ipsis 
cesserimus, etiam in reliquis cessuri simus, 
nostrum errorem agnoscamus, eorumque reli- 
gionem veram esse confiteamur.” (Schluessel- 
burg 13, 217.) Accordingly, Flacius contended 
that under the prevailing circumstances a con- 
cession to the Romanists, even in ceremonies 
harmless in themselves, was tantamount to a 
denial of Lutheranism. The entire argument 
of the Anti-Adiaphorists was by him reduced 
to the following principle or axiom: “Nihil 
est adiaphoron im casw confessignis et scan- 
dal. Nothing is an adiaphoron when con- 
fession and offense are involved.” And 
wherever the Interim was enforced, the con- 
sequences foretold by Flacius showed them- 
selves: consciences were confused, simple 
Christians were offended, and the enemies 
were strengthened in their error and embold- 
ened in their attacks and in further demands 
made upon the Lutherans. 


140. Sophistries of Adiaphorists 
Refuted. 


The Wittenberg Interimists endeavored to 
justify their attitude by a series of sophisms 
to which they also adhered in the “Final Re- 
port (Endlicher. Bericht) of the Theologians 
of Both Universities of Leipzig and Witten- 
berg,” 1570. (Frank 4, 87. 2.) By adopting 
the Interim, the Wittenbergers, in reality, had 
assented also to doctrinally false and dubious 
statements and to a number of ceremonies ob- 
jectionable as such. Yet they pleaded ,the 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


® 


-guilelessness of their intentions and the harm- 
lessness of their procedure. They maintained 


, that they had yielded merely in minor matters 


and ceremonies, which were neither com- 
manded nor prohibited by the Word of God; 
that this was done in order to preserve intact 
the central Christian truth of justification; 
to preserve political peace and to save the 
Church from ruin; to protect the weak, whose 
shouldezs were not strong enough to suffer 
persecution; that in their concessions they 
had been guided by the dictates of true wis- 
dom, which always chooses the lesser of. two 
evils; and that in all this they had merely 
followed the example set by Luther himself. 
They minimized the entire affair, and endeay- 
ored to explain away the seriousness of the 
situation. In particular they ridiculed Fla- 
cius for shouting and sounding the fire-alarm, 
when in reality, they said, he had discovered 
nothing but a little smoke coming from a 
Wittenberg chimney. 

But in the ears of all genuine and earnest 
Lutherans their sophistries and apologies rang 
neither true nor sincere. The arguments 
which they employed merely served to defeat 
their own purpose. What else, for example, 
than disgust, indignation, and distrust could 
be the effect on all honest Lutherans when 
the Wittenberg theologians, dishonestly veil- 
ing, the real facts, declared in their official 
“Exposition” of 1559 (when danger of perse- 
cution had passed long ago) concerning the 
reintroduction of Corpus Christi that they 
had reintroduced this festival all the more 
readily in order that they might be able to 
instruct the people in the right use of the 
Sacrament and in the horrible abuses and 
profanations of the most holy Supper of the 
Lord in the circumgestation and adoration of 
the bread which their critics [the Lutheran 
opponents of the Interimists, by their doctrine 
concerning the Lord’s Supper] strengthened, 
and that they might thank God for the puri- 
fication of the temple from the Romish idol 
Maozim, Dan. 11, 38. (Tschackert, 510.) Frank 
remarks: “One must see this passage black on 
white in order to believe the Wittenbergers 
really capable of stultifying themselves in 
such an incredible manner. It is a) mon- 
strosity, a defense unworthy of an honest 
man, let alone an Evangelical Christian.” 
(4, 61. 113.) 

The weak and insincere arguments of the 
Adiaphorists were thoroughly and. convine- 
ingly refuted by their opponents.. To the as- 
sertion of the Wittenbergers that the dispute 
was concerning mere unimportant ceremonies, 
which were neither commanded nor prohibited 
by God, Flacius and Gallus replied (in their 
answer to the question of the ministers of 
Meissen whether they should leave their 
charges rather than don the Chorrock, lineam 
vestem induere) that.even with respect to 
such seemingly most trifling adiaphora as the 
cope (Chorrock, vestis alba) one must not 
overlook what is attached to it. “We do not 
believe,” they said, “that the robber will let 
the traveler keep his money, although first he 
only asks for his coat or similar things, at 
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the same time, however, not obscurely hint- 
ing that, after having taken these, he will 
also demand the rest. We certainly do not 
doubt that you yourselves, as well as all men 
endowed with a sound mind, believe that, 
since the beginning is always hardest, these 
small beginnings of changes are at present 
demanded only that a door may be opened for 
all the other impieties that are to follow — 
quod tantum ideo parva ista mutationum 
initia iam proponantur, ut quia principia sem- 
per sunt difficillima per ea aditus reliquis 
omnibus secutwris impietatibus patefiat.” 
(Schluesselburg 13, 644.) ‘ 
The Adiaphorists pretended that they had 
consented to the Interim in the interest of the 
weak, who were unable to bear persecution. 
But the Lutherans answered that weak Chris- 
tians could not be strengthened in their faith 
by teaching and persuading them to deny it, 
and that the enemies and persecutors of the 
Gospel could certainly not be regarded as 
weak. (Frank 4,78.) The protestations of the 
Adiaphorists that they had made the changes 
in ceremonies with the very best of intentions 
were answered by Flacius in De Veris et Fal- 
sis Adiaphoris as follows: Hardly ever has a 
Christian denied Christ without endeavoring 
to deceive both God and himself as to his 
motives. “But one must also consider, as may 
be clearly shown from 1 Cor. 10, with what 
design (quo animo) the adversaries propose 
such things to us, likewise, how they as well 
as others interpret our act.” (Schl. 13, 217.) 
“Even though the intention of those who re- 
ceive and usé the adiaphora be not an evil 
one, the question is,” said Martin Chemnitz 


in his Iudiciwm de Adiaphoris, “whether the! 


opinion of the one who commands, imposes, 
and demands the adiaphora is impious or 
wicked, whether such reception and observa- 
tion is interpreted and understood as a turn- 
ing away from the confession of the true doc- 
trine, and whether the weak are offended and 
grow faint thereby.” (717.) 

To the claims of the Interimists that they 
were but following the example of Luther, 
who, for the sake of the weak, had tolerated 
Romish ceremonies, ete., the Lutherans re- 
plied: Distinguish times and conditions! 
Luther was dealing with Christians who in 
their consciences still felt bound to the Roman 
usages, while the “weakness” spoken of by 
Adiaphorists is not an erring conscience, but 
fear of persecution. Moreover, Luther toler- 
ated existing Romish ceremonies as long as 
there was hope of arriving at an agreement 
with the Romanists in doctrine, while the 
Adiaphorists reinstitute ceremonies which 
have been abolished, and.this, too, in defer- 
ence and obedience to irreconcilable adver- 
saries of the truth. Accordingly, Luther’s 
attitude in this matter flowed from pure love 
for truth and from compassion with the weak, 
whom he endeavored to win for the truth, 
while the submission of the Adiaphorists to 
the demands of their adversaries is nothing 
short of unchristian denial of both true love 
and faith. (Frank 4, 55.) Brenz declared: 
“Adiaphora ex suis conditionibus iudicanda 
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sunt. Adiaphora must be judged from their 
conditions. For if the condition is good, the 


adiaphoron, too, is good, and its observance 
is commanded. If, however, the condition is 
evil, the adiaphoron, too, is evil, and the ob- 
servance of it is prohibited.” (Schl. 13, 562.) 

Furthermore, when the Wittenberg and 
Leipzig theologians maintained that, in pre- 
ferring the lesser evil (the Roman ceremo- 
nies) to the greater (persecution), they had 
merely listened to, and followed, the voice of 
true wisdom, the Lutherans replied that moral 
evils must not be placed on a level with phys- 
ical evils, nor guilt be incurred in order to 
avoid suffering and persecution. Westphal 
declared in his Haplicatio Generalis Senten- — 
tiae, quod a Duobus Malis Minus sit Bligen- 
dum: “Impium est, amoliri pericula per pec- 


‘cata, nec ita removentur aut minuuntur, sed 


accersuntur et augentur poenae. It is wicked 
to avert dangers by sins, nor are they re- 
moved or diminished in this way, but rather 
superinduced and increased.” (13, 251.) “It 
is better to take upon oneself punishments and 
great dangers than to offend God and to pro- 
voke His wrath by such offense.” (250.) “It 
is better and easier to bear many evils and to 
undergo many dangers than to be unfaithful 
in the least commandment of God, and burden 
oneself with the guilt of even a single sin.” 
(251.) Our paramount duty is not to escape 
persecution, but to retain a good conscience. 
Obey the Lord and await His help! Such was 
the counsel of Flacius and the loyal Lu- 
therans. (Frank 4, 65.) 

But our Wittenberg school will be closed, 
our churches will be desolated, and our 
preachers will be banished, exclaimed the 
faint-hearted Wittenbergers. The Lutherans 
answered: It is our duty to confess the truth 
regardless of consequences, and, at the same 
time, to look to God for the protection of His 
Church. Flacius said, in De Veris et Falsis 
Adiaphoris: Confess the truth and suffer the 
consequences! A Christian cannot obtain 
peace by offending God and serving and satis- 
fying tyrants. Rather be drowned by the 
Spaniards in the Elbe with a millstone about 
one’s neck than offend a Christian, deny the 
truth, and surrender the Church to Satan. 
“Longe satius esset teste Christo pati, ut alli- 
gata mola asinaria in medium Albis ab Hi- 
spanis proiiceremur, quam wnicwm parvulum 
Christi scandalizaremus, multo vero magis 
haee et quaevis gravissima pati deberemus, 
quam tam imfimitis (ut iam fit) Christi par- 
vulis offendiculum daremus, ecclesiam Sata- 
nae proderemus et salvificam confessionem 
veritatis abiiceremus.” (Schl. 13, 227.) 

As to the Wittenberg School, Flacius said: 
“Tt would certainly be better that the school 
were closed not one, but many years than that 
we, by avoiding confession, extremely weaken 
our own religion as well as strengthen the 
one opposed to it.” (13,231.) “As for myself, 
I do not doubt that, if only the theologians 
had been steadfast, the Wittenberg School 
would have been to-day much firmer than it 
is.... The Interim sprang from the timidity 
of the Wittenberg theologians. ... Even a 
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housand Wittenberg schools ought certain! aphora. In his famous letter to Flacius (who, 
sates. be valued so es by pings men pal: however, was not satisfied with the bapa? 
in order to preserve them unimpaired, they of Melanchthon’s retraction), dated ae 
would rather suffer the world to be deprived ber 5, 1556, he wrote with respect to t re 4 
of the light of the Gospel. Certe non tanti horistic Controversy: “I knew tha ae 
mille Wittenbergenses scholae piis esse debent, / the least changes [in ceremonies] wou sie 
ut propter earum incolumitatem velint pati en oe ae nee ree Bl se cawer 
em terrarum Evangelii luce privari.’ octrine : 1, \ 
HES In a letter to Melsnotthon: Rechited in our people submit to this servitude than for- 
the beginning of 1549, Brenz said: “If there- sake the ministry of the Gospel. Cwm do- 
fore the Church and pious ministers cannot ctrina retineretur integra, malui nostros hance 
be preserved in any other way than by bring- servitutem subire quam deserere minmstervum 
ing reproach upon the pious doctrine, then evangelii. And I confess that I have given 
let us commend them to Christ, the Son of the same advice to the Francans (Francis). 
God; He will take care of them; and in the This I have done; the doctrine of the Con- 
mean time let us patiently bear our banish- fession I have never changed. . . . See 
ment and wait for the Lord.” (C. R.7, 290.) ees oy pee ee fghtioe “7 ve 
; é id not fight. In ; f 
ee IL i ae Fes Hector is satisfied when Hector yields and ad- 
want to govern things according to your phi- mits that the former is ae You oe 
losophy; you torment yourself and do not see come to an end with your accusations. ‘ rh 
that this matter is not within your power is the enemy that does such a thing as stri ; 
and wisdom... . If we fall, Christ, that is ing Le ys — oS oe Peppers i 
i : in! yield. c 
ee oats Gamhcres aca fall, eed those rites, and I most earnestly wish that 
rather fall with Christ than stand with the the churches would enjoy sweet mien ete 
Emperor.” ' This passage is contained in one I also admit that I have sinned in this mat- 
of the letters of Luther which Flacius pub- ter, and ask forgiveness of God, that I did 
lished 1548 in order to dispel Melanchthon’s ot flee far from those insidious deliberations 
timidity, rouse his Lutheran consciousness, [in which the Interim was framed]. Fateor 
and cure him of his vain and most dangerous «/4¢ dire a me peccatum esse, et a Deo ee 
disposition to save the Church by human P20, quod wens procul fugt msidiosas illas 
wisdom and shrewdness, instead of, as Luther eliberationes.” (C. R. 8, 839.) 
believed, solely by a bold confession of the On January 17, 1557, Melanchthon wrote to 
truth of God’s Word. the Saxon pastors: “I was drawn into the in- 
sidious deliberations of ae pen ieee sinitepely 
: ‘ . if in any way I have either fallen or been too 
sat eal ee: of pincius weak, T aul ietetvenes of God and of the 
: Church, and I shall submit to the judgments 
The theological position which Flacius and of the Church.” (9,61.) In the Formula Con- 
his fellow-combatants occupied over against sensus, written by Melanchthon at Worms, in 
the Adiaphorists was embodied in the Tenth 1557, the Interim is expressly condemned. 
Article of the Formula of Concord, and thus For here we read: “With the help of God we 
endorsed by the Lutheran Church as a whole. retain, and shall retain, the entire doctrine 
Frank says concerning this most excellent of justification, agreeing with the Augsburg 
article which our Church owes to the faith- Confession and with the confessions which 
fulness of the Anti-Melanchthonians, notably were published in the church of Hamburg 
Flacius: “The theses which received churchly against the book called Interim. Nor do we 
recognition in the Formula of Concord were want any corruptions or ambiguities to be 
those of Flacius.” The entire matter, too, mixed with it; and we desire most earnestly 
concerning the adiaphora had been discussed that the true doctrine in all its articles be set 
so thoroughly and correctly that the subse- forth, as far as possible, in identical and 
quent formulation and recognition of the proper forms of speech, and that ambitious 
Tenth Article caused but little difficulties. innovations be avoided.” (9, 369.) The Frank- 
(Frank 4, 3 f.) furt Recess of 1558, also written by Melanch- 
Even Melanchthon, though refusing to con- thon and signed by the princes, maintains: 
fess that he was guilty of any doctrinal devia- “Where the true Christian doctrine of the 
tions, finally yielded to the arguments of his holy Gospel is polluted or persecuted, there 
opponents and admitted that they were right the adiaphora as well as other ceremonies are 
in teaching as they did regarding the adi- detrimental and injurious.” (9, 501.) 
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XIII. The Majoristic Controversy. 


142. Early Origin of This Error. works are necessary to salvation.” In his 
Though not personally mentioned and at- Loci of 1535 he taught that, in the article of 
tacked by the opponents of Majorism, Me- justification, good works are the causa sine 
lanchthon must be regarded as the real father qua non and are necessary to salvation, ad 
also of this controversy. He was the first to vitam aeternam, ad salutem. (Herzog, R. E., 
introduce and to cultivate the phrase: “Good 1903, 12, 519; Galle, Melanchthon, 345. 134.) 


XIII. The Majoristic Controversy. 


Melanchthon defined: “Cawsa sine qua non 
works nothing, nor is it a constituent part, 
but merely something without which the effect 
does not occur, or by which, if it were not 
present, the working cause would be hindered 
because it was not added. Causa sine qua 
non nihil agit, nec est pars constituens, sed 
tantum est quiddam, sine quo non fit effectus, 
sew quo, si non adesset, impediretur agens, 
ideo quia illud non accessisset.” (Preger 1, 
356.) According to Melanchthon, therefore, 
justification cannot occur without the pres- 
ence of good works. He explained: “Ht 
tamen bona opera ita necessaria sunt ad vitam 
aeternam, quia sequi reconciliationem neces- 
sario debent. Nevertheless good works are 
necessary to eternal life, inasmuch as they 
must necessarily follow reconciliation.” (0. R. 
21, 429. 775.) According to the context in 
which it is found, this statement includes that 
good works are necessary also to justification ; 
for Melanchthon, too, correctly held “that the 
adoption to eternal life or the gift of eternal 
life was connected with justification, that is, 
the reconciliation imparted to faith.” (453.) 

At Witttenberg Melanchthon’s efforts to in- 
troduce the new formula met with energetic 
opposition, especially on the part of Cordatus 
and Amsdorf. The formula: “Bona opera non 
quidem esse causam efficientem salutis, sed 
tamen causam sine qua non — Good works are 
indeed not the efficient cause of salvation, but 
nevertheless an indispensable cause,” a neces- 
sary antecedent, was launched in a lecture de- 
livered July 24, 1536, by a devoted pupil of 
Melanchthon, Caspar Cruciger, Sr. [born at 
Leipzig, January 1, 1504; professor in Wit- 
tenberg; assisted Luther in translating the 
Bible and in taking down his lectures and ser- 
mons; present at colloquies in Marburg 1529, 
in Wittenberg 1536, in Smaleald 1537, in 
Worms and Hagenau 1540, in Regensburg 
1541, in Augsburg 1548; died November 16, 
1548]. According to Ratzeberger, Cruciger 
had dictated: “Bona opera requiri ad salutem 
tamquam causam sine qua non.” Cordatus re- 
ports Cruciger’s dictation as follows: “Tan- 
tum Christus est causa propter quem ; interim 
tamen verum est, homines agere aliquid opor- 
tere; oportere nos habere contritionem et 
debere Verbo erigere conscientiam, ut fidem 
concipiamus, ut nostra contritio et noster co- 
natus sunt causae iustificationis sine quibus 
non — our contrition and our endeavor are 
causes of justification without which it does 
not take place.” (3, 350.) 

Cordatus immediately attacked the new 
formula as false. “I know,” said he, “that 
this duality of causes cannot stand with the 
simple article of justification.” (3,350.) He 
demanded a public retraction from Cruciger. 
Before long Amsdorf also entered the fray. 
September 14, 1536, he wrote to Luther about 
the new-fangled teaching of Melanchthon, 
“that works are necessary to eternal life.” 
(3, 162; Luther, St. L. 21b,4104.) Pressed by 
Cordatus, Cruciger finally admitted that Me- 
lanchthon was back of the phrases he had dic- 
tated. He declared that he was the pupil of 
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Mr. Philip; that the entire dictation was 
Mr. Philip’s; that by him he had been led 
into this matter; and that he did not know 
how it happened. Se esse D. Philippi discipu- 
lum, et dictata omnia esse D. Philippi, se ab 
eo in illam rem traductum, et nescire quo- 
modo,” (C. R. 3, 162.) 

That Melanchthon had been making efforts 
to introduce the new phrases in Wittenberg 
appears from the passage in his Loci of 1535 
quoted above, and especially from his letters 
of the two following years. November 5, 1536, 
he wrote to Veit Dietrich: “Cordatus incites 
the city, its neighborhood, and even the Court 
against me because in the explanation of the 
controversy on justification I have said that 
new obedience is necessary to salvation, novam 
obedientiam necessariam esse ad salutem.” 
(185. 179.) May 16, 1537, Veit Dietrich wrote 
to Foerster: “Our Cordatus, driven, I know 
not, by what furies, writes against Philip and 
Cruciger as against heretics, and is deter- 
mined to force Cruciger to retract because he 
has said that good works are necessary to sal- 
vation.... This matter worries Philip very 
much, and if certain malicious men do not 
control themselves, he threatens to leave.” 
(372.) As for Melanchthon, he made no 
efforts to shirk the responsibility for Cruci- 
ger’s dictation. “Libenter totam rem im me 
transfero — I cheerfully transfer the entire 
affair to myself,” he wrote April 15, 1537. 
Yet he was worried much more than his words 
seem to indicate. (342.) 

Complaints against the innovations of Me- 
lanchthon and Cruciger were also lodged with 
Luther by Cordatus, Amsdorf, and Stiefel. 
Cordatus reports Luther as saying after the 
matter had been related to him, October 24, 
1536: “This is the very theology of Erasmus, 
nor can anything be more opposed to our doc- 
trine. Haec est ipsissima theologia Hrasmi, 
neque potest quidquam nostrae doctrinae esse 
magis adversum.” To say that new obedience 
is the “causa sine qua non — sine qua non 
contingit vita aeterna,’ Luther declared, was 
tantamount to treading Christ and His blood 
under our feet. “Oruciger autem haec, quae 
publice dictavit, publice revocabit. What he 
has publicly dictated, Cruciger shall publicly 
retract.” (Kolde, Analecta, 266.) 

According to Ratzeberger, Luther itmme- 
diately warned and censured Cruciger “in se- 
vere terms.” (OC. R.4, 1038.) Flacius reports 
that Luther had publicly declared more than 
five times: “Propositionem: Bona opera esse 
necessaria ad salutem, volumus damnatam, 
abrogatam, ex ecclesiis et scholis nostris peni- 
tus explosam.” (Schluesselburg 7, 567.) After 
his return from Smalcald, where ‘he had ex- 
pressed grave fears as to the future doctrinal 
soundness of his Wittenberg colleagues, Lu- 
ther, in a public disputation on June 1, 1537, 
“exploded and condemned” the teaching that 
good works are necessary to salvation, or 
necessary to salvation as a causa sine qua non. 
(Lehre wu. Wehre 1908, 65.) Both parties were 
present at the disputation, Cordatus as well 
as Melanchthon and Cruciger. In a letter to 
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Veit Dietrich, June 27, 1537, Cruciger re- 
ports: Luther maintained that new obedience 
is an “effect necessarily following justifica- 
tion,” but he rejected the statement: “New 
obedience is necessary to salvation, necessa- 
riam ad salutem.” He adds: “Male hoc ha- 
buit nostrum [Melanchthon], sed nolwit eam 
rem porro agitare. Melanchthon was dis- 
pleased with this, but he did not wish to agi- 
tate the matter any further.” (0. R. 3, 385.) 
After the disputation Cruciger was handed an 
anonymous note, saying that his “Treatise on 
Timothy” was now branded as “heretical, sac- 
rilegious, impious, and blasphemous (haere- 
tica, sacrilega, impia et blasphema),” and un- 
less he retracted, he would have to be regarded 
as a Papist, a teacher and servant of Satan 
and not of Christ, and that his dictations 
would be published. (387.) In a letter to 
Dietrich, Cruciger remarks that Luther had 
disapproved of this anonymous writing, but 
he adds: “I can’t see why he [Luther] gives 
so much encouragement to Cordatus.” (3885.) 

In private, Luther repeatedly ‘discussed this 
matter also with Melanchthon. This appears 
from their Disputation of 1536 on the ques- 
tion: “Whether this proposition is true: The 
righteousness of works is necessary to salva- 
tion.” (H. 58, 353.) In a letter to Dietrich of 
June 22, 1537, Melanchthon, in substance, re- 
fers as follows to his discussions with Luther: 
I am desirous of maintaining the unity of the 
Wittenberg Academy; in this matter I also 
employ some art; nor does Luther seem to be 
inimical; yesterday he spoke to me in a very 
kind manner on the questions raised by Qua- 
dratus [Cordatus]. What a spectacle if the 
Lutherans would, oppose each other as the 
Cadmean brethren! If will therefore modify 
whatever Ican. Yet I desire a more thorough 
exposition of the doctrines of predestination, 
of the consent of the will, of the necessity of 
our obedience, and of the sin unto death. 
(C. R. 3, 383.) 

A number of private letters written by Me- 
lanchthon during and immediately after his 
conflict with Cordatus, however, reveal much 
animosity, not only against Cordatus, but 
against Luther as well. Nor do those written 
after Luther’s disputation, June 1, 1537, indi- 
cate that he was then fully cured of his error. 
(357. 392. 407.) Moreover, in his Loci of 1538 
we read: “Ht tamen haec nova spiritualis 
obedientia (nova spiritualitas) necessaria est 
ad vitam aeternam. And nevertheless this 
new spiritual obedience is necessary to eter- 
nal life.” (21, 429.) Evidently, then, Melanch- 
thon did not grasp\ the matter, and was not 
convinced of the incorrectness of his phrase- 
ology. Yet he made it a point to avoid and 
eliminate from his publications the obnoxious 
formula: “Bona opera necessaria esse ad 
salutem.” At any rate, his essay on Justi- 
fication and Good Works, of October, 1537, as 
well as subsequent publications of his, do not 
contain it.. In the Loci of 1538, just referred 
to, he replaced the words bona opera by) the 
phrase obedientia hace nova spiritualis, — in- 
deed, a purely verbal rather than a doctrinal 
change. Nor did it reappear even in the 
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Variata of 1540. In 1541, at Regensburg, Me- 
lanchthon consented to the formula “that we 
are justified by a living and efficacious faith 
— iustificari per fidem vivam et efficacem.” 
But when Luther deleted the words “et effica- 
cem, and efficacious,’ Melanchthon acquiesced. 
(4, 499.) In the Loci of 1543 he expunged 
the appendix “ad salutem, to salvation.” At 
the same time, however, he retained the error 
in a more disguised form, viz., that good 
works are necessary to retain faith. For 
among the reasons why good works are neces- 
sary he here enumerates also “the necessity of 
retaining the faith, since the Holy Spirit is 
expelled and grieved when sins against the 
conscience are admitted.” (21, 775.) 


143. Formula Renewed — Abandoned. 


\ Under the duress of the Augsburg Interim, 
[ 


elanchthon relapsed into his old error. 
July 6, 1548, he (together with Caspar Cru- 
ciger, John Pfeflinger, Daniel Gresser, George 
Major, and John Foerster) agreed to the state- 
ment: “For this proposition is certainly true, 
that no one can be saved without love and good 
works. Yet we are not justified by love and 
good works, but by grace for Christ’s sake.” 
(7, 22.) In the Leipzig Interim, adopted sev- 
eral months later, the false teaching concern- 


ing the necessity of good works to salvation 


was fully restored, as appears from the quota- 
tions from this document cited in the chapter 
on the Adiaphoristic Controversy. According 
to the Formula of Concord this renewal of the 
obnoxious formula at the time of the Interim 
furnished the direct occasion for ‘the Major- 
istic Controversy. For here we read: “The 
aforesaid modes of speech and false expres- 
sions [concerning the necessity of good works 
to salvation] were renewed by the Interim, 
just at a time when there was special need of 
a clear, correct confession against all sorts of 
corruptions and adulterations of the article of 
justification.” (947, 29.) However, when the 
controversy on good works began, and George 
Major zealously championed the restored for- 
mula, Melanchthon, probably mindful of his 
former troubles in this matter, signally failed 
to support and endorse his friend and col- 
league. Moreover, he now advised Major and 
others to abstain from using the phrase: Good 
works are necessary to salvation, “because,” 
said he, “this appendix [to salvation, ad salu- 
tem] is interpreted as-merit, and obscures the 
doctrine of grace.” 

In an opinion of December, 1553, Melanch- 
thon explains: ‘New obedience is necessary ; 
. .. but when it is said: New obedience is 
necessary to salvation, the Papists understand 
that good works merit salvation. This propo- 
sition is false; therefore I relinquish this 
mode of speech.” (0. R. 8,194.) January 18, 
1555, he wrote to the Senate of Nordhausen 
that their ministers “should not preach, de- 
fend, and dispute the proposition [Good works 
are necessary to salvation], because it would 
immediately be interpreted to mean that good 
works merit salvation — weil doch alsbald 
diese Deutung angehaengt wird, als sollten 
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gute Werke Verdienst sein der Seligheit.” 
(410.) September 5, 1556, he said in his let- 
ter to Flacius: “I have always admonished 
George [Major] not only to explain his sen- 
tence (which he did), but to abandon that 
form of speech. And he promised that he 
would not use it. What more can I ask? The 
same I did with others.” (842.) 

In the Frankfurt Recess of 1558, written 
by Melanchthon and signed by the Lutheran 
princes, we read: “Although therefore this 
proposition, ‘New obedience is necessary 
(Nova obedientia est necessaria, nova ob- 
edientia est debitwm),’ must be retained, we 
nevertheless do not wish to attach these 
words, ‘ad salutem, to salvation,’ because this 
appendix is interpreted as referring to merit 
and obscures the doctrine of grace; for this 
remains true that man is justified before God 
and is an heir of eternal salvation by grace, 
for the sake of the Lord Christ, by faith in 
Him only.” (9, 497.405.) In an opinion writ- 
ten November 18, 1559, Melanchthon (together 
with Paul Eber, Pfeffinger, and H. Salmut) 
again declared: “I say clearly that I do not 
employ the phrase, ‘Good works are necessary 
to salvation.’ ” (969.) In his Responsiones ad 
Articulos Bavaricos of 1559 he wrote: “Hgo 
non utor his verbis: Bona opera sunt neces- 
saria ad salutem, quia hac additione ‘ad salu- 
tem’ intelligitur meritum. I do not use these 
words: Good works are necessary to salva- 
tion, because by the addition ‘to salvation’ 
a merit is understood.” In his lectures, too, 
Melanchthon frequently rejected the appendix 
(to salvation), and warned his pupils not to 
use the phrase. (4, 543; Lehre und Wehre 
1908, 78.) 

Thus Melanchthon, time and again, dis- 
owned the proposition which he himself had 
first introduced. Nowhere, however, did he 
reject it or advise against its use because it 
was inherently erroneous and false as such, 
but always merely because it was subject to 
abuse and misapprehension, —a qualified re- 
jection which self-evidently could not and did 
not satisfy his opponents. In an opinion, 
dated March 4, 1558, Melanchthon refuses to 
reject flatly the controverted formula, and en- 
deavors to show that it is not in disagreement 


with the mode of speech employed in the 


Bible. We read: “Illyricus and his com- 
peers are not satisfied when we say that the 
appendix [to salvation] is to be omitted on 
account of the false interpretation given it, 
but demand that we simply declare the propo- 
sition, ‘Good works are necessary to salvation,’ 
to be wrong. Against this it must be con- 
sidered what also Paul has said, Rom. 10: 
Confession is made to salvation (Confessio fit 
ad salutem), which Wigand maliciously alters 
thus: Confession is made concerning salvation 
(Confessio fit de salute). Again, 2 Cor. 7: 
‘For godly sorrow worketh repentance to sal- 
vation.’ Likewise Phil. 2: ‘Work out your 
own salvation with fear and trembling.’ Nor 
do these words sound any differently: ‘Who- 
soever shall call upon the name of the Lord 
will be saved,’ Acts 2,21. But, they say, one 
must understand these expressions correctly! 
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That is what we say, too. This disputation, 
however, would be ended if we agreed to elimi- 
nate the appendix and rack our brains no 
further — dass wir den Anhang ausschliessen 
und nicht weiter gruebelten.” (9, 474.) 


144. Major Champions Error. 


The immediate cause of the public contro- 
yersy concerning the question whether good 
works are necessary to salvation was George 
Major, a devoted pupil and adherent of Me- 
lanchthon and a most active member of the 
Wittenberg faculty [Major was born April 25, 
1502; 1529 Rector of the school in Magde- 
burg; 1536 Superintendent in Hisleben; soon 
after, preacher and professor in Wittenberg; 
1544 Rector of the University of Wittenberg; 
in 1548, at Celle, he, too, submitted to the 
demands of Maurice; in the Leipzig Interim 
he merely objected to the insertion of Extreme 
Unction; 1552 Superintendent in Hisleben; 
professor in Wittenberg from 1553 until his 
death in 1574]. 

“That Dr. Pommer [Bugenhagen] and Dr. 
Major have Caused Offense and Confusion. 
Nicholas Amsdorf, Exul Christi. Magdeburg, 
1551,” — such was the title of a publication 
which appeared immediately prior to Major’s 
appointment as Superintendent in Wisleben. 
In it Bugenhagen (who died 1558) and Major 
(of course, Melanchthon could and should 
have been included) were denounced for their 
connection with the Leipzig Interim. Major, 
in particular, was censured for having, in the 
Interim, omitted the word sola, “alone,” in 
the phrase “sola fide iustificamur, we are jus- 
tified by faith alone,” and for having empha- 
sized instead that Christian virtues and good 
works are meritorious and necessary to salva- 
tion. When, as a result of this publication, 
the preachers of Hisleben and Mansfeld re- 
fused to recognize Major as their superior, 
the latter promised to justify himself pub- 
licly. He endeavored to do so in his Answer, 
published 1552 at Wittenberg, after he had 
already been dismissed by Count Albrecht as 
Superintendent of Eisleben. The Answer was 
entitled: Auf des ehrenwuerdigen Herrn Nic- 
las von Amsdorfs Schrift, so jetzwnd neulich 
mense Novembri 1551 wider Dr. Major oef- 
fendtlich im Druck ausgegangen. Antwort 
Georg Majors. In it Major disclaimed re- 
sponsibility for the Interim (although he had 
been present at Celle, where it had been 
framed), and declared that he had never 
doubted the “sola fide, by faith alone.” 
“But,” continued Major, “I do confess that 
I have hitherto taught, and still teach, and 
henceforth will teach all my life: that good 
works are necessary to salvation. And I de- 
clare publicly and with clear and plain words 
that no one is saved by evil works, and also, 
that no one is saved without good works. 
Furthermore I say, let him who teaches other- 
wise, even though an angel from heaven, be ac- 
cursed (der sei verflucht)!” Again: “There- 
fore it is impossible for a man to be saved 
without good works.” Major explained that 
good works are necessary to salvation, not be- 
cause they effect or merit forgiveness of sins, 
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justification, the gift of the Holy Spirit, and 
eternal life (for these gifts are merited alone 
by the death of our only Mediator and Savior 
Jesus Christ, and can be received only by 
faith), “but nevertheless good works must be 
present, not as a merit, but as due obedience 
toward God.” (Schlb. 7, 30.) 

In his defiant attitude Major was imme- 
diately and firmly opposed by Amsdorf, Fla- 
cius, Gallus, and others. Amsdorf published 
his “Brief Instruction Ooncerning Dr. Major’s 
Answer, that he is not innocent, as he boasts. 
Ein kurzer Unterricht auf Dr. Majoris Ant- 
wort, dass er nicht unschuldig sei, wie er 
sich ruehmet,” 1552. Major’s declaration and 
anathema are here met by Amsdorf as follows: 
“First of all, I would like to know against 
whom Dr. George Major is writing when he 
says: Nobody merits heaven by evil works. 
Has even the angry and impetuous Amsdorf 
ever taught and written thus? ... We know 
well, praise God, and confess that a Christian 
should and must do good works. Nobody dis- 
putes and speaks concerning that; nor has 
anybody doubted this. On the contrary, we 
speak and dispute concerning this, whether a 
Christian earns salvation by the good works 
wltich he should and must do.... For we all 
say and confess that after his renewal and 
new birth a Christian should love and fear 
God and do all manner of good works, but 
not that he may be saved, for he is saved 
already by faith (aber nicht darwm, dass er 
selig werde, denn er ist schon durch den 
Glauben selig). This is the true prophetic 
and apostolic doctrine, and whoever teaches 
otherwise is already accursed and damned. 
I, therefore, Nicholas von Amsdorf, declare: 
Whoever teaches and preaches these words as 
they read (Good works are necessary to sal- 
vation), is a Pelagian, a mameluke, and a de- 
nier of Christ, and he has the same spirit 
which prompted Drs. Mensing and Witzel to 
write against Dr. Luther, of blessed memory, 
that good works are necessary to salvation.” 
(Schlb. 7, 210.), 

Another attack was entitled: “Against the 
Evangelist of the Holy Gown, Dr. Miser Major. 
Wider den Evangelisten des heiligen Chor- 
rocks, Dr. Geite Major,” 1552. Here Flacius 
— for he was the author of this publication — 
maintained that neither justification, nor sal- 
vation, nor the preservation of the state of 
grace is to be based on good works. He ob- 
jected to Major’s propositions because they 
actually made good works the antecedent and 
cause of salvation and robbed Christians of 
their comfort.» He declared: “When we say: 
That is necessary for this work or matter, it 
means just as much as if we said: It is a 
cause, or, by this or that work one effects this 
or that.” As to the practical consequences of 
Major’s propositions, Flacius remarks: “If 
therefore good works are necessary to salva- 
tion, and if it is impossible for any one to be 
saved without them, then tell us, Dr. Major, 
how can a man be saved who all his life till 
his last breath has led a sinful life, but now, 
when about to die, desires to apprehend Christ 
(as is the case with many on their death-bed 
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or on the gallows)? How will Major comfort 
such a poor sinner? The poor sinner, Flacius 
continues, would declare: “Major, the great 
theologian, writes and teaches as most certain 
that no one can be saved without good works, 
and that good works are absolutely necessary 
(ganz notwendig) to salvation; therefore 
I am damned, for I have heretofore never 
done any good works.” “Furthermore Major 
will also have to state and determine the least 
number of ounces or pounds of good works 
one is required to have to obtain salvation.” 
(Preger 1, 363 f.) 

In his “Explanation and Answer to the New 
Subtle Corruption of the Gospel of Christ — 
Erklaerung und Antwort auf die neue subtile 
Verfaelschung des Hvangelii Christi,” 1554, 
Nicholas Gallus maintained that, if the right- 
eousness presented by Christ alone is the cause 


qof our justification and salvation, then good 


works can only be the fruits of it. In a 
similar way Schnepf, Chemnitz, and others de- 
clared themselves against Majorism. (Schlb. 
7, 55. 162. 205. 534. 572; OC. R. 9, 475; See- 
berg, Dogg. 4, 486.) 


145. Major’s Modifications. 


Major answered his opponents in his book 
of 1553 entitled, A Sermon on the Conversion 
to God of St. Paul and All God-fearing Men.” 
In it he most emphatically denied that he had 
ever taught that good works are necessary in 
order to earn salvation, and explained more 
fully “whether, in what way, which, and why 
good works are nevertheless necessary to sal- 
vation.” Here he also admits: “This propo- 
sition would be dangerous and dark if I had 
said without any distinction and explanation: 
Good works are necessary to salvation. For 
thus one might easily be led to believe that 
we are saved by good works without faith, or 
also by the merit of good works, not by faith 
alone.” “We are not just and saved by re- 
newal, and because the fulfilment of the Law 
is begun in us, as the Interim teaches, but in 
this life we always remain just and saved by 
faith alone.” (Preger 1, 364 ff.) 

Major explains: “When I say: The new 
obedience or good works which follow faith 
are necessary to salvation, this is not to be 
understood in the sense that one must earn 
salvation by good works, or that they consti- 
tute, or could effect or impart the righteous- 
ness by which a man may stand before the 
judgment-seat of God, but that good works 
are effects and fruits of true faith, which are 
to follow it [faith] and are wrought by Christ 
in believers. For whoever believes and is just, 
he, at the risk of losing his righteousness and 
salvation, is in duty bound and obliged to be- 
gin to obey God as his Father, to do that 
which is good, and to avoid evil.” (370.) 

Major furthermore modified his statement 
by explaining: Good works are necessary to 
salvation, not in order to obtain, but to re- 
tain, salvation. “In order to retain salvation 
and not to lose it again,” he said, “they are 
necessary to such an extent that, if you fail 
to do them, it is a sure indication that your 
faith is dead and false, a painted faith, an 
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opinion existing only in your imagination.” 
The reason, said Major (Menius, too, later on 
expressed his agreement in this point with 
Major), why he had urged his proposition 
concerning the necessity of good works to sal- 
vation, was the fact that the greater number 
also of those who claim to be good evangelical 
Christians “imagine that they believe, and 
imagine and fabricate a faith which may ex- 
ist without good works, though this is just as 
impossible as that the sun should not emit 
brightness and splendor.” (Tschackert 515; 
Frank 2, 162. 373.) 

Reducing his teaching to a number of syl- 
logisms, Major argued, in substance, as fol- 
lows: Eternal life is given to none but the 
regenerate; regeneration, however, is new 
obedience and good works in the believers and 
the beginning of eternal life: hence the new 
life, which consists in good works, is neces- 
sary to believers for salvation. Again: No 
one is saved unless he confesses with his 
mouth the faith of his heart in Christ and re- 
mains steadfast in such faith, Rom. 10, 9. 10; 
Matt. 22,13; hence the works of confessing 
and persevering faith are necessary to salva- 
tion as fruits of faith, in order that salvation, 
obtained by faith, may not be lost by denial 
and apostasy. (Frank 2, 162.) Again: The 
thing without which salvation cannot be pre- 
served is necessary to salvation; without obe- 
dience toward God salvation, received by grace 
through faith, cannot be preserved; hence 
obedience toward God is necessary in order 
that by it salvation, received by grace, may be 
preserved and may not be lost by disobedience. 
At the conclusion of his “Sermon on Paul’s 
Conversion,’ Major also repeated his anath- 
ema against all those who teach otherwise, 
and added: “Hiewider moegen nun Amseln 
[Amsdorf] oder Drosseln singen und schreien, 
Haehne [Gallus] kraehen oder gatzen [gak- 
kern], verloffene und unbekannte Wenden und 
Walen [Flacius] laestern, die Schrift verwen- 
den, verkehren, kalumniieren, schreiben und 
malen, wie sie wollen, so bin ich doch gewiss, 
dass diese Lehre, so in diesem Sermon steht, 
die rechte goettliche Wahrheit ist, wider 
welche auch alle hoellischen Pforten nichts 
Bestaendiges oder Gruendliches koennen auf- 
bringen, wie boese-sie sich auch machen.” 
(Preger 1, 371. 380.) 

Schluesselburg charges Major also with con- 
founding justification with sanctification. In 
proof of this he quotes the following from 
Major’s remarks on Rom. 8: “Salvation or 
justification is twofold: one in this life and 
the other in eternal life. The salvification in 
this life consists, first, in the remission of sins 
and in the imputation of righteousness; sec- 
ondly, in the gift and renewing of the Holy 
Spirit and in the hope of eternal life bestowed 
freely for the sake of Christ. This salvifica- 
tion and justification is only begun [in this 
life] and imperfect; for in those who are 
saved and justified by faith there still remains 
sin, the depravity of nature; there remain 
also the terrors of sin and of the Law, the 
bite of the old Serpent, and death, together 
with all miseries that flesh is heir to. Thus 
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by faith and the Holy Ghost we, indeed, begin 
to be justified, sanctified, and saved, but we 
are not yet perfectly justified, sanctified, and 
saved. It remains, therefore, that we become 
perfectly just and saved. Sic per fidem et 
Spiritum Sanctum coepimus quidem iustifi- 
cari, sanctificari, et salvari, nondum tamen 
perfecte iusti et salvi sumus. Reliquum igi- 
tur est, ut perfecte iusti et salvi fiamus.” 
(7, 348.) 


146. Menius Sides with Major. 


Prominent among the theologians who were 
in essential agreement with Major was Justus 
Menius. He was born 1499; -became Super- 
intendent in Gotha 1546; was favorably dis- 
posed toward the Leipzig Interim; resigned 
his position in Gotha 1557; removed to Leip- 
zig, where he published his polemical writings 
against Flacius; died August 11, 1558. In 
1554 he was entangled in the Majoristic con- 
troversy. In this year Amsdorf demanded 
that Menius, who, together with himself, 
Schnepf, and Stolz, had been appointed visit- 
ors of Thuringia, declare himself against the 
Adiaphorists, and, in particular, reject the 
books of Major, and his doctrine that good 
works are necessary to salvation. Menius de- 
clined, because, he said, he had not read these 
books. As a result Menius was charged with 
being a secret adherent of Majorism. 

In 1556, however, Menius himself proved by 
his publications that this suspicion was not 
altogether unwarranted. For in his Prepara- 
tion for a Blessed Death and in a Sermon on 
Salvation, published in that year, Menius 
taught that the beginning of the new life in 
believers is “necessary to salvation” (Tschack- 
ert, 517; Herzog, R. 12,89.) This caused Fla- 
cius to remark in his book, Concerning the 
Unity of Those who in the Past Years have 
Fought for and against the Adiaphora, 1556: 
“Major and Menius, in their printed books, 
are again reviving the error that good works 
are necessary to salvation; wherefore it is to 
be feared that the latter misfortune will be 
worse than the former.” (Preger 1, 382.) 
Soon after, Menius was suspended from office 
and required to clear himself before the Synod 
in Hisenach, 1556. Here he subscribed seven 
propositions in which the doctrine that good 
works are necessary to salvation, or to retain 
salvation, was rejected. 

The seven Hisenach propositions, signed by 
Menius, read as follows: “1. Although this 
proposition, Good works are necessary to sal- 
vation, may be tolerated in the doctrine of the 
Law abstractly and ideally (in doctrina legis 
abstractive et de idea tolerari potest), never- 
theless there are many weighty reasons why 
it should be avoided and shunned no less than 
the other: Christ is a creature. 2. In the 
forum of justification and salvation this 
proposition, Good works are necessary to sal- 
vation, is not at all to be tolerated. 3. In the 
forum of new obedience, after reconciliation, 
good works are not at all necessary to salva- 
tion, but for other causes. 4. Faith alone 
justifies and saves in the beginning, middle, 
and end. 5. Good works are not ne¢éessary to 
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retain salvation (ad retinendam salutem). 
6. Justification and salvation are synonyms 
and equipollent or convertible terms, and 
neither can nor must be separated in any way 
(nec ulla ratione distrahi aut possunt aut 
debent). 7. May therefore the papistical bus- 
kin be banished from our church on account 
of its manifold offenses and innumerable dis- 
sensions and other causes of which the 
apostles speak Acts 15.” (Preger 1, 383.) 

In his subscription to these theses Menius 
declared: “I, Justus ‘Menius, testify by my 
present signature that this confession is true 
and orthodox, and that, according to the gift 
given me by God, I have heretofore by word 
and writing publicly defended it, and shall 
continue to defend it.” In this subscription 
Menius also promised to correct the offensive 
expressions in his Sermon on Salvation. How- 
ever, dissatisfied with the intolerable situa- 
tion thus created, he resigned, and soon after 
became Superintendent in Leipzig. In three 
violently polemical books, published there in 
1557 and 1558, he freely vented his long pent- 
up feelings of anger and animosity, especially 
against Flacius. (384 f.) 

In these publications, Menius denied that 
he had ever used the proposition of Major. 
However, he not only refused to reject it, but 
defended the same error, though in somewhat 
different terms. He merely replaced the 
phrase “good works” by “new life,’ “new 
righteousness,” “new obedience,” and affirmed 
“that it is necessary to our salvation that 
such be wrought in us by the Holy Ghost.” 
He wrote: The Holy Spirit renews those who 
have become children of God by faith in 
Christ, and that this is performed in them, 
“this, I say, they need for their salvation — 
set thnen zur Seligkeit vonnoeten.” (Frank 2, 
223.) Again: “He [the Holy Spirit] begins 
righteousness and life in the believers, which 
beginning is in this life (as long as we dwell 
on earth in this sinful flesh) very weak and 
imperfect, but nevertheless necessary to salwa- 
tion, and will be perfect after the resurrection, 
that we may walk in it before God eternally 
and be saved.” (222.) Works, said Menius, 
must not be introduced into the article of 
justification, reconciliation, and redemption; 
but when dealing with the article of sanctifi- 
cation, “then it is correct to say: Sanctifica- 
tion, or renewal of the Holy Spirit, is neces- 
sary to salvation.” (Preger 1, 388.) 

With respect to the proposition, Good works 
are necessary to salvation, Menius stated that 
he could not simply condemn it as altogether 
false and heretical. Moreover, he argued: “If 
it is correct to say: Sanctification, or re- 
newal by the Holy Spirit, is necessary to sal- 
vation, then it cannot be false to say: Good 
works are necessary to salvation, since it is 
certain and cannot be gainsaid that sanctifi- 
cation and renewal do not and cannot exist 
without good works.” (386.) Indeed, he him- 
self maintained that “good works are neces- 
sary to salvation in order that we may not 
lose it again.” (387.391.) At the same time 
Menius, as stated above, claimed that he had 
never employed Major’s proposition, and coun- 
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seled others to abstain from its use in order 
to avoid misinterpretation. The same advice 
he gave with respect to his own formula, 
that new obedience is necessary to salvation. 
(Frank 2, 165. 223.) 

Menius also confounded justification and 
sanctification. He wrote: “By faith in Christ 
alone we hecome just before God and are 
saved. Why? Because by faith one receives, 
first, forgiveness of sins and the righteousness 
or obedience of Christ, with which He fulfilled 
the Law for us; thereupon, one also receives 
the Holy Spirit, who effects and fulfils in us 
the righteousness required by the Law, here 
in this life imperfectly, and perfectly in the 
life to come.” (Preger 1,387.) At the synod 
of Hisenach, 1556, the theologians accordingly 
declared: “Although it is true that grace and 
the gift through grace cannot be separated, 
but are always together, nevertheless the gift 


‘of the Holy Spirit is not a piece or part, much 


less a co-cause of justification and salvation, 
but an appendix, a consequence, and an ad- 
ditional gift of grace. — Wiewohl es wahr ist, 
dass gratia und donuwm per gratiam mecht 
koennen getrennt werden, sondern allezeit bei- 
einander sind, so ist doch die Gabe des Hei- 
ligen Geistes nicht ein Stueck oder Teil, viel 
weniger eine Mitursache der Justifikation und 
Saivation, sondern ist ein Anhang, Folge wnd 
Zugabe der Gnade.” (Seeberg 4, 487.) 


147. Attitude of Anti-Majorists. 


With the exception of Menius and other ad- 
herents in Electoral Saxony, Major was firmly 
opposed by Lutheran ministers and _ theo- 
logians everywhere. Even when he was still 
their superintendent, the ministers of Mans- 
feld took issue with him; and after he was 
dismissed by Count Albrecht, they drafted an 
Opinion, in'which they declared that Major’s 
proposition obscures the doctrine of God’s 
grace and Christ’s merit. Also the clergy of 
Luebeck, Hamburg, Lueneburg, and Magde- 
burg united in an Opinion, in which they re- 
jected Major’s proposition. Chief among the 
theologians who opposed him were, as stated, 
Amsdorf, Flacius, Wigand, Gallus, Moerlin, 
and Chemnitz. In their publications they 
unanimously denounced the proposition that 
good works are necessary to salvation, and its 
equivalents, as dangerous, godless, blasphe- 
mous, and popish. Yet before the controversy 
they themselves had not all nor always been 
consistent and correct in their terminology. 

The Formula of Concord says: “Before this 
controversy quite a few pure teachers em- 
ployed such and similar expressions [that 
faith is preserved by good works, etc.] in 
the exposition of the Holy Scriptures, in no 
way, however, intending thereby to confirm 
the above-mentioned errors of the Papists.” 
(949, 36.) Concerning the word “faith,” 1549, 
Flacius, for example had said that our effort 
to obey God might be called a “causa sine qua 
non, or something which serves salvation.” 
His words are: “Atque hine apparet, quate- 
nus nostrum studium obediendi Deo dici pos- 
sit causa sine qua non, seu tayoetixdy uw, id 
est, quiddam subserviens ad salutem.” But 
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when his attention was called to this passage, 
he first eliminated the causa sine qua non and 
substituted ad vitam aeternam for ad salutem, 
and afterwards changed this phrase into ad 
veram pietatem. (Frank 2, 218. 169.) How- 
ever, as soon as the controversy began, the 
Lutherans, notably Flacius, clearly saw the 
utter falsity of Major’s statements. 

Flacius wrote: “Salvation is forgiveness of 
sins, as Paul testifies, Rom. 4, and David, 
Ps. 32: ‘Blessed are they whose sins are for- 
given.’ ‘Thy faith hath made thee whole.’ 
Matt. 9; Mark 5.10; Luke 7.8.18. Jesus saves 
sinners and the lost. Matt. 1, 18; 1 Tim. 1. 
Since, now, salvation and forgiveness of sins 
are one and the same thing, consider, dear 
Christian, what kind of doctrine this is: No 
one has received forgiveness of sins without 
good works; it is impossible for any one to 
receive forgiveness of sins or to be saved with- 
out good works; good works are necessary to 
forgiveness of sins.” (Preger 1,375.) Again: 
“Young children and those who are converted 
in their last hour (who certainly constitute 
the greater part), must confess that they 
neither possess, nor will possess, any good 
works, for they die forthwith. Indeed, 
St. Bernard also wrote when on his death- 
bed: Perdite viwi —I have led a wicked life! 
And what is still more, all Christians, when, 
in their dying moments, they are striving with 
sins, must say: ‘All our good works are like 
filthy rags; in my life there is nothing good’; 
and, as David says, Ps. 51: “Before Thee I am 
nothing but sin,’ as Dr. Luther explains it.” 
(376.) Again: “We are concerned about this, 
that poor and afflicted consciences may have 
a firm and certain consolation against sin, 
death, devil, and hell, and thus be saved. For 
if a condition or appendix concerning our good 
works and worthiness is required as necessary 
to salvation, then, as Dr. Major frequently dis- 
cusses this matter very excellently, it is im- 
possible to have a firm and solid consolation.” 
(376.) 

Flacius showed that Major’s proposition, 
taken as it reads, can be interpreted only in 
a papistical sense, and that no amount of ex- 
planations is able to cure it of its ingrained 
falsity. Major, said he, must choose between 
his proposition, or the interpretations which 
he places upon it; for the former does not ad- 
mit of the latter. He added that a proposi- 
tion which is in constant need of explanations 
in order not to be misunderstood is not 
adapted for religious instruction. From the 
fact, says Flacius, that the justified are 
obliged to obey the Law, it follows indeed 
that good works are necessary, but not that 
they are necessary to salvation (as Major and 
Menius inferred). “From the premises [that 
Christians are in duty bound to obey the Law 
and to render the new obedience] it merely 
follows that this obedience is necessary; but 
nothing is here said of salvation.” (392.) 
Flacius showed that Major’s proposition, even 
with the proviso that each and every merit of 
works was to be excluded, remained objection- 
able. The words “necessary to, necessaria ad,” 
always, he insisted, designate something that 
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precedes, moves, works, effects. The propo- 
sition: Justification, salvation, and faith are 
necessary to good works, cannot be reversed, 
because good works are not antecedents, but 
consequents of justification, salvation, and 
faith. 

For the same reason Flacius objected to the 
phrase that good works are necessary as causa 
sine qua non. “Dear Dr. G.” (Major), says 
he, “ask the highly learned Greek philosophers 
for a little information as to what they say 
de causa sine qua non, ay otx dvev. Ask, 
I say, the learned and the unlearned, ask 
philosophy, reason, and common languages, 
whether it is not true that it [causa sine qua 
non] must precede.” (377.) No one, said he, 
would understand the propositions of Major 
and Menius correctly. Illustrating this point, 
Flacius wrote: “Can one become a carpenter 
without the house which he builds after- 
wards? Can one make a wagon or ship with- 
out driving or sailing? I say, yes! Or, dear 
Doctor, are we accustomed to say: Driving 
and sailing is necessary to the wagon and ship, 
respectively, and it is impossible for a wagon 
or ship to be made without driving or sailing? 
I hear: No!” (375.) “Nobody says: Fruits 
and leaves are necessary to the tree; wine and 
grapes are necessary to the vineyard; or, 
dwelling is necessary to a house; driving and 
sailing, to a wagon and ship; riding is neces- 
sary to a horse; but thus they speak: Wagons 
and horses are necessary to riding, a ship is 
necessary to sailing.” (391.) 

The charge that Major’s proposition robbed 
Christians of their assurance of salvation was 
urged also by Nicholas Gallus. He says: It 
is giving with one hand and taking again 
with the other when Major adds [to his propo- 
sition concerning the necessity of good works 
to salvation] that our conscience is not to 
look upon our works, but on Christ alone. 
(Frank 2, 224.) The same point was stressed 
in the Opinion of the ministers of Luebeck, 
Hamburg, Lueneburg, and Magdeburg, pub- 
lished by Flacius and Gallus in 1553. (220.) 
The Hamburg theologians declared: “This ap- 
pendix [necessary to salvation, ad salutem] 
indicates a cause and a merit.” They added 
that in this sense also the phrase was gener- 
ally understood by the Papists. (Planck, G@e- 
schichte des prot. Lehrbegriffes 5, 505. 497.) 
Gallus also explained that it was papistical 
to infer: By sins we lose salvation, hence it 
is retained by good works; or, Sins condemn, 
hence good works save. (Frank 2,171.) Hess- 
husius wrote to Wigand: “I regard Eber’s as- 
sertion that good works are necessary to justi- 
fication because they must be present, as false 
and detrimental. For Paul expressly excludes 
good works from the justification of a sinner 
before God, not only when considered a merit, 
cause, glory, dignity, price, object or trust, 
and medium of application, ete., but also as 
to the necessity of their presence (verwm etiam 
quoad necessitatem praesentiae). If it is 
necessary that good works be present with 
him who is to be justified, then Paul errs 
when he declares that a man is justified with- 
out the works of the Law.” (172.) 
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Regarding this point, that good works are 
necessary to justification in so far as they 
must be present, the Majorists appealed to Lu- 
ther, who, however, had merely stated that 
faith is never alone, though it alone justifies. 
His axiom was: “Faith alone justifies, but it 
is not alone — Fides sola wstificat, sed non 
est sola.” According to Luther good works, 
wherever they are found, are present in virtue 
of faith; where they are not present, they are 
absent because faith is lacking; nor can they 
preserve the faith by which alone they are 
produced. At the Altenburg Colloquy (1568 
to 1569) the theologians of Electoral Saxony 
insisted that, since true faith does not and 
cannot exist in those who persevere in sins 
against their conscience, good works must not 
be altogether and absolutely excluded from 
justification, at least their necessity and pres- 
ence must not be regarded as unnecessary. 
(189.) The theologians of Ducal Saxony, how- 
ever, denied “that in the article and act of 
justification our good works are necessary by 
necessity of presence. Sed impugnamus istam 
propositionem, in articulo et actu vwstificatio- 
nis bona nostra opera necessaria esse neces- 
sitate praesentiae.” On the other hand, how- 
ever, they, too, were solicitous to affirm the 
impossibility of faith’s coexisting with an evil 
purpose to sin against God in one and the 
same mind at the same time.” (237; Gieseler 
3, 2,251.) In the Apology of the Book of Con- 
cord the Lutheran theologians declared: “The 
proposition (Justification of faith requires 
the presence of good works) was rejected [in 
the Formula of Concord] because it cannot be 
understood otherwise than of the cause of 
justification. For whatever is present in jus- 
tification as necessary in such a manner that 
without its presence justification can neither 
be nor occur, that must indeed be understood 
as being a cause of justification itself.” (238.) 


148. .Major’s Concessions Not 
Satisfactory. 


In order to put an end to the controversy, 
Major offered a concession in his “Oonfession 
concerning the Article of. Justification, that 
is, concerning the doctrine that by faith alone, 
without any merit, for the sake of Christ, 
a man has forgiveness of sins, and is just be- 
fore God and an heir of eternal salvation,” 
1558. Here he states that he had not used the 
controverted formula for several years and, 
in order not to give further cause for public 
contention, he promised “not to employ the 
words, ‘Good works are necessary to salva- 
tion,’ any more, on account of the false {inter- 
pretations placed upon it.” (Preger 1, 396.) 
In making this concession, however, Major did 
not at all intend to retract his teaching or to 
condemn his proposition as false. He prom- 
ised to abstain from its use, not because he 
was now convinced of his error and viewed his 
propositions as false and incorrect as such, 
but merely because it was ambiguous and 
liable to abuse, and because he wished to end 
the conflict. (Frank 2, 166 f. 223.) 

Nor did Major later on ever admit that he 
had erred in the matter. In an oration deliv- 
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ered 1567 he boasted of his intimate relation 
and doctrinal agreement with Luther and Me- 
lanchthon, adding: “Neither did I ever devi- 
ate, nor, God assisting me, shall I ever devi- 
ate, from the truth once acknowledged. Nec 
discessi umquam nec Deo iuvante discedam ab 
agnita semel veritate.” He had never thought 
or taught, said he, that good works are a 
cause of justification. And concerning the 
proposition, “Good works are necessary to 
salvation,” he had expressly declared that he 
intended to abstain from its use “because it 
had offended some on account of its ambiguity, 
cum propter ambiguitatem offenderit aliquos.” 
He continued: “The facts show that we [the 
professors of Wittenberg University] are and 
have remained guardians of that doctrine 
which Luther and Melanchthon .. . delivered 
to us, in whose writings from the time of the 
Augsburg] Confession there is neither a dis- 
sonance nor a discrepancy, either among them- 
selves or from the foundation, nor anything 
obscure or perplexing.” (Frank 2, 224. 167.) 

Also in his Testament (Testamentum Docto- 
ris Georgii Majoris), published 1570, Major 
emphatically denied that he had ever harbored 
or taught any false views concerning justifica- 
tion, salvation, and good works. Of his own 
accord he had also abandoned the phrases: 
“Good works are necessary to salvation; it is 
impossible to.be saved without good works; 
no one has ever been saved without good 
works — Bona opera sunt necessaria ad salu- 
tem; impossibile est, sine bonis operibus sal- 
vum fiert; nemo umquam sine bonis operibus 
salvatus est.’ He had done this in order to 
obviate the misapprehension as though he 
taught that good works are a cause of salva- 
tion which contribute to merit and effect sal- 
vation. According to this Testament, he de- 
sired his doctrines and writings to be judged. 
In future he would not dispute with anybody 
about these phrases. (168.) Thus in his 
Testament, too, Major withdrew his state- 
ments not because they were simply false, but 
only because they had been interpreted to 
mean that good works are the efficient cause 
of justification and salvation. And while 
Major in later writings did eliminate the ap- 
pendix “ad salutem, to salvation,” or “ad 
vitam aeternam, to eternal life,” he retained, 
and continued to teach, essentially the same 
error in another garb, namely, that good 
works are necessary in order to retain faith. 
Enumerating, in his Explanation of the Let- 
ter to the Galatians, of 1560, the purposes on 
account of which good works ought to be ren- 
dered, he mentions as the “first, in order to 
retain faith, the Holy Spirit, the grace be- 
stowed, and a good conscience.” (218.) 

Thus Major was willing to abandon as 
dangerous and ambiguous, and to abstain 
from the use of, the formula, “Good works are 
necessary to salvation,” but-refused to reject 
it as false and to make a public admission 
and confession of his error. This, however, 
was precisely what his opponents demanded; 
for they were convinced that they could be 
satisfied with nothing less. As a result the 
controversy continued till Major’s death, in 
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1574. The Jena professors, notably Flacius, 


have been charged with prolonging the con- . 


troversy from motives of personal revenge. 
(Schaff, 276.) No doubt, the Wittenbergers 
had gone to the very limit of rousing the 
animosity and resentment of Flacius (who 
himself, indeed, was not blameless in the lan- 
guage used against his opponents). Major 
had depicted Flacius as a most base and 
wicked man; as a cunning and sly adven- 
turer; as a tyrant, who, after having sup- 
pressed the Wittenbergers, would, as a pope, 
lord it over all Germany; as an Antinomian 
and a despiser of all good works, ete. (Preger 
1, 397.) In the address of October 18, 1567, 
already referred to, Major said: “There was 
in this school [Wittenberg] a vagabond of un- 
certain origin, fatherland, religion, and faith, 
who called himself Flacius Illyricus.... He 
was the first one to spew out against this 
school, against its principal Doctors, against 
the churches of these regions, against the 
princes themselves, the poison which he had 
brewed and imbibed some time ago, and, hay- 
ing gnawed and consumed with the bite of a 
serpent the womb of his mother, to destroy 
the harmony of these churches, at first by 
spreading his dreams, fables, and gossip, but 
now also by calumnies and manifest lies.” 
(Frank 2, 217.) Melanchthon, too, had re- 
peatedly written in a similar vein. In an 
Opinion of his, dated March 4, 1558, we read: 
“Even if they [Flacius and his adherents] 
condemn and banish me, I am well satisfied; 
for I do not desire to associate with them, be- 
cause I well know that the said Illyricus with 
his adherents does not seek the honor of God, 
but publicly opposes the truth, and as yet has 
never declared himself concerning the entire 
sum of Christian doctrine.” (C. R. 9, 463. 476. 
311.) In an Opinion of March 9, 1559, Me- 
lanchthon even insinuated that Flacius denied 
the Trinity. (763.) Before this, August, 1549, 
he had written to Fabricius: “The Slavic run- 
agate (Slavus doazéry¢) received many bene- 
fits from our Academy and from me. But we 
have nursed a serpent in our bosom. He de- 
serves to be branded on his forehead as the 
Macedonian king did with a soldier: ‘Un- 
grateful stranger, &évo¢ aydolotos.’ Nor do 
I believe that the source of his hatred is any 
other than that the place of Cruciger was not 
given to him. But I omit these disagreeable 
narrations.” (7, 449. 478 ff.) This personal 
abuse, however, was not the reason why Fla- 
cius persisted in his opposition despite the 
concessions made by Major and Menius, — 
concessions with which even such moderate 
men as Martin Chemnitz were not satisfied. 
Flacius continued his opposition because he 
could not do otherwise without sacrificing his 
own principles, compromising the truth, and 
jeopardizing the doctrine of justification. He 
did not yield because he was satisfied with 
nothing less than a complete victory of the 
divine truth and an unqualified retraction of 
error. The truly objective manner in which he 
dealt with this matter appears from his Stric- 
tures on the Testament of Dr. Major (Cen- 
sura de Testamento D. Majoris). Here we 
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read, in substance: In his Testament Major 
covers-his error with the same sophism which 
he employed in his former writings. For he 
says that he ascribes the entire efficient cause, 
merit, and price of our justification and sal- 
vation to Christ alone, and therefore excludes 
and removes all our works and virtues. This 
he has set forth more fully and more clearly 
in his previous writings, saying that the 
proposition, “Good works are necessary to sal- 
vation,” can be understood in a double sense; 
viz., that they are necessary to salvation as a 
certain merit, price, or efficient cause of justi- 
fication or salvation (as the Papists under- 
stand and teach it), or that they are neces- 
sary to salvation as a certain debt or an in- 
dispensable cause (causa sine qua non), or a 
cause without which it is impossible for the 
effect of salvation to follow or for any one to 
obtain it. He now confesses this same opinion. 
He does not expressly eliminate “the indis- 
pensable cause, or the obligation without the 
fulfilment of which it is impossible for any 
one to be preserved, as he asserted repeatedly 
before this, from which it appears that he ad- 
heres to his old error. Ht non diserte tollit 
causam sine qua non sew debitum, sine cuius 
persolutione sit impossibile quemquam ser- 
vari, quod toties antea asseruit; facile patet, 
eum pristinum illum suwm errorem retinere.” 
(Schlb. 7, 266; Preger 1, 398.) Flacius de- 
manded an unqualified rejection of the state- 
ment, “Good works are necessary to salva- 
tion” —a demand with which Major as well 
as Melanchthon refused to comply. (C. R. 9, 
474 f.) 

The Formula of Concord, however, sanc- 
tioned the attitude of Flacius. It flatly re- 
jected the false and dubious formulas of Me- 
lanchthon, Major, and Menius concerning the 
necessity of good works to salvation, and fully 
restored Luther’s doctrine. Luther’s words 
concerning “good works” are quoted as fol- 
lows: ‘We concede indeed that instruction 
should be given also concerning love and good 
works, yet in such a way that this be done 
when and where it is necessary, namely, when 
otherwise and outside of this matter of justi- 
fication we have to do with works. But here 
the chief matter dealt with is the question, 
not whether we should also do good works and 
exercise love, but by what means we can be 
justified before God and saved. And here we 
answer with St. Paul: that we are justified 
by faith in Christ alone, and not by the deeds 
of the Law or by love. Not that we hereby 
entirely reject works and love, as the adver- 
saries falsely slander and accuse us, but that 
we do not allow ourselves to be led away, as 
Satan desires, from the chief matter, with 
which we have to do here, to another and 
foreign affair, which does not at all belong to 
this matter. Therefore, whereas and as long 
as we are occupied with this article of justi- 
fication, we reject and condemn works, since 
this article is so constituted that it can ad- 
mit of no disputation or treatment whatever 
regarding works. Therefore in this matter we 
cut short all Law and works of the Law.” 
(925, 29.) 
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“The Formula of Concord rejects the Major- 
istic formula, not because it is ambiguous, but 
because it is false. Concerning ambiguous 
phrases it declares: “To avoid strife about 
words, aequivocationes vocabulorum, 4. @s 
words and expressions which are applied and 
used in various meanings, should be carefully 
and distinctly explained.” (874,51.) An am- 
biguous phrase or statement need not be con- 
demned, because it may be made immune from 


error and misapprehension by a careful ex- 


planation. The statement, “Good works are 
necessary to salvation,” however, does not ad- 
mit of such treatment. It is inherently false 
and cannot be cured by any amount of expla- 
nation or interpretation. Because of this in- 
herent falsity it must be rejected as such. 
Logically and grammatically the phrase, 
“Good works are necessary to salvation,” re- 


verses the correct theological order, by placing , 


works before faith and sanctification before 
justification. It turns things topsy-turvy. It 
makes the effect the cause; the consequent, 
the antecedent; and vice versa. 

Not personal animosity, but this funda- 
mental falsity of the Majoristic formula was, 
in the last analysis, the reason why the ex- 
planations and concessions made by Major 
and Menius did not and could not satisfy their 
opponents. They maintained, as explained 
above, that the words “necessary to” always 
imply “something that precedes, moves, effects, 
works,” and that, accordingly, the obnoxious 
propositions of Major “place good works be- 
fore the remission of sins and before salva- 
tion.” (Preger 1, 377.) Even Planck admits 
that only force could make the proposition, 
“Good works are necessary to salvation,” say, 
“Good works must follow faith and justifica- 
tion.” “According to the usage of every lan- 
guage,” says he, “a phrase saying that one 
thing is necessary to another designates a 
causal connection. Whoever dreamt of assert- 
ing that heat is necessary to make it day, be- 
cause it is a necessary effect of the rays of the 
sun, by the spreading of which it becomes 
day.” (4, 542, 485.) Without compromising 
the truth and jeopardizing the doctrine of 
justification, therefore, the Lutherans were 
able to regard as satisfactory only a clear and 
unequivocal rejection of Majorism as it is 
found in the Formula of Concord. 


149. Absurd Proposition of Amsdorf. 


Nicholas Amsdorf, the intimate and trusted 
friend of Luther, was among the most zealous 
of the opponents of Majorism. He was born 
December 3, 1483; professor in Wittenberg; 
1521 in Worms with Luther; superintendent 
in Magdeburg; 1542 bishop at Naumburg; 
banished by Maurice in 1547, he removed to 
Magdeburg; soon after professor and super- 
intendent in Jena; opposed the Interimists, 
Adiaphorists, Osiandrists, Majorists, Syner- 
gists, Sacramentarians, Anabaptists, and 
Schwenckfeldians; died at Hisenach May 14, 
1565. Regarding the bold statements of 
Major as a blow at the very heart of true 
Lutheranism, Amsdorf antagonized his teach- 
ing as a “most pernicious error,” and de- 
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nounced Major as a Pelagian and a double 
But, alas, the momentum of his un- 
controlled zeal carried him a step too far — 
over the precipice. He declared that good 
works are detrimental and injurious to salva- 
tion, bona opera perniciosa (nowia) esse ad 
salutem. He defended his paradoxical state- 
ment in a publication of 1559 against Menius, 
with whose subscription to the THisenach 
propositions, referred to above, he was not 
satisfied; chiefly because Menius said there 
that he had taught and defended them also 
in the past. The flagrant blunder of Amsdorf 
was all the more offensive because it appeared 
on the title of his tract, reading as follows: 
“Dass diese Propositio: ‘Gute Werke sind 
zur Seligkeit schaedlich, eine rechte, wahre, 
christliche Propositio sei, durch die heiligen 
Paulum und Lutherum gelehrt und gepredigt. 

iclas von Amsdorf, 1559. That this propo- 

tion, ‘Good works are injurious to salva- 
tion,’ is a correct, true, Christian proposition, 
taught and preached by Sts. Paul and Luther.” 
(Frank 2, 228.) 

Luther, to whose writings Amsdorf ap- 
pealed, had spoken very guardedly and cor- 
rectly in this matter. He had declared: Good 
works are detrimental to the righteousness of 
faith, “if one presumes to be justified by them, 
st quis per ea praesumat iustificari.” Where- 
ever Luther speaks of the injuriousness of 
good works, it is always sub specie iustifica- 
tionis, that is to say, viewing good works as 
entering the article of justification, or the for- 
giveness of sins. (Weimar 7, 59; 10, 3, 373. 
374, 387; E. 16, 465. 484; Tschackert, 516.) 
What vitiated the proposition as found in 
Amsdorf’s tract was the fact that he had 
omitted the modification added by Luther. 
Amsdorf made a flat statement of what Lu- 
ther had asserted, not flatly, nude et simpli- 
citer, but with a limitation, secundum quid. 

Self-eyidently the venerable Amsdorf, too, 
who from the very beginning of the Reforma- 
tion had set an example in preaching as well 
as in living a truly Christian life, did not in 
the least intend to minimize, or discourage 
the doing of, good works by his offensive 
phrase, but merely to eliminate good works 
from the article of justification. As a mat- 
ter of fact, his extravagant statement, when 
taken as it reads, flatly contradicted his own 
clear teaching. In 1552 he had declared 
against Major, as recorded above: “Who has 
ever taught or said that one should or need 
not do good works?” “For we all say and 
confess that after his renewal and new birth 
a Christian should love and fear God and 
do all manner of good works,” ete. What 
Amsdorf wished to emphasize was not that 
good works are dangerous in themselves and 
as such, but in the ‘article of salvation. For 
this reason he added: “ad salutem, to salva- 
tion.” By this appendix he meant to empha- 
size that good works are dangerous when in- 
troduced as a factor in justification and 
trusted in for one’s salvation. 

Melanchthon refers to the proposition of 
Amsdorf as “filthy speech, wnflaetige Rede.” 
In 1557, at Worms, he wrote: “Now Amsdorf 
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writes: Good works are detrimental to sal- 
vation... . The Antinomians and their like 
must avoid the filthy speech, ‘Good works are 
detrimental to salvation.’” (0. R. 9, 405 ff.) 
Though unanimously rejecting his blundering 
proposition, Amsdorf’s colleagues treated the 
venerable veteran of Lutheranism with con- 
sideration and moderation. No one, says 
Frank, disputed the statement in the sense in 
which Amsdorf took it, and its form was so 
apparently false that it could but be gener- 
ally disapproved. (2, 176.) The result was 
that the paradox assertion remained without 
any special historical consequences. 

True, Major endeavored to foist Amsdorf’s 
teaching also on Flacius. He wrote: Flacius 
“endeavors with all his powers to subvert this 
proposition, that good works are necessary to 
those who are to be saved; and tries to estab- 
lish the opposite blasphemy, that good works 
are dangerous to those who are to be saved, 
and that they are a hindrance to eternal sal- 
vation — evertere summis viribus hanc propo- 
sitionem conatur: bona opera salvandis esse 
necessaria. Ac contra stabilire oppositam 
blasphemiam studet: Bona opera salvandis 
periculosa sunt et aeternae saluti officiunt.” 
Major continues: “Let pious minds permit 
Flacius and his compeers, at their own risk, 
to prostitute their eternal salvation to the 
devils, and by their execrations and anath- 
emas to sacrifice themselves to the devil and 
his angels.” (Frank 2, 221.) This, however, 
was slander pure and simple, for Flacius was 
among the first publicly to disown Amsdorf 
when he made his extravagant statement 
against Menius. (Preger 1, 392. 384.) 

The Formula of Concord most emphatically 
rejects the error of Amsdorf (the bare state- 
ment that good works are injurious to salva- 
tion) ‘as offensive and detrimental to Chris- 
tian discipline.” And justly so; for the ques- 
tion was not what Amsdorf meant to say, but 
‘what he really did say. The Formula adds: 
“For especially in these last times it is no less 
needful to admonish men to Christian disci- 
pline and good works, and remind them how 
necessary it is that they exercise themselves 
in good works as a declaration of their faith 
and gratitude to God, than that works be not 
mingled in the article of justification; be- 
cause men may he damned by an Epicurean 
delusion concerning faith, as well as by pa- 
pistic and Pharisaical confidence in their own 
works and merits.” (801, 18.) 


150. Other Points of Dispute. 


Is it correct to say: God requires good 
works, or, Good works are necessary, and, 
Christians are obliged or in duty bound to do 
good works (bona opera sunt necessaria et 
debita)? This question, too, was a point of 
dispute in the Majoristic controversy. Origi- 
nally the controversy concerning these terms 
and phrases was a mere logomachy, which, 
however, later on (when, after the error lurk- 
ing in the absolute rejection of them had been 
pointed out, the phrases were still flatly con- 
demned), developed into a violent controversy. 
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The Formula of Concord explains: “It has 
also been argued by some that good works are 
not necessary (noetig), but are voluntary 
(freiwillig), because they are not extorted by 
fear and the penalty of the Law, but are to 
be done from a voluntary spirit and a joyful 
heart. Over against this the other side con- 
tended that good works are necessary. This 
controversy was originally occasioned by the 
words necessitas and libertas [‘“‘notwendig” 
und “frei’’], that is, necessary and free, be- 
cause especially the word necessitas, neces- 
sary, signifies not only the eternal, immutable 
order according to which all men are obliged 
and in duty bound to ‘obey God, but sometimes 
also a coercion, by which the Law forces men 
to good works. But afterwards there was a 
disputation not only concerning the words, 
but the doctrine itself was attacked in the 
most violent manner, and it was contended 
that the new obedience in the regenerate is 
not necessary because of the above-mentioned 
divine order.” (939, 4 f.) 

From the very beginning of the Reforma- 
tion the Romanists had slandered Luther also 
by maintaining that he condemned good works 
and simply denied their necessity. A similar 
charge was made by the Majorists against 
their opponents generally. And Melanchthon’s 
writings, too, frequently create the same im- 
pression. But it was an inference of their 
own. They argued: If good works are not 
necessary to salvation, they cannot be neces- 
sary at all. Wigand wrote: “It is a most 
malicious and insidious trait in the new 
teachers [the Majorists] that they, in order 
to gloss over their case, ery out with the 
Papists that the controversy is whether good 
works are necessary. But this is not in dis- 
pute, for no Christian ever denied it. Good 
works are necessary; that is certainly true. 
But the conflict arises from the appendix at- 
tached to it, and the patch pasted to it, viz., 
‘to salvation.’ And here all God-fearing men 
say that it is a detrimental, offensive, dam- 
nable, papistic appendix.” (Planck 4, 498. 

-) 


It is true, however, that the Antinomians 
(who will be dealt with more extensively in 
a following chapter) as well as several other 
opponents of the Majorists were unwilling to 
allow the statement, “Good works are neces- 
sary.” Falsely interpreting the proposition as 
necessarily implying, not merely moral obli- 
gation, but also compulsion and coercion, they 
rejected it as unevangelical and semipopish. 
The word “must” is here not in place, they 
protested. *Agricola, as well as the later Anti- 
nomians (Poach and Otto), rejected the ex- 
pressions “necessarium, necessary” and “duty, 
debituwm,” when employed in connection with 
good works. January 13, 1555, Melanchthon 
wrote: “Some object to the words, ‘Good 
works are necessary,’ or, ‘One must do good 
works.’ They object to the two words neces- 
sitas and debitwm. And the Court-preacher 
[Agricola] at that time juggled with the word 
must: ‘das Muss ist versalzen.” Ue under- 
stood necessarium and debitum as meaning, 
coerced by fear of punishment, extortwm co- 
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actione (extorted by coercion), and spoke 
high-sounding words, such as, how good works 
came without the Law. Yet the first meaning 


of necessarium and debitum is not extortwm ~ 


coactione, but the eternal and immutable 
order of divine wisdom; and the Lord Christ 
and Paul themselves employ these words ne- 
cessarium and debitum.” In December, 1557, 
he wrote: “They [the Antinomians] object 
to the proposition: ‘New obedience is neces- 
sary’; again: ‘New obedience is a debt (debi- 
tum)” And now Amsdorf writes: ‘Good 
works are detrimental to salvation,’ and it 
was Wisleben’s [Agricola’s] slogan: ‘Das 
Muss ist versalzen.’ In Nordhausen some one 
has publicly announced a disputation which 
contains the proposition: ‘Swmma ars Chri- 
stianorum est nescire legem — The highest art 
of a Christian is not to know the Law.’” 


March 4, 1558: “Some, for instance, Amsdorf , 


and Gallus, object to the word debitwm.” 
(C. R. 8, 411. 194. 842; 9, 405. 474.) 

Andrew Musculus, professor in Frankfurt 
on the Oder, is reported to have said in a 
sermon, 1558: “They are all the devil’s own 
who teach: ‘New obedience is necessary (nova 
obedientia est necessaria)’; the word ‘must 
(necessary)’ does not belong here. ‘Good 
works are necessary to salvation,’ and, ‘Good 
works are necessary, but not to salvation’ — 
these are both of a cloth — das sind zwei 
Hosen aus EINEM Tuch.” (Meusel, Handleai- 
kon 4, 710; Gieseler 3, 2, 216.) 

Over against this extreme position, Me- 
lanchthon, Flacius, Wigand, Moerlin, and 
others held that it was entirely correct to 
say that good works are necessary. In the 
Opinion of November 13, 1559, referred to 
above, Melanchthon, after stating that he does 
not employ the phrase, “Good works are neces- 
sary to salvation,” continues as follows: “But 
I do affirm that these propositions are true, 
and that one may properly and without 
sophistry say, “The new obedience or good 
works are necessary,’ because obedience is due 
to God, ... and because it is‘necessary that, 
after the Holy Spirit has been received, re- 
generation or conversion be followed by mo- 
tions corresponding to the Holy Spirit... . 
And the words ‘duty’ and ‘necessity’ signify 
the order of God’s wisdom and justice; they 
do not signify an obedience which is compelled 
or extorted by fear.” (CO. &. 9, 969.) The 
Frankfurt Rezess of 1558 [Rezess, Rueckzug, 
Vergleich — Agreement], written by Melanch- 
thon and signed by the Lutheran princes, de- 
clared: “These propositions, ‘Nova obedientia 
est necessaria, nova obedientia est debitum, 
New obedience is necessary, is a debt,’ shall 


’ by Flacius and other theologians. 
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not be rejected:” The Rezess explained: “It 
is certainly a divine, immovable truth that 
new obedience is necessary in those who are 
justified; and these words are to be retained 
in their true meaning. ‘Necessary’ signifies 
divine order. New obedience is necessary and 
is a debt for the very reason that it is an im- 
mutable divine order that the rational crea- 
ture obeys God.” (C. R. 9, 496. 498.) 

In a similar way this matter was explained 
They all 
maintained that it is correct to say, Good 
works are necessary. Even Amsdorf wrote 
1552 in his Brief Instruction against Major: 
“For we all say and confess that a Christian 
after his renewal and new birth should and 
must (soll und muss) love and fear God and 
do all manner of good works, but not in order 
to be saved thereby, for he is saved already by 
aith.” (Schlb. 7,210.) This view, which was 
also plainly taught in the Augsburg Confes- 
sion, prevailed and received the sanction of 
our Church in Article IV of the Formula of 
Concord. When a Christian spontaneously 
and by the free impulse of his own faith does 
(and would do, even if there were no law at 
all) what, according to the holy will of God, 
revealed in the Ten Commandments, he is 
obliged and in duty bound to do — such 
works, and such only, are, according to the 
Formula of Concord, truly good works, works 
pleasing to God. It was the doctrine of Lu- 
ther, who had written, e.g., in his Church 
Postil of 1521: “No, dear man, you [cannot 
earn heaven by your good works, but you] 
must have heaven and already be saved be- 
fore you do good works. Works do not merit 
heaven, but, on the contrary, heaven, imparted 
by pure grace, does good works spontaneously, 
seeking no merit, but only the welfare of the 
neighbor and the glory of God. Nein, lieber 
Mensch, du musst den Himmel haben und 
schon selig sein, ehe du, gute Werke tust. 
Die Werke verdienen nicht den Himmel, son- 
dern wiederum [umgekehrt], der Himmel, aus 
lauter Gnaden gegeben, tut die guten Werke 
dahin, ohne Gesuch des Verdienstes, nur dem 
Naechsten zu Nutz und Gott zw Ehren.” 
(E.7,174.) Again, in De Servo Arbitrio of 
1525: “The children of God do good entirely 
voluntarily, seeking no reward, but only the 
glory and will of God, ready to do the good 
even if, assuming the impossible, there were 
neither heaven nor hell. Filii autem Dei gra- 
tuita voluntate faciunt bonum, nullum prae- 
mium quaerentes, sed solam gloriam et volun- 
tatem Dei, parati bonum facere, si per impos- 
sibile neque regnum neque infernus esset.” 
(EK. v. a. 7, 234.) 


XIV. The Synergistic Controversy. 


151. Relation of Majorism and 
Synergism. 

The theological connection between Major- 
ism and synergism is much closer than is 
generally realized. Both maintain that, in 
part, or in a certain respect, salvation depends 
not on grace alone, but also on man and his 


efforts. The Majorists declared good works 
to be necessary to salvation, or at least to the 
preservation of faith and of salvation. Thus 
salvation would, in a way, depend on the right 
conduct of a Christian after his conversion. 
The Synergists asserted: Man, too, must do 
his bit and cooperate with the Holy Spirit if 
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he desires to be saved. Conversion and sal- 
vation, therefore, would depend, at least in 
part, on man’s conduct toward converting 
grace, and he would be justified and saved, 
not by grace alone, but by a faith which to 
a certain extent is a work of his own. The 
burden of both, Majorism and synergism, was 
the denial of the sola gratia. Both coordi- 
nated man and God as the causes of our sal- 
vation. Indeed, consistently carried out, both 
destroyed the central Christian truth of justi- 
fication by grace alone and, with it, the as- 
surance of a gracious God and of eternal sal- 
vation — the supreme religious concern of 
Luther and the entire Lutheran theology. 

Majorists and Synergists employed also the 
same line of argument. Both derived their 
doctrine, not from any clear statements of 
the Bible, but by a process of anti-Scriptural 
and fallacious reasoning. The Majorists in- 
ferred: Since evil works and’ sins. against 
conscience destroy faith and justification, 
good works are required for their preserva- 
tion. The Synergists argued: Since all who 
are not converted or finally saved must blame, 
not God, but themselves for rejecting grace, 
those, too, who are converted must be credited 
with at least a small share in the work of 
their salvation, that is to say, with a better 
conduct toward grace than the conduct of 
those who are lost. 

However, while Majorism as well as syner- 
gism, as stated, represented essentially the 
same error and argued against the doctrine 
of grace in the same unscriptural manner, the 
more subtle, veiled, and hence the more dan- 
gerous of the two, no doubt, was synergism, 
which reduced man’s cooperation to a seem- 
ingly harmless minimum and, especially in the 
beginning, endeavored to clothe itself in am- 
biguous phrases and apparently pious and 
plausible formulas. Perhaps this accounts 
also for the fact that, though Melanchthon 
and the Majorists felt constrained to abandon, 
as described in the preceding chapter, the 
coarser and more offensive Majoristic propo- 
sitions, they had at the same time no com- 
punctions about retaining and defending es- 
sentially the same error in their doctrine of 
conversion; and that, on the other hand, their 
opponents, who by that time fully realized 
also the viciousness of synergism, were not 
satisfied with Major’s concessions in the con- 
troversy on good works, because he and his 
colleagues in Wittenberg were known to iden- 
tify themselves with the Synergists. For the 
same reason the dangerous error lurking in 
the synergistic phrases does not seem from 
the first to have been recognized by the Lu- 
therans in the same degree as was the error 
contained in the Majoristic propositions, 
which indeed had even during Luther’s life 
to some extent become a subject of dispute. 
Yet it seems hardly possible that for years 
they should not have detected the synergistic 
deviations in Wittenberg from Luther’s doc- 
trine of free will. Perhaps the fact that at 
the time when Melanchthon came out boldly 
with his synergism, 1548, the Lutherans were 
engrossed with the Adiaphoristic and Major- 
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istic controversies may help to explain, at 
least to some extent, why the synergistic 
error caused small concern, and was given but 
little consiferation in the beginning. As a 
matter of fact, although a considerable 
amount of synergistic material had been pub- 
lished by 1548, the controversy did not begin 
till 1556, while the error that good works are 
necessary to salvation was publicly opposed 
soon after its reappearance in the Leipzig In- 
terim. At the Weimar Disputation, 1560, 
Strigel referred to this silence, saying: “I am 
astonished that I am pressed so much in this 
matter [concerning synergism], since three 
years ago at Worms no mention whatever [ 7] 
was made of this controversy, while many 
severe commands were given regarding others.” 
(Richard, Conf. Prin., 349.) The matter was 
mentioned at Worms, but Melanchthon is re- 
ported to have satisfied Brenz and others by 
declaring that in the passages of his Loci sus- 
pected of synergism he meant “the regener- 
ated will.” 


152. Luther’s Monergism. 


According to Lutheran theology, the true 
opposite of synergism is not Calvinism with 
its double election, irresistible grace, de- 
nial of universal redemption, etc., but the 
monergism of grace, embracing particularly 
the tenets that in consequence of Adam’s fall 
man is spiritually dead and utterly unable to 
contribute in any degree or manner toward 
his own justification and conversion; more- 
over, that, being an enemy of God, man, of 
his own natural powers, is active only in re- 
sisting the saving efforts of God, as well as 
able and prone only to do so; that God alone 
and in every respect is. the Author of man’s 
conversion, perseverance, and final salvation; 
and that, since the grace of God is universal 
and earnestly proffered, man alone is respon- 
sible for, and the cause of, his own damnation. 

“Sola fides iustificat, Faith alone justifies” 
— that was the great slogan of the Reforma- 
tion sounded forth by Luther and his fol- 
lowers with ever increasing boldness, force, 
and volume. And the distinct meaning of this 
proposition, which Luther called “hoc meum 
dogma, this my dogma,” was just this, that 
we are saved not by any effort or work of our 
own, but in every respect by God’s grace 
alone. The restoration of this wonderful 
truth, taught by St. Paul, made Luther the 
Reformer of the Church. This truth alone, 
as Luther had experienced, is able to impart 
solid comfort to a terror-stricken conscience, 
engender divine assurance of God’s pardon 
and acceptance, and thus translate a poor 
miserable sinner from the terrors of hell into 
paradise. 

In the Seven Penitential Psalms, written 
1517, Luther says: “If God’s mercy is to be 
praised, then all [human] merits and worthi- 
ness must come to naught.” (Weimar 1, 161.) 
“Not such are blessed as have no sins or ex- 
tricate themselves by their own labors, but 
only those whose sins are graciously forgiven 
by God.” (167.) It is characteristic of God 
(es ist Gottes Natur) to make something out 
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of nothing. Hence God cannot make anything 
out of him who is not as yet nothing... . 
Therefore God receives none but the forsaken, 
heals none but the ill, gives sight to none but 
the blind, quickens none but the dead, makes 
pious none but the sinners, makes wise none 
but the ignorant, —in short, He has mercy on 
none but the miserable, and gives grace to 
none but those who are in disgrace. Whoever, 
therefore, is a proud saint, wise or just, can- 
not become God’s material and receive God’s 
work within himself, but remains in his own 
work and makes an imaginary, seeming, false, 
and painted saint of himself, 7. e., a hypo- 
erité.” (183.) “For he whom Thou [God] dost 
justify will never become righteous by his 
works; hence it is called Thy righteousness, 
since Thou givest it to us by grace, and we 
do not obtain it by works.” (192.) “Israel, 


the true [new] man, does not take refuge in’ 


himself, nor in his strength, nor in his right- 
eousness and wisdom.... For help and grace 
is not with themselves. They are sinners and 
damned in themselves, as He also says through 
Hosea: O Israel, with thee there is nothing 
but damnation, but with Me is thine help.” 
(210.) “He, He, God Himself, not they them- 
selves, will deliver the true Israel.... Mark 
well, Israel has sin and cannot help itself.” 
(211.) 

In his explanation of Ps. 109 (110), 1518, 
Luther says: “He calls these children [con- 
ceived from spiritual seed, the Word of God] 
dew, since no soul is converted and trans- 
formed from Adam’s sinful childhood to the 
gracious childhood of Christ by human work, 
but only by God, who works from heaven like 
the dew, as Micah writes: ‘The children of 
Israel will be like the dew given by God which 
does not wait for the hands of men.’” (701.) 
Again: “In every single man God precedes 
with grace and works before we pray for grace 
or cooperate. The Doctors call this gratiam 
primam et praevenentem, that is, the first 
and prevenient grace. Augustine: Gratia Dei 
praevent, ut velimus, ne frustra velimus. 
God’s grace prevenes that we will, lest we will 
in vain.” (710.) 

In his 40 theses for the Heidelberg dispu- 
tation, also of 1518, Luther says of man’s 
powers in spiritual matters: “13. Free will 
after sin [the Fall] is a mere titular affair 
[an empty title only], and sins mortally 
when it does what it is able to do. Liberwm 
arbitrium post peccatum res est de solo titulo, 
et dum facit, quod in se est, peccat morta- 
liter.” “16. A man desirous of obtaining grace 
by doing what he is able to do adds sin to 
sin, becoming doubly guilty. Homo putans, 
se ad gratiam velle pervenire faciendo, quod 
est in se, peccatum addit peccato, ut duplo 
reus fiat.” “18. It is certain that a man must 
utterly despair of himself in order to become 
apt to acquire the grace of Christ. Oertwm 
est, hominem de se penitus oportere desperare, 
ut aptus fiat ad consequendam gratiam Chri- 
sti.” (W.1, 354.) By way of explanation Lu- 
ther added to thesis 13: “The first part [of 
this thesis, that free will is a mere empty 
title] is apparent, because the will is a cap- 
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tive and a servant to sin; not that it is noth- 
ing, but that it is free only to [do] evil — 
non quod sit nihil, sed quod non sit liberum 
nisi ad malum. John 8, 34. 36: ‘Whosoever 
committeth sin is the servant of sin. If the 
Son shall make you free, ye shall be free in- 
deed.’ Hence St. Augustine says in his book 
De Spiritu et Litera: Free will without grace 
can only sin— non nisi ad peccandum valet. 
And in his second book against Julianus: 
You call that a free will which in truth is 
captive, etc.’ To thesis 16 Luther added: 
“When man does what he is able to do (dum 
facit, quod est im se), he sins, seeking alto- 
gether his own. And if he is minded to be- 
come worthy of, and apt for, grace by a sin, 
he adds proud presumption.” | 

In his sermon of 1519 on Genesis 4, Luther 
remarked: “This passage [“The Lord had re- 
‘ypect unto Abel’] subverts the entire liberty 
of our human will. Hie locus semel imwertit 
universam libertatem voluntatis nostrae.” 
(Weimar 9, 337.) In a sermon of Septem- 
ber 8, 1520, we read: “By nature we are born 
accursed ; . . through Christ we are born 
again children of life. Thus we are born not 
by. free will, not by works, not by our efforts. 
As a child in the womb... is not born by 
its own works, but suffers itself to be carried 
and to, be given birth, so we are justified by 
suffering, not by doing.” (474.) ‘Where, 
then,” Luther exclaimed about the same time 
in his Operationes in Psalmos, “will free will 
remain? where the doing what one can? Ubi 
ergo manebit liberum arbitrium, ubi facere, 
quod in se?” (5, 544. 74.) In a sermon of 
February 2, 1521, he said: “Whatever grace 
is in us comes from God alone. Here free 
will is entirely dead. All that we attempt to 
establish with our powers is lost, unless He 
prevenes and makes us alive through His 
grace. Grace is His own work, which we re- 
ceive in our hearts by faith. This grace the 
soul did not possess before, for it is the new 
man. ... The great proud saints will not 
do this [ascribe everything to God and His 
mercy]. They, too, would have a share in it, 
saying to our Lord: ‘This I have done by my 
free will, this I have deserved.’” (9, 578; 
5, 544.) 

Thus Luther, from the very beginning of the 
Reformation, stood for the doctrine of justifi- 
cation, conversion, and salvation by grace 
alone. Most emphatically he denied that man, 
though free to a certain extent in human and 
temporal affairs, is able to cooperate with the 
powers of his natural, unregenerate will in 
matters spiritual and pertaining to God. This 
was also the position which Luther victori- 
ously defended against Erasmus in his De 
Servo, Arbitrio of 1525. Goaded on by the 
Romanists to come out publicly against the 
German heretic, the great Humanist, in his 
Diatribe of 1524, had shrewdly planned to at- 
tack his opponent at the most vulnerable 
point. As such he regarded Luther’s moner- 
gistic doctrine, according to which it is God 
alone who justifies, converts, preserves, and 
saves men, without any works of their own. 
In reality, however, as presently appeared 
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from his glorious classic on the sola-gratia- 
doctrine, Erasmus had assaulted the strongest 
gate of Luther’s fortress. For the source of 
the wonderful power which Luther displayed 
throughout the Reformation was none other 
than the divine conviction born of the Word 
of God that in every respect grace alone is 
the cause of our justification and salvation. 
And if ever this blessed doctrine was firmly 
established, successfully defended, and greatly 
glorified, it was in Luther’s book against 
Erasmus. 

Justification, conversion, perseverance in 
faith, and final salvation, obtained not by any 
effort of ours, but in every respect received as 
a gracious gift of God alone— that was the 
teaching also to which Luther faithfully, most 
determinedly, and without any wavering ad- 
hered throughout his life. In his Large Oon- 
fession of 1528, for example, we read: “Here- 
with I reject and condemn as nothing but 
error all dogmas which extol our free will, as 
they directly conflict with this help and grace 
of our Savior Jesus Christ. For since out- 
side of Christ death and sin are our lords, 
and the devil our god and prince, there can 
be no power or might, no wisdom or under- 
standing, whereby we can qualify ourselves 
for, or strive after, righteousness and life; 
but we must be blinded people and prisoners 
of sin and the devil’s own, to do and to think 
what pleases them and is contrary to God and 
His commandments.” (Conc. TRIGL. 897, 43.) 


153. Luther’s Doctrine Endorsed. 


To adhere faithfully to Luther’s doctrine of 
conversion and salvation by grace alone was 
also the determination of the loyal Lutherans 
in their opposition to the Synergists. Planck 
correctly remarks that the doctrine which 
Flacius and the Anti-Synergists defended was 
the very doctrine which “Luther advocated in 
his conflict with Erasmus.” (Prot. Lehrbegriff 
4,667.) This was substantially conceded even 
by the opponents. When, for example, at the 
colloquy in Worms, 1557, the Romanists de- 
manded that Flacius’s doctrine of free will be 
condemned by the Lutherans, Melanchthon de- 
clared that herein one ought not to submit to 
the Papists, who slyly, under the name of 
Illyricus [Flacius], demanded the condemna- 
tion of Luther, whose opinion in the doctrine 
of free will he [Melanchthon] was neither able 
nor willing to condemn. (Gieseler 3, 2, 232.) 
In their Confession, published in March, 1569, 
the theologians of Ducal Saxony (Wigand, 
Coelestin, Irenaeus, Kirchner, etc.) declared: 
“We also add that we embrace the doctrine 
and opinion of Dr. Luther, the Elias of these 
latter days of the world, as it is most lumi- 
nously and skilfully set forth in the book 
De Servo Arbitrio, against Erasmus, in the 
Commentary on Genesis, and in other books; 
and we hold that this teaching of Luther 
agrees with the eternal Word of God.” 
(Schluesselburg, Catalogus 5, 133.) 

Luther’s sola-gratia-doctrine was embodied 
also in the Formula of Concord, and this with 

special endorsement of his book De Servo 
Arbitrio. For here we read: “Even so Dr. Lu- 
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ther wrote of this matter [the doctrine that 
our free will has no power whatever to qualify 
itself for righteousness, etc.] also in his book 
De Servo Arbitrio; i.e., Of the Captive Will 
of Man, in opposition to Erasmus, and eluci- 
dated and supported this position well and 
thoroughly [egregie et solide]; and afterward 
he repeated and explained it in his glorious 
exposition of the book of Genesis, especially 
of chapter 26. There likewise his meaning 
and understanding of some other peculiar dis- 
putations introduced incidentally by Erasmus, 
as of absolute necessity, etc., have been se- 
cured by him in the best and most careful way 
against all misunderstanding and perversion; 
to which we also hereby appeal and refer 
others.” (897,44; 980,28.) In the passage of 
his Commentary on Genesis referred to by 
the Formula, Luther does not, as has been 
claimed, retract or modify his former state- 
ments concerning the inability of the human 
will and the monergism of grace, but empha- 
sizes that, in reading De Servo Arbitrio, one 
must heed and not overlook his frequent ad- 
monitions to concern oneself with God as He 
has revealed Himself in the Gospel, and not 
speculate concerning God in His transcend- 
ence, absoluteness, and majesty, as the One in 
whom we live and move and have our being, 
and without whom nothing can either exist 
or occur, and whose wonderful ways are past 
finding out. (Conc. Tricu., 898.) And the fact 
that the Lutheran theologians, living at the 
time and immediately after the framing of 
the Formula of Concord, objected neither to 
the book De Servo Arbitrio itself nor to its 
public endorsement by the Formula of Con- 
cord, is an additional proof of the fact that 
they were in complete agreement with Lu- 
ther’s teaching of conversion and salvation by 
grace alone. (Frank 1, 120.) 

This sola-gratia-doctrine, the vital truth of 
Christianity, rediscovered and proclaimed once 
more by Luther, was, as stated, the target at 
which Erasmus directed his shafts. In his 
Diatribe he defined the power of free will to 
be the faculty of applying oneself to grace 
(facultas applicandi se ad gratiam), and de- 
clared that those are the best theologians who, 
while ascribing as much as possible to the 
grace of God, do not eliminate this human 
factor. He wrote: Free will is “the ability 
of the human will according to which man is 
able either to turn himself to what leads to 
eternal salvation or to turn away from it.” 
(St. L. 18, 1612.) Again: “Those, therefore, 
who are farthest apart from the views of 
Pelagius ascribe to grace the most, but to free 
will almost nothing; yet they do not abolish 
it entirely. They say that man cannot will 
anything good without special grace, cannot 
begin anything good, cannot continue in it, 
cannot complete anything without the chief 
thing, the constant help of divine grace. This 
opinion seems to be pretty probable because 
it leaves to man a striving and an effort, and 
yet does not admit that he is to ascribe even 
the least to his own powers.” (1619.) One 
must avoid extremes, and seek the middle of 
the road, said Erasmus. Pelagius had fallen 
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into Scylla, and Luther into Charyhdis. “I am 
pleased with the opinion of those who ascribe 
to free will something, but to grace by far the 
most.” (1666.) Essentially, this was the error 
held, nursed, and defended also by the Syner- 
gists, though frequently in more guarded and 
ambiguous phrases. But their theory of con- 
version also involved, as Schaff and Schmauk 
put it, “the idea of a partnership between God 
and man, and a corresponding division of 
work and merit.” (Conf. Principle, 600.) 

However, these attempts to revamp the 
Semi-Pelagian teaching resulted in a contro- 
versy which more and longer than any other 
endangered and disquieted the Lutheran 
Church, before as well as after the adoption 
of the Formula of Concord. Whether the un- 
regenerate man, when the Word of God is 
preached, and the grace of God is offered him, 
is able to prepare himself for grace, accept it, 
and assent thereto, was, according to the For- 
mula of Concord, “the question upon which, 
for quite a number of years now, there has 
been a controversy among some theologians 
in the churches of the Augsburg Confession.” 
(881, 2.) And of all the controversies after 
Luther’s death the synergistic controversy was 
most momentous and consequential. For the 
doctrine of grace with which it dealt is the 
vital breath of every Christian. Without it 
neither faith nor the Christian religion can 
live and remain. “If we believe,” says Luther 
in De Servo Arbitrio, “that Christ has re~ 
deemed men by His blood, then we must con- 
fess that the entire man was lost; otherwise 
we make Christ superfluous or the Redeemer 
of but the meanest part of us, which is blas- 
phemous and sacrilegious.” Reading the book 
of Erasmus, in which he bent every effort 
toward exploding the doctrine of grace, Lu- 
ther felt the hand of his opponent clutching 
his throat. In the closing paragraph of 
De Servo Arbitrio Luther wrote: “I highly 
laud and extol you for this thing also, that 
of all others you alone have gone to the heart 
of the subject.... You alone have discerned 
the core of the matter and have aimed at the 
throat, for which I thank you heartily. — 
Unus tu et solus cardinem rerum vidisti, et 
ipsum wgulum petisti, pro quo ex animo tibi 
gratias ago, in hac enim causa libentius ver- 
sor, quantum favet tempus et otiwm.” (B.v.a. 
7, 367. 1387; St. L. 18, 1967; Pieper, Dogm. 2, 
543.) And so the Synergists, who renewed 
the doctrine of Erasmus, also flew at the 
throat of Christianity. Genuine Lutheranism 
would have been strangled if synergism had 
emerged victorious from this great contro- 
versy of grace versus free will. 


154, The Father of Synergism. 


During the first period of his activity in 
Wittenberg, Melanchthon was in perfect agree- 
ment with Luther also on the question of 
man’s inability in spiritual matters and the 
sole activity, or monergism, of grace in the 
work of his salvation. As late as 1530 he 
incorporated these views in the Augsburg Con- 
fession, as appears, in particular, from Arti- 
eles II, V, XVIII, and XIX. His later doc- 


. theologia Brasm1. 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


trine concerning the three concurring causes —_ 


of conversion (the Holy Spirit, the Word, and 
the consenting will of man), as well as his 
theory explaining synergistically, from an 
alleged dissimilar action in man, the differ- 
ence why some are saved while others are lost, 
is not so much as hinted at in the Confession. 
But even at this early date (1530) or soon 
after, Melanchthon also does not seem any 
longer to have agreed whole-heartedly with 
Luther in the doctrine of grace and free will. 
And in the course of time his theology drifted 
farther and farther from its original moner- 
gistic moorings. Nor was Luther wholly un- 
aware of the secret trend of his colleague and 
friend toward — Erasmus. In 1536, when the 
deviations of Melanchthon and Cruciger, dealt 
with in our previous chapter, were brought to 
his notice, Luther exclaimed: “Haec est ipsis- 
This is the identical 
heology of Erasmus, nor can there be any- 
thing more opposed to our doctrine.” (Kolde, 
Analecta, 266.) : 

That Melanchthon’s theology was verging 
toward Erasmus appears from his letter of 
June 22, 1537, to Veit Dietrich, in which he 
said that he desired a more thorough expo- 
sition also of the doctrines of predestination 
and of the consent of the will. (C. R. 3, 383.) 
Before this, in his Commentary on Romans of 
1532, he had written that there is some cause 
of election also in man; viz., in as far as he 
does not repudiate the grace offered — “tamen 
eatems aliquam causam in accipiente esse, 
quatenus promissionem oblatam non repu- 
diat.” (Seeberg 4, 442.) In an addition to his 
Loci of 1533 he also spoke of a cause of justi- 
fication and election residing in man. (0. R. 
21, 332.) In the revised editions of 1535 and 
1543 he plainly began to prepare the way for 
his later bold and unmistakable deviations. 
For even though unable to point out a clean- 
cut and unequivocal synergistic statement, one 
cannot read these editions without scenting 
a Semi-Pelagian and Erasmian atmosphere. 
What Melanchthon began to teach was the 
doctrine that man, when approached by the 
Word of God, is able to assume either an atti- 
tude of pro or con, i. e., for or against the 
grace of God. The same applies to the 
Variata of 1540 in which the frequent “ad- 
iuvarv’ there employed, though not incorrect 
as such, was not without a synergistic flavor. 

Tschackert remarks of the Loci of 1535: 
“Melanchthon wants to make man. respon- 
sible for his state of grace. Nor does the 
human will in consequence of original sin 
lose the ability to decide itself when incited; 
the will produces nothing new by its own 
power, but assumes an attitude toward what 
approaches it. When man hears the Word of 
God, and the Holy Spirit produces spiritual 
affections in his heart, the will can either as- 
sent or turn against it. In this way Melanch- 
thon arrives at the formula, ever after stereo- 
type with him, that there are three concurring 
causes in the process of conversion: ‘the Word 
of God, the Holy Spirit, and the human will, 
which, indeed, is not idle, but strives againste 
its infirmity” ” (520.) 
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However, during the life of Luther, Me- 
lanchthon made no further measurable prog- 
ress towards synergism. Perhaps the un- 
pleasant experiences following upon his inno- 
vations in the doctrine of good works acted as 
a check also on the public development of his 
synergistic tendencies. During Luther’s life 
Melanchthon, as he himself admitted to Car- 
lowitz (106), dissimulated, keeping his deviat- 
ing views to himself and his intimate friends. 
After Luther’s death, however, he came out 
unmistakably and publicly, also in favor of 
synergism, endorsing even the Erasmian defi- 
nition of free will as “the power in man to 
apply himself to grace.” He plainly taught 
that, when drawn by the Holy Spirit, the will 
is able to decide pro or con, to obey or to re- 
sist.. Especially in his lectures, Melanchthon 
— not indeed directly, but mentioning the 
name of Flacius — continually lashed such 
phrases of Luther as “purely passive,” “block,” 
“resistance,” — a fact to which Schluessel- 
burg, who had studied in Wittenberg, refers 
in support of his assertion that Melanchthon 
had departed from Luther’s teaching on free 
will. (Catalogus 5, 32.) While Melanchthon 
formerly (in his Loci of 1543) had spoken of 
three causes of a good action (bonae actionis), 
he now publicly advocated the doctrine of 
three concurring causes of conversion. Now 
he boldly maintained that, since the grace of 
God is universal, one must assume, and also 
teach, that there are different actions in dif- 
ferent men, which accounts for the fact that 
some are converted and saved while others are 
lost. According to the later Melanchthon, 
therefore, man’s eternal salvation evidently 
does not depend on the gracious operations of 
God’s Holy Spirit and Word alone, but also 
on his own correct conduct toward grace. In 
his heart, especially when approaching the 
mercy-seat in prayer, Melanchthon, no doubt, 
forgot and disavowed his own teaching, and 
believed and practised Luther’s sola-gratia- 
doctrine. But it cannot be denied that, in his 
endeavors to harmonize universal grace with 
the fact that not all, but some only, are saved, 
Melanchthon repudiated the monergism of Lu- 
ther, espoused and defended the powers of free 
will in spiritual matters, and thought, argued, 
spoke, and wrote in terms of synergism. In- 
deed, Melanchthon must be regarded as the 
father of both synergism and the rationalistic 
methods employed in its defense, and as the 
true father also of the modern rationalistico- 
synergistic theology represented by such dis- 
tinguished men as Von Hofmann, Thomasius, 
Kahnis, Luthardt, etc. (Pieper 2, 582; Frank 
1, 281.) 


155. Unsound Statements of 
Melanchthon. 


Following are some of the ambiguous and 
false deliverances of Melanchthon: In the 
Loci of 1535 the so-called human cause of con- 
version which must be added to the Word and 
Spirit is described as endeavoring, striving, 
and wishing to obey and believe. We read: 
“We do not say this to ensnare the con- 
sciences, or to deter men from the endeavor 
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to obey and believe, or from making an effort. 
On the contrary, since we are to begin with 
the Word, we certainly must not resist the 
Word of God, but strive to obey it.... We 
see that these causes are united: the Word, 
the Holy Spirit, and the will, which is cer- 
tainly not idle, but strives against its in- 
firmity. In this manner ecclesiastical writers 
are accustomed to join these causes. Basil 
says: ‘Only will, and God will precede.’ God 
precedes, calls, moves, assists us; but let us 
beware lest we resist.... Chrysostom says: 
He who draws, draws him who is willing.” 
(0. R. 21, 376.) 

In conversion and salvation God certainly 
must do and does His share, but man must 
beware lest he fail to do what is required of 
him. This is also the impression received 
from Melanchthon’s statements in the third 
elaboration of his Loci, 1543. We read: 
“Here three causes of a good action concur 
(hie concurrunt tres causae bonae actions) : 
the Word of God, the Holy Spirit, and the 
human will assenting to,and not resisting the 
Word of God (humana voluntas assentiens, 
nec repugnans Verbo Dei). For it could ex- 
pel [the Spirit], as Saul expelled [Him] of 
his own free will. But when the mind hear- 
ing and sustaining itself does not resist, does _ 
not give way to diffidence, but, the Holy Spirit 
assisting, endeavors to assent, — in such a 
struggle the will is not inactive (in hoc cer- 
tamine voluntas non est otiosa). The ancients 
have said that good works are done when 
grace precedes and the will follows. So also 
Basil says: Movoy délnooyv, xat Besos ao0- 
anavtd, Only will, and God anticipates. God 
precedes, calls, moves, assists us; but as for 
us, let us see to it that we do not resist. Deus 
antevertit nos, vocat, movet, adiuvat, SED NOS 
VIDERIMUS, ne repugnemus.” (21,658.) “And 
Phil. 1,6: ‘He which hath begun a good work 
in you will perform it until the day of Jesus 
Christ,’ i. e., we are assisted by God (adiwva- 
mur a Deo), but we must hear the Word of 
God and not resist the drawing God.” (916.) 
“God draws our minds that they will, but we 
must assent, not resist. Deus trahit mentes, 
ut velint, sed assentiri nos, non repugnare 
oportet.” (917.) Here we also meet the re- 
mark: “But the will, when assisted by the 
Holy Spirit, becomes more free. Fit autem 
voluntas adiuvata Spiritu Sancto magis 
libera.” (663.) Frank comments pertinently 
that the magis presupposes a certain degree 
of liberty of the will before the assistance of 
the Holy Spirit. (1, 198.) 

The boldest synergistic statements are 
found in the Loci of 1548. It was the year 
of the Leipzig Interim, in which the same 
error was embodied as follows: “The merci- 
ful God does not deal with man as with a 
block, but draws him in such a way that his 
will, too, cooperates.” (0. R. 7, 51. 260.) As 
to the Loci of this year, Bindseil remarks in 
the Oorpus Reformatorum: “This edition is 
famous on actount of certain paragraphs in- 
serted by the author in the article on Free 
Will. For these atditions contain the Eras- 
mian definition of free will (that it is the 
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faculty of applying oneself to grace), on ac- 
count of which Melanchthon was charged with 
synergism by the Flacians. ... For this 


reason the edition is called by J. T. Mayer 


‘the worst of all (omniwm pessima).’” At 


the Weimar colloquy, 1560, even Strigel was 
not willing to identify himself. openly with 
the Erasmian definition of free will (facultas 
applicandi se ad gratiam) as found in one of 
these sections. When Flacius quoted the pas- 
sage, Strigel retorted excitedly: “I do not de- 
fend that definition which you have quoted 
from the recent edition [1548]. When did 
you hear it from me? When have I under- 
taken to defend it?” (Frank 1, 199. 1385.) At 
the Herzberg colloquy Andreae remarked: 
“The Loci Communes of Melanchthon are use- 
ful. But whoever reads the locus de libero 
arbitrio must confess, even if he judges most 


mildly, that the statements are dubious and, 


ambiguous. And what of the four paragraphs 
which were inserted after Luther’s death? For 
here we read: “There must of necessity be a 
cause of difference mm us why a Saul is re- 
jected, a David received.’” (Pieper 2, 587.) 

From these additions of 1548 we cite: “Nor 
does conversion occur in David in such a man- 
ner as when a stoneis turned into a fig; but 
free will does something in David; for when 
he hears the rebuke and the promise, he will- 
ingly and freely confesses his fault. And his 
will does something when he sustains himself 
with this word: The Lord hath taken away 
your sin...And when he endeavors to sustain 
himself with this word, he is already assisted 
by the Holy Spirit.” (C. R. 21,659.) Again: 
“I therefore answer those who excuse their 
idleness because they think that free will does 
nothing, as follows: It certainly is the eter- 
nal and immovable will of God that you obey 
the voice of the Gospel, that you hear the Son 
of God, that you acknowledge the Mediator. 
How black is that sin which refuses to behold 
the Mediator, the Son of God, presented to 
the human race! You will answer: ‘I can- 
not.’ But in a manner you can (immo aliquo 
modo potes), and when you sustain yourself 
with the voice of the Gospel, then pray that 
God would assist you, and know that the Holy 
Spirit is efficacious in such consolation. Know 
that just in this manner God intends to con- 
vert us, when we, roused by the promise, 
wrestle with ourselves, pray and resist our 
diffidence and other vicious affections. For 
this reason some of the ancient Fathers have 
said that free will in man is the faculty to 
apply himself to grace (liberwm arbitrium 
im homine facultatem esse applicandi se ad 
gratiam);, %. e., he hears the promise, en- 
deavors to assent, and abandons sins against 
conscience. Such things do not occur in 
devils. The difference therefore between the 
devils and the human race ought to be con- 
sidered. These matters, however, become still 
clearer when the promise is considered. For 
since the promise is universal, and since there 
are no contradictory wills in God, there must 
of necessity be in us some cause of difference 
why Saul is rejected and David is received; 
i. €., there must of necessity be some dissimilar 
action in these two. Ouwm promissio sit wni- 
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versalis, nec sint in Deo contradictoriae volun- 
tates, necesse est in nobis esse aliquam dis- 
criminis causam, cur Saul abiiciatur, David 
recipiatur, id est, necesse est aliquam esse 
actionem dissimilem in his duobus. Properly 
understood, this is true, and the use [usus] 
in the exercises of faith and in true consola- 
tion (when our minds acquiesce in the Son 
of God, shown in the promise) will illustrate 
this copulation of causes: the Word of God, 
the Holy Spirit, and the will.” (0. &. 21, 
659 f.) 

At the colloquy of Worms, 1557, Melanch- 
thon, interpellated by Brenz, is reported to 
have said that the passage in his Loci of 1548 
defining free will as the faculty of applying 
oneself to grace referred to the regenerated 
will (voluntas renata), as, he said, appeared 
from the context. (Gieseler 3, 2, 225; Frank 

, 198.) As a matter of fact, however, the 
ontext clearly excludes this interpretation. 
In the passage quoted, Melanchthon, moreover, 
plainly teaches: 1. that in conversion man, 
too, can do, and really does, something by 
willingly confessing his fault, by sustaining 
himself with the Word, by praying that God 
would assist him, by wrestling with himself, 
by striving against diffidence, etc.; 2. that 
the nature of fallen man differs from that of 
the devils in this, that his free will is still 
able to apply itself to grace, endeavor to as- 
sent to it, etc.; 3. that the dissimilar actions 
resulting from the different use of this natu- 
ral ability accounts for the fact that some are 
saved while others are lost. Such was the 
plain teaching of Melanchthon from which he 
never receded, but which he, apart from other 
publications, reaffirmed in every new edition 
of his Loci. For all, including the last one to 
appear during his life (1559), contain the ad- . 
ditions of 1548. “The passage added by the 
author [Melanchthon, 1548] after Luther’s 
death is repeated in all subsequent editions,” 
says Bindseil. (C. R. 21; 570.) 

The sections which were added to the Loci 
after 1548 also breathe the same synergistic 
spirit. In 1553 Melanchthon inserted a para- 
graph which says that, when approached by 
the Holy Spirit, the will ean obey or resist. 
We read: “The liberty of the human will 
after the Fall, also in the non-regenerate, is 
the faculty by virtue of which man is able to 
govern his motions; 7.e., he can enjoin upon 
his external members such actions as agree, or 
such as do not agree, with the Law of God. 
But he cannot banish doubts from his mind 
and evil inclinations from his heart without 
the light of the Gospel and without the Holy 
Spirit. But when the will is drawn by the 
Holy Spirit, it can obey or resist. Owm autem 
trahitur a Spiritu Sancto, potest obsequi et 
repugnare.” (21,1078; 13, 162.) 

Other publications contain the same doc- 
trine. While in his Loci of 1543 he had 
spoken only of three causes of a good action 
(bonae actionis), Melanchthon, in his Hnar- 
ratio Symboli Nicaeni of 1550, substituted 
“conversion” for “good action.” We read: In 
conversion these causes coneur: the Holy 
Spirit, the voice of the Gospel, “and the will 
of man, which does not resist the divine voice, 
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but somehow, with trepidation, assents. Con- 
currunt in conversione hae causae: Spiritus 
Sanctus ... vow Hvangelii ... et voluntas 
hominis, quae non repugnat voci divinae, sed 
inter trepidationem utewmque assentitur.” 
Again: “And concerning this copulation of 
causes it is said: The Spirit comes to the as- 
sistance of our infirmity. And Chrysostom 
truly says: God draws, but He draws him 
who is willing.” Again: God’s promise is 
universal, and there are no contradictory wills 
in God; hence, though Paul jis drawn in a 
different manner than Zacchaeus, “neverthe- 
less there is some assent of the will (tamen 
aliqua est voluntatis assensio).” “God there- 
fore begins and draws by the voice of the Gos- 
pel, but He draws him who is willing, and 
assists him who assents.” “Nor is anything 
detracted from the glory of God, but it is 
truly affirmed that the assistance of God 
always concurs in the beginning and after- 
wards (auaxiliwm Dei semper imtio et deinceps 
concurrere).” (23, 280 ff.) Accordingly, God 
merely concurs as one of three causes, among 
which the will of man is the third. In his 
Examen Ordinandorum of 1554, Melanchthon 
again replaced the term “good action” by 
conversion.” He says: “In conversion these 
causes concur: the Word of God, the Holy 
Spirit, whom the Father and. Son send to 
kindle our hearts, and our will, assenting and 
not resisting the Word of God (et nostra 
voluntas assentiens et non repugnans Verbo 
Dei). And lest we yield to diffidence, we must 
consider that both preachings are universal, 
the preaching of repentance as well as the 
promise of grace. . Let us therefore not 
resist, but assent to the promise, and con- 
stantly repeat this prayer: I believe, O Lord, 
but come to the help of my weakness.” 
(23,15.) Finally in his Opinion on the Wet- 
mar Book of Confutation, March 9, 1559, Me- 
lanchthon remarks: “Again, if the will is able 
to turn from the consolation, it must be in- 
ferred that it works something and follows 
the Holy Spirit when it accepts the consola- 
tion. Item, so sich der Wille vom Trost ab- 
wenden mag, so ist dagegen zu verstehen, dass 
er etwas wirket und folget dem Heiligen 
Geist, so er den Trost annimmt.” (9, 768.) 

W. Preger is right when he.says: “Accord- 
ing to Melanchthon’s view, natural man is 
able to do the following [when the Word of 
God is preached to him]: he is able not to 
resist; he is able to take pains with respect 
to obedience; he is able to comfort himself 
with the Word.... This [according to Me- 
lanchthon] is a germ of the positive good will 
still found in natural man which prevenient 
grace arouses.” (Flacius Illyricus 2, 189 f.) 
Schmauk writes: Melanchthon found “the 
cause for the actual variation in the working 
of God’s grace in man, its object. This subtle 
synergistic spirit attacks the very foundation 
of Lutheranism, flows out into almost every 
doctrine, and weakens the Church at every 
point. And it was particularly this weakness 
which the great multitude of Melanchthon’s 
scholars, who became the leaders of the gen- 
eration of which we are speaking, absorbed, 
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and which rendered it difficult to return, 
finally, after years of struggle, to the solid 
ground, once more recovered in the Formula 
of Concord.” (Conf. Principle, 601.) 

R. Seeberg characterizes Melanchthon’s doc- 
trine as follows: “A synergistic trait there- 
fore appears in his doctrine. In the last 
analysis, God merely grants the outer and 
inner possibility of obtaining salvation. With- 
out man’s cooperation this possibility would 
not become reality; and he is able to refuse 
this cooperation. It is, therefore, in conver- 
sion equally a cause with the others. Sie [die 
Mitwirkung des Menschen] ist also freilich 
eine den andern Ursachen gleichberechtigte 
Ursache in der Bekehrung.” God makes con- 
version possible, but only the decision of man’s 
free will makes it actual, —such, according 
to Seeberg, was the “synergism” of Melanch- 
thon. (Seeberg, Dogg., 4, 444. 446.) 

Frank says of Melanchthon’s way of solv- 
ing the question why some are converted and 
saved while others are lost: ‘The road chosen 
by Melanchthon has indeed led to the goal. 
The contradictions are solved. But let us look 
where we have landed. We are standing — 
in the Roman camp!” After quoting a pas- 
sage from the Tridentinwm, which speaks of 
conversion in terms similar to those employed 
by Melanchthon, Frank continues: “The foun- 
dation stone of Luther’s original Reformation 
doctrine of salvation by grace alone; viz., 
that nothing in us, not even our will moved 
and assisted by God, is the causa meritoria 
of salvation, is subverted by these propo- 
sitions; and it is immaterial to the contrite 
heart whether much or little is demanded from 
free will as the faculty of applying oneself to 
grace.” Frank adds: “What the Philiphists, 
synchronously [with Melanchthon] and later, 
propounded regarding this matter [of free 
will] are but variations of the theme struck 
by Melanchthon. Everywhere the sequence of 
thought is the same, with but this difference, 
that here the faults of the Melanchthonian 
theory together with its consequences come 
out more clearly.” (1, 134 f.) The same is 
true of modern synergistic theories. Without 
exception they are but variations of notes 
struck by Melanchthon, — the father of all the 
synergists that have raised their heads within 
the Lutheran Church. 


156. Pfeffinger Champions Synergistic 
Doctrine. 


Prior to 1556 references to the unsound 
position of the Wittenberg and Leipzig theo- 
logians are met with but occasionally. (Planck 
4, 568.) The unmistakably synergistic doc- 
trine embodied in the Loci of 1548, as well as 
in the Leipzig Interim, did not cause alarm 
and attract attention immediately. But when, 
in 1555, John Pfeffinger [born 1493; 1539 
superintendent, and 1543 professor in Leip- 
zig; assisted 1548 in framing the Leipzig In- 
terim; died January 1, 1573] published his 
“Five Questions Concerning the Liberty of the 
Human Will — De Libertate Voluntatis Hu- 
manae, Quaestiones Quinque. D. Johannes 
Pfeflinger Lipsiae Editae in Officina Georgii 
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Hantschi 1555,” the controversy flared up in- 
stantly. It was a little booklet containing, 
besides a brief introduction, only 41 para- 
graphs, or theses. In these Pfeffinger dis- 
cussed and defended the synergistic doctrine 
of Melanchthon, maintaining that in conver- 
sion man, too, must contribute his share, 
though it be ever so little. 

Early in the next year Pfeffinger was al- 
ready opposed by the theologians of Thu- 
ringia, the stanch opponents of the Philip- 
pists, John Stolz, court-preacher at Weimar, 
composing 110 theses for this purpose. In 
1558 Amsdorf published his Public Confession 
of the True Doctrine of the Gospel and Oon- 
futation of the Fanatics of the Present Time, 
in which he, quoting from memory, charged 
Pfeffinger with teaching that man is able to 
prepare himself for grace by the natural 
powers of his free will, just as the godless 
sophists, Thomas Aquinas, Scotus, and their 
disciples, had held. (Planck 4, 573. 568.) 
About the same time Stolz published the 110 
theses just referred to with a preface by Auri- 
faber (Refutatio Propositionum Pfeffingeri de 
Libero Arbitrio). Flacius, then professor in 
Jena, added his IRefutation of Pfeffinger’s 
Propositions on Free Will and Jena Disputa- 
tion on Free Will. 

In the same year, 1558, Pfeffinger, in turn, 
published his Answer to the Public Confession 
of Amsdorf, charging the latter with falsifi- 
cation, and denouncing Flacius as the “origi- 
nator and father of all the lies which have 
troubled the Lutheran Church during the last 
ten years.” But at the same time Pfeffinger 
showed unmistakably that the charges of his 
opponents were but too well founded. Says 
Planck: “Whatever may have moved Pfef- 
finger to do so, he could not (even if Flacius 
himself had said it for him) have confessed 
synergism more clearly and more definitely 
than he did spontaneously and unasked in this 
treatise.” (4, 574.) Frank: “Pfeffinger goes 
beyond Melanchthon and Strigel; for the ac- 
tion here demanded of, and ascribed to, the 
natural will is, according to him, not even in 
need of liberation by prevenient grace. . . 
His doctrine may without more ado be desig- 
nated as Semi-Pelagianism.” (1, 137.) 

At Wittenberg, Pfeffinger was supported by 
George Major, Paul Eber, and Paul Crell; 
and before long his cause was espoused also 
by Victorin Strigel in Jena. Disputations by 
the Wittenberg and Leipzig synergists (whom 
Schluesselburg, 5, 16, calls “cooperators” and 
“die freiwilligen Herren’) and by their oppo- 
nents in Jena increased the animosity. Both 
parties cast moderation to the winds. In a 
public letter of 1558 the Wittenberg profes- 
sors, for example, maligned Flacius in every 
possible way, and branded him as “der ver- 
loffene undeutsche Flacius Illyricus” and as 
the sole author of all the dissensions in the 
churches of Germany. (Planck 4, 583.) 


157. Statements of Pfeffinger. 


Following are some-of the synergistic de- 
liverances made by Pfeffinger in his Five Ques- 
tions Concerning the Liberty of the Human 
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Will. § 11 reads: “Thirdly, when we inquire 
concerning the spiritual actions, it is correct 
to answer that the human will‘has not such a 
liberty as to be able to effect the spiritual 
motions without the help of the Holy Spirit 
(humanam voluntatem non habere eiusmodt 
libertatem, ut motus spirituales SINE AUXILIO 
Spiritus Sancti efficere possit).” § 14: “There- 
fore some assent or apprehension on our part 
must concur (oportet igitur nostram aliquam 
assensionem seu apprehensionem concurrere) 
when the Holy Spirit has aroused (accen- 
derit) the mind, the will, and the heart. 
Hence Basil says: Only will, and God antici- 
pates; and Chrysostom: He who draws, draws 
him who is willing; and Augustine: He assists 
those who have received the gift of the call 
with becoming piety, and preserve the gifts of 
God as far as man is able. Again: When 


‘ gwace precedes, the will follows — praeeunte 


gratia, comitante voluntate.” In § 16 we 
read: “The will, therefore, is not idle, but as- 
sents faintly. Voluntas igitur non est otiosa, 
sed languide assentitur.” 

Paragraph 17 runs: “If the will were idle 
or purely passive, there would be no difference 
between the pious and the wicked, or between 
the elect and the damned, as, between Saul 
and David, between Judas and Peter. God 
would also become a respecter of persons and 
the author of contumacy in the wicked and 
damned; and to God would be ascribed con- 
tradictory wills, — which conflicts with the 
entire Scripture. Hence it follows that there 
is in us a cause why some assent while others 
do not. Sequitur ergo in nobis esse aliquam 
causam, cur alii assentiantur, alii non assen- 
tiantur.” § 24: “Him [the Holy Spirit], 
therefore, we must not resist; but on the part 
of our will, which is certainly not like a stone 
or block, some assent must be added — sed ali- 
quam etiam assensionem accedere nostrae 
voluntatis, quam non sicut saxwwm aut incu- 
dem se habere certum est.” § 30: “But ap- 
prehension on our part must concur. For, 
since the promise of grace is universal, and 
since we must obey this promise, some dif- 
ference between the elect and the rejected 
must be inferred from our will (sequitur, ali- 
quod discrimen inter electos et reiectos a vo- 
luwntate nostra sumendum esse), viz., that 
those who resist the promise are rejected, 
while those who embrace the promise are re- 
ceived. ... All this clearly shows that our 
will is not idle in conversion or like a stone 
or block in its conduct. Ha quibus omnibus 
manifestissimum apparet, voluntatem nostram 
non esse otiosam in conversione, aut se ut 
saxnum aut incudem habere.” 

§ 34 reads: “Some persons, however, shout 
that the assistance of the Holy Spirit is ex- 
tenuated and diminished if even the least par- 
ticle be attributed to the human will. Though 
this argument may appear specious and plau- 
sible, yet pious minds understand that by our 
doctrine — according to which we ascribe some 
cooperation to our will; viz., some assent and 
apprehension (qua tribuimus aliquam SYNER- 
GIAM voluntati nostrae, videlicet qualemcwm- 
que assensionem et apprehensionem) — abso- 


\ XIV. The Synergistic Controversy. 


lutely nothing is taken away from the assist- 
ance rendered by the Holy Spirit. For we 
affirm that the first acts (primas partes) must 
be assigned and attributed to Him who first 
and primarily, through the Word or the voice 
of the Gospel, moves our hearts to believe, to 
which thereupon we, too, ought to assent as 
much as we are able (cui deinde et NOS, QUAN- 
TUM IN NOBIS EST, ASSENTIRI oportet), and 
not resist the Holy Spirit, but submit to the 
Word, ponder, learn, and hear it, as Christ 
says: ‘Whosoever hath heard of the Father 
and learned, cometh to Me’” § 36: “And 
although original sin has brought upon our 
nature a ruin so sad and horrible that we can 
hardly imagine it, yet we must not think that 
absolutely all the knowledge (notitiae) which 
was found in the minds of our first parents 
before the Fall has on that account been de- 
stroyed and extinguished after the Fall, or 
that the human will does not in any way 
differ from a stone or a block; for we are, as 
St. Paul has said most seriously, coworkers 
with God, which coworking, indeed, is assisted 
and strengthened by the Holy Spirit — sumus 


synergi Dei, quae quidem synergia adiuvatur | 


a Spiritu Sancto et confirmatur.” Hvidently 
no comment is necessary to show that the pas- 
sages cited from Pfeffinger are conceived, born, 
and bred in Semi-Pélagianism and rationalism. 

Planck furthermore quotes from Pfeffinger’s 
Answer to Amsdorf, 1558: “And there is no 
other reason why some are saved and some are 
damned than this one alone, that some, when 
incited by the Holy Spirit, do not resist, but 
obey Him and accept the grace and salvation 
offered, while others will not accept it, but 
resist the Holy Spirit, and despise the grace.” 
(4, 578.) Again: “Although the will cannot 
awaken or incite itself to spiritually good 
works, but must be awakened and incited 
thereto by the Holy Ghost, yet man is not 
altogether excluded from such works of the 
Holy Ghost, as if he were not engaged in it 
and were not to contribute his share to it — 
dass er nicht auch dabei sein und das Seine 
nicht auch dabei tun muesse.” (576.) Again: 
In the hands of the Holy Spirit man is not 
like a block or stone in the hands of a sculp- 
tor, which do not and cannot “know, under- 
stand, or feel what is done with them, nor in 
the least further or hinder what the artist en- 
deavors to make of them.” (576.) “But when 
the heart of man is touched, awakened, and 
moved by the Holy Ghost, man must not be 
like a dead stone or block, ... but must obey 
and follow Him. And although he perceives 
his great weakness, and, on the other hand, 
how powerfully sin in his flesh opposes, he 
must nevertheless not desist, but ask and pray 
God for grace and assistance against sin and 
flesh.” (577.) Planck remarks: According to 
Pfeffinger, the powers for all this are still 
found in natural man, and the only thing re- 
quired is, not to recreate them, but merely to 
incite them to action. (579.) 

In 1558, in an appendix to his disputation 
of 1555, Pfeffinger explained and illustrated 
his position, in substance, as follows: I was 
to prove nothing else than that some use of 
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the will [in spiritual matters] was left, and 
that our nature is not annihilated or extin- 
guished, but corrupted and marvelously de- 
praved after the Fall. Now, to be sure, free 
will cannot by its own natural powers regain 
its integrity nor rise after being ruined; yet, 
as the doctrine [the Gospel] can be under- 
stood by paying attention to it, so it can also 
in a manner (aliquo modo) he obeyed by as- 
senting to it. But it is necessary for all who 
would dwell in the splendor of the eternal 
light and in the sight of God to look up to, 
and not turn away from, the light. Schlues- 
selburg adds: ‘“Haec certe est synergia — 
This is certainly synergism.” (Catalogus 5, 
161.) 

Tschackert summarizes Pfeffinger’s doctrine 
as follows: “When the Holy Spirit, through 
the Word of God, influences a man, then the 
assenting will becomes operative as a factor 
of conversion. The reason why some assent 
while others do not must lie in themselves. ... 
Evidently Pfeffinger’s opinion was that not 
only the regenerate, but even the natural will 
of man possesses the ability either to obey the 
divine Spirit or to resist Him.” (521.) Ac- 
cording to W. Preger, Pfeffinger taught “that 
the Holy Spirit must awaken and incite our 
nature that it may understand, think, will, 
and do what is right and pleasing to God,” 
but that natural free will is able “to obey and 
follow” the motions of the Spirit. (2, 192. 
195.) 

No doubt, Pfeffinger advocated, and was a 
candid exponent and champion of, nothing but 
the three-concurring-causes doctrine of Me- 
lanchthon, according to which God never fails 
to do His share in conversion, while we must 
beware (sed nos viderimus, CO. R. 21, 658) lest 
we fail to do our share. Pfeffinger himself 
made it a special point to cite Melanchthon 
as his authority in this matter. The last 
(41st) paragraph in his Five Questions begins 
as follows: “We have briefly set forth the 
doctrine concerning the liberty of the human 
will, agreeing with the testimonies of the 
prophetic and apostolic Scriptures, a fuller ex- 
planation of which students may find in the 
writings of our preceptor, Mr. Philip (pro- 
lixiorem explicationem requirant studiosi in 
seriptis D. Philippi, praeceptoris nostri) .” 
And wheh, in the subsequent controversy, 
Pfeffinger was publicly assailed by Amsdorf, 
Flacius, and others, everybody knew that their 
real target was none other than — Master 
Philip. Melanchthon, too, was well aware of 
this fact. In his Opinion on the Weimar Con- 
futation, of March 9, 1559, in which the syner- 
gism of the Philippists is extensively treated, 
he said: “As to free will, it is apparent that 
they attack me, Philip, in particular.” (C0. R. 
9, 763.) 


158. Strigel and Huegel Entering 
Controversy. 


The synergistic controversy received new 
zest and a new impetus when, in 1559, Vic- 
torin Strigel and Huegel (Hugelius), respec- 
tively professor and pastor at Jena, the 
stronghold of the opponents of the Wittenberg 
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Philippists, opposed Flacius, espoused the 
cause of Pfeffinger, championed the doctrine 
of Melanchthon, and refused to endorse the 
so-called Book of Confutation which Flacius 
had caused to be drafted particularly against 
the Wittenberg Philippists and Synergists, 
and to be introduced. The situation thus cre- 
ated was all the more sensational, because, in 
the preceding controversies, Strigel had, at 
least apparently, always sided with the oppo- 
nents of the Philippists. 

The “Konfutationsbuch — Book of Confuta- 
tioh and Condemnations of the Chief Corrup- 
tions, Sects, and Errors Breaking in and 
Spreading at this Time” was published in 
1559 by Duke John Frederick II as a doc- 
trinal norm of his duchy. In nine chapters 
this Book, a sort of forerunner of the Pormula 
of Concord, dealt with the errors 1. of Serve- 
tus, 2. of Schwenckfeld, 3. of the Antino- 
mians, 4. of the Anabaptists, 5. of the Zwing- 
lians, 6. of the Synergists, 7. of Osiander and 
Stancarus, 8. of the Majorists, 9. of the Adi- 
aphorists. Its chief object, as expressly stated 
in the Preface, was to warn against the errors 
introduced by the Philippists, whose doctrines, 
as also Planck admits, were not in any wa 
misrepresented in this document. (4, 597.595.) 
The sixth part, directed against synergism, 
bore the title: “Confutatio Corruptelarum in 
Articulo de Libero Arbitrio sive de Viribus 
Humanis — Confutation of the Corruptions in 
the Article Concerning Free Will or Concern- 
ing the Human Powers.” The COonfutation 
was framed by the Jena theologians, Strigel 
and Huegel also participating in its compo- 
sition. However, some of the references to the 
corruptions of the Philippists must have been 
rather vague and ambiguous in the first draft 
of the book; for when it was revised at the 
convention in Weimar, Flacius secured the 
adoption of additions and changes dealing 
particularly with the synergism of the Wit- 
tenbergers, which were energetically opposed 
by Strigel. 

Even before the adoption of the Book of 
Confutation, Strigel had been polemicizing 
against Flacius. But now (as Flacius re- 
ports) he began to denounce him at every oc- 
casion as the “architect of a new theology” 
and an “enemy of the Augsburg Confession.” 
At the same time he also endeavored to incite 
the students in Jena against him. Flacius, 
in turn, charged Strigel with scheming to 
establish a Philippistic party in Ducal 
Saxony. The public breach came when the 
Book of Confutation was submitted for adop- 
tion and publication in the churches and 
schools. Pastor Huegel refused to read and 
explain it from the pulpit, and Strigel pre- 
sented his objections to the Duke, and asked 
that his conscience be spared. But when 
Strigel failed to maintain silence in the mat- 
ter, he as well as Pastor Huegel were sum- 
marily dealt with by the Duke. On March 27, 
1559, at two o’clock in the morning, both were 
suddenly arrested and imprisoned. Flacius, 
who was generally regarded as the secret in- 
stigator of this act of violence, declared pub- 
licly that the arrest had been made without 
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his counsel and knowledge. About six months 


later (September 5, 1569) Strigel and Huegel, 
after making some doctrinal concessions and 
promising not to enter into any disputation 
on the Confutation, were set at liberty. 
(Planck 4, 591. 604.) 


159. Weimar Disputation. 


In order to settle the differences, Flacius 
and his colleagues (Wigand, Judex, Simon 
Musaeus), as well as Strigel, asked for a pub- 
lic disputation, which John Frederick, too, 
was all the more willing to arrange because 
dissatisfaction with his drastic procedure 
against Strigel and Huegel was openly dis- 
played everywhere outside of Ducal Saxony. 
The disputation was held at Weimar, August 
2 to 8, 1560. It was attended by the Saxon 


+ and their entire courts, as well as by 


a large number of other spectators, not only 
from Jena, but also from Erfurt, Wittenberg, 
and Leipzig. The subjects of discussion, for 
which both parties had submitted theses, 
were: Free Will, Gospel, Majorism, Adiaph- 


orism, and Indifferentism (academica epoche, 


toleration of error). The disputing parties 
(Flacius and Strigel) agreed that “the only 
rule should be the Word of God, and that a 
clear, plain text of the Holy Scriptures was 
to weigh more than all the inferences and 
authorities of interpreters.” (Planck 4, 606.) 

According to the proceedings of the Weimar 
Disputation, written by Wigand and published 
by Simon Musaeus 1562 and 1563 under the 
title: “Disputatio de Originali Peecato et 
Libero Arbitrio inter M. Flacium Illyr. et 
Vict. Strigelium Publice Vinariae Anno 1560 
Habita,” the only questions discussed were 
free will and, incidentally, original sin. Stri- 
gel defended the Melanchthonian doctrine, ac- 
cording to which the causes of conversion are 
the Holy Spirit, the Word of God, and the 
will of man feebly assenting to the Gospel 
and, at the same time, seeking strength from 
God. He repeated the formula: ‘“Concurrunt 
in conversione haee tria: Spiritus Sanctus 
movens corda, vox Dei, voluntas hominis, quae 
voci divinae assentitur.”, Flacius, on the 
other hand, defended the mere passive of Lu- 
ther, according to which man, before he is 
converted and endowed with faith, does not 
in any way cooperate with the Holy Spirit, 
but merely suffers and experiences His opera- 
tions. At the same time, however, he seri- 
ously damaged and discredited himself as well 
as the sacred cause of divine truth by main- 
taining that original sin is not a mere acci- 
dent, such as Strigel maintained, but the very 
substance of man. The discussions were dis- 
continued after the thirteenth session. The 
Duke announced that the disputation would 
be reopened later, charging both parties in the 
mean time to maintain silence in public, — 
a compromise to which Flacius and his ad- 
herents were loath to consent. 

John Wigand and Matthias Judex, however, 
continued to enforce the Book of Confutation, 
demanding an unqualified adoption in every 
point, per omnia. When the jurist Matthew 
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Wesenbecius declined to, accept the book in 
this categorical way, he was not permitted to 
serve as sponsor at a baptism. John Frederick 
was dissatisfied with this procedure and ac- 
tion of the ministers; and when they per- 
sisted in their demands, the autocratic Duke 
deprived them of the right to excommunicate, 
vesting this power in a consistory established 
at Weimar. Flacius and his adherents pro- 
tested against this measure as tyranny exer- 
cised over the Church and a suppression of 
the pure doctrine. As a result Musaeus, 
Judex, Wigand, and Flacius were suspended 
and expelled from Jena, December, 1561. 
(Gieseler 3, 2, 244. 247.) Their vacant chairs 
at the university were filled by Freihub, Sal- 
muth, and Selneeccer, who had been recom- 
mended by the Wittenberg Philippists at the 
request of the Duke, who now evidently 
favored a compromise with the Synergists. 
Strigel, too, was reinstated at Jena after sign- 
ing an ambiguous declaration. 

Amsdorf, Gallus, Hesshusius, Flacius, and 
the other exiled theologians denounced Stri- 
gel’s declaration as insincere and in conflict 
with Luther’s book De Servo Arbitrio, and 
demanded a public retraction of his synergis- 
tic statements. When the ministers of Ducal 
Saxony also ‘declined to acknowledge Strigel’s 
orthodoxy, a more definite “Superdeclaration,” 
framed by Moerlin and Stoessel (but not 
signed by Strigel), was added as an interpre- 
tation of Strigel’s declaration. But even now 
a minority refused to submit to the demands 
of the Duke, because they felt that they were 
being deceived by ambiguous terms, such as 
“capacity” and “aptitude,” which the wily 

Strigel and the Synergists used in the active 

or positive, and not in the passive sense. 
These conscientious Lutherans, whom the 
rationalist Planck brands as “almost insane, 
beinahe verrueckt,” were also deposed and 
banished, 1562. Strigel’s declaration of 
March, 1562, however, maintaining that “the 
will is passive in so far as God alone works 
all good, but active in so far as it must be 
present in its conversion, must consent, and 
not resist, but accept,” showed that he had 
not abandoned his synergism. In the same 
year he applied for, and accepted, a professor- 
ship in Leipzig. Later on he occupied a chair 
at the Reformed university in Heidelberg, 
where he died 1569, at the age of only forty- 
five years. 

In 1567, when John William became ruler 
of Ducal Saxony, the Philippists were dis- 
missed, and the banished Lutheran pastors 
and professors (with the exception of Fla- 
clus) were recalled and reinstated. While 
this rehabilitation of the loyal Lutherans 
formally ended the synergistic controversy in 
Ducal Saxony, occasional echoes of it still 
lingered, due especially to the fact that some 
ministers had considered Strigel’s ambiguous 
declaration a satisfactory presentation of the 
Lutheran truth with regard to the questions 
involved. That the synergistic teaching of 
Melanchthon was continued in Wittenberg ap- 
pears, for example, from the Confessio Wit- 
tenbergica of 1570. 
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160. Strigel’s Rationalistic Principle. 


Although at the opening of the disputation 
the debaters had agreed to decide all questions 
by clear Scripture-passages alone, oun 
guiding principle was in reality not the Bible, 
but philosophy and reason. His real concern 
was not, What does Scripture teach concern- 
ing the causes of conversion? but, How may 
we harmonize the universal grace of God with 
the fact that only some are converted and 
saved? Self-evidently Strigel, too, quoted 
Bible-passages. Among others, he appealed to 
such texts as John 6, 29; Rom. 1, 16; 10, 17; 
Luke 8, 18; Heb. 4, 2; Rev. 3, 20; Luke 
11,13; Mark 9, 24; 1 Thess. 2,13; Jas. 1, 18. 
But as we shall show later, his deductions 
were philosophical and sophistical rather than 
exegetical and Scriptural. Preger remarks: 
In his disputation Strigel was-not able to ad- 
vance a single decisive passage of Scripture 
for the presence and cooperation of a good will 
at the moment when it is approached and in- 
fluenced (ergriffen) by grace. (2, 211.) And 
the clear, irrefutable Bible-texts on which Fla- 
cius founded his doctrine of the inability of 
natural will to cooperate in conversion, Strigel 
endeavored to invalidate by philosophical rea- 
soning, indirect arguing, and alleged necessary 
logical consequences. 

At Weimar and in his Confession of Decem- 
ber 5, 1560, delivered to the Duke soon after 
the disputation, Strigel argued: Whoever de- 
nies that man, in a way and measure, is able 
to cooperate in his own conversion is logically 
compelled also to deny that the rejection of 
grace may be imputed to man; compelled to 
make God responsible for man’s damnation; 
to surrender the universality of God’s grace 
and call; to admit contradictory wills in 
God; and to take recourse to an absolute de- 
cree of election and reprobation in order to 
account for the fact that some reject the grace 
of God and are lost while others are converted. 
and saved. At Weimar Strigel declared: 
“T do not say that the will is able to assent 
to the Word without the Holy Spirit, but 
that, being moved and assisted by the Spirit, 
it assents with trepidation. If we were un- 
able to do this, we would not be responsible 
for not having received the Word. Si hoc 
[utcumque assentiri inter trepidationes] non 
possemus, non essemus rev propter Verbum 
non receptum.” Again, also at Weimar: “If 
the will is not able to assent in some way, 
even when assisted, then we cannot be respon- 
sible for rejecting the Word, but the blame 
must be transferred to another, and others 
may judge how religious that is. Si voluntas 
ne quidem adiuta potest aliquo modo annuere, 
non possumus esse ret propter Verbum re- 
vectum, sed culpa est in alium transferenda, 
quod quam sit religiosum, alii iudicent.”? 
(Planck 4, 689. 719; Luthardt, Lehre vom 
freien Willen, 222.) 

Over against this rationalistic method of 
Strigel and the Synergists generally, the Lu- 
therans adhered to the principle that nothing 
but a clear passage of the Bible can decide 
a theological question. They rejected as false 
philosophy and rationalism every argument 
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directed against the clear sense of a clear 
Word of God. They emphatically objected to 
the employment of reason for establishing a 
Christian doctrine or subverting a statement 
of the Bible. At Weimar, Flacius protested 
again and again that human reason is not 
an authority in theological matters. “Let us 
hear the Scriptures! Auwdiamus Scripturam !” 
“Let the woman be silent in the Church! 
Mulier taceat in ecclesia!” With such slo- 
gans he brushed aside the alleged necessary 
logical inferences and deductions of Strigel. 
“You take your arguments from philosophy,” 
he said in the second session, “which ought 
not to be given a place in matters of religion. 
Disputas ex philosophia, cui locus in rebus 
religions esse non debet.” Again, at Weimar: 
“It is against the nature of inquiring truth 
to insist on arguing from blind philosophy. 


What else corrupted such ancient theologians ° 


as Clement, Origen, Chrysostom, and after- 
wards also the Sophists [scholastic theolo- 
gians] but that they endeavored to decide 
spiritual things by philosophy, which does not 
understand the secret and hidden mysteries of 
God. Est contra naturam inquirendae veri- 
tatis, si velimus ex caeca philosophia loqut. 
Quid aliud corrupit theologos veteres, ut 
Clementem, Originem, Chrysosthomum et 
postea etiam Sophistas, nisi quod de rebus 
diwinis ex philosophia voluerunt statuere, quae 
non intelligit abstrusissima et occullissima 
mysteria Dei.” “May we therefore observe 
the rule of Luther: Let the woman be silent 
in the Church! For what a miserable thing 
would it be if we had to judge ecclesiastical 
matters from logic! Itaque observemus legem 
Lutheri: Taceat mulier in ecclesia! Quae 
enim miseria, si ex dialectica diuudicandae 
nobis essent res ecclesiae!’” (Planck 4, 709.) 

In an antisynergistic confession published 
by Schluesselburg, we read: “This doctrine 
[of conversion by God’s grace alone] is simple, 
clear, certain, and irrefutable if one looks to 
God’s Word alone and derives the WNosce 
teipsum, Know thyself, from the wisdom of 
God. But since poor men are blind, they love 
their darkness more than the light, as Christ 
says John 3, and insist on criticizing and 
falsifying God’s truth by means of blind phi- 
losophy, which, forsooth, is a shame and a 
palpable sin, if we but had eyes to see and 
know. ... Whatsoever blind reason produces 
in such articles of faith against the Word of 
God is false and wrong. For it is said: 
Mulier in ecclesia taceat! Let philosophy and 
human wisdom be silent in the Church.” 
(Catalogus 5, 665f.) Here, too, the sophis- 
tical objections of the Synergists are disposed 
of with such remarks as: “In the first place, 
this is but spun from reason, which thus acts 
wise in these matters. Denn fuers erste ist 
solches nur aus der Vernunft gesponnen, die 
weiss also hierin eu kluegeln.” (668.) “This 
is all spun from reason; but God’s Word 
teaches us better. Dies ist alles aus der, Ver- 
nunft spintisiert; Gottes Wort aber lehrt es 
besser.”’ (670.) 

Evidently Strigel’s rationalistic method was 
identical with that employed by Melanchthon 
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in his Loci, by Pfeffinger, and the Synergists 
generally. Accordingly, his synergism also 
could not differ essentially from Melanch- 
thon’s. Planck pertinently remarks: “It is 
apparent from this [argument of Strigel that 
natural man must have power to cooperate in — 
his conversion because otherwise God would 
be responsible for his resistance and damna- 
tion] that his synergism was none other than 
that of the Wittenberg school; for was not 
this the identical foundation upon which Me- 
lanchthon had reared his [synergism] ?” 
(4, 690.) Like methods lead to the same re- 
sults, and vice versa. Besides, Strigel had 
always appealed to the Wittenbergers; and 
in his Opinion on the Weimar Oonfutation, 
1559, Melanchthon, in turn, identified himself 
with Strigel’s arguments. (C. R.9,766.) The 
“Confession and Opinion of the Wittenbergers 
Woncerning Free Will — Confessio et Senten- 
tia Wittebergensiwm de Libero Arbitrio”’ of 
1561 also maintained the same attitude. 


161. Strigel’s Theory. 


Strigel’s views concerning the freedom of 
man’s will in spiritual matters may be sum- 
marized as follows: Man, having a will, is 
a free agent, hence always able to decide for 
or against. This ability is the “mode of ac- 
tion” essential to man as long as he really 
is a man and in possession of a will. Even in 
matters pertaining to grace this freedom was 
not entirely lost in the Fall. It was impeded 
and weakened by original sin, but not annihi- 
lated. To be converted, man therefore re- 
quires that these residual or remaining powers 
be excited and strengthened rather than that 
new spiritual powers be imparted or a new 
will be created. Accordingly, persuasion 
through the Word is the method of conversion 
employed by the Holy Spirit. When the will 
is approached by the Word, incited and as- 
sisted by the Spirit, it is able to admit the 
operations of the Spirit and assent to the 
Word, though but feebly. Hence, no matter 
how much of the work of conversion must be 


.ascribed to the Holy Spirit and the Word, 


the will itself, in the last analysis, decides 
for or against grace. Man is, therefore, not 
purely passive in his conversion, but cooper- 
ates with the Holy Spirit and the Word, not 
merely after, but also in his conversion, be- 
fore he has received the gift of faith. 

“God who, outside of His essence in exter- 
nal actions, is the freest agent,” said Strigel, 
“created two kinds of natures, the one free, 
the other acting naturally (naturaliter agen- 
tes). The free natures are the angels and 
men. Those acting naturally embrace all the 
rest of the creatures. A natural agent is one 
that cannot do anything else [than it does], 
nor suspend its action; e.g., fire. Men and 
angels were created differently, after the 
image of God, that they might be free agents. 
Homines et angeli aliter conditi sunt ad 
imaginem Dei, ut sint liberum agens.” 
(Planck 4, 669.) This freedom, which dis- 
tinguishes man essentially from all other 
creatures, according to Strigel, always implies 
the power to will or not to will with respect 
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to any object. He says: The act of willmg, 
be it good or evil, always belongs to the will, 
because the will is so created that it can will 
or not, without coercion. “Spswm velle, sew 
bonum sew malum, quod ad substantiam atti- 
net, semper est voluntatis; quia voluntas sic 
est condita, UT POSSIT VELLE AUT NON; sed 
etiam hoc habet voluntas ex opere creations, 
quod adhue reliquum, et non prorsus abolitwm 
et extinctum est, UT POSSIT VELLE AUT NON, 
SINE COACTIONE.” (674.) According to Stri- 
gel, the very essence of the will consists in 
being able, in every instance, to decide in 
either direction, for or against. Hence the 
very idea of will involves also a certain ability 
to cooperate in conversion. (689.) 

This freedom or ability to decide pro or 
con, says Strigel, is the mode of action essen- 
tial to-man, his mode of action also in con- 
version. And in the controversy on free will 
he sought to maintain that this alleged mode 
of action was a part of the very essence of 
the human will and being. At Weimar Stri- 
gel declared: “I do not wish to detract from 
the will the mode of action which is different 
from other natural actions. Nolo voluntati 
detrahi modum agendi, qui est dissimilis alvis 
actionibus naturalibus.” (Planck 4, 668.) 
Again: “The will is not a natural, but a free 
agent; -hence the will is converted not as a 
natural agent, but as a free agent.... In 
conversion the will acts in its own mode; it 
is not a statue or a log in conversion. Hence 
conversion does not occur in a purely passive 
manner. Voluntas non est agens naturale, sed 
liberum; ergo convertitur voluntas non ut 
naturalitur agens, sed ut liberum agens.... 
Et voluntas swo modo agit in~conversione, nec 
est statua vel truncus in conversione. Ht per 
consequens non fit conversio pure passive.” 
(Luthardt, 217. 219. 209.) 

What Strigel means is that man, being a 
free agent, must, also in conversion, be ac- 
corded the ability somehow to decide for 
grace. According to the Formula of Concord 
the words, “man’s mode of action,” signify 
“a way of working something good and salu- 
tary in divine things.” (905, 61.) The connec- 
tion and the manner in which the phrase was 
employed by’ Strigel admitted of no other 
interpretation. Strigel added: This mode of 
action marks the difference between the will 
of man and the will of Satan; for the devil 
neither endeavors to assent, nor prays to God 
for assistance, while man does. (Luthardt, 
220.) Natural man is by Strigel credited with 
the power of “endeavoring to assent, conart 
assentiri,’” because he is endowed with a will. 
But shrewd as Strigel was, it did not occur to 
him that, logically, his argument compelled 
him to ascribe also to the devils everything 
he claimed for natural man, since they, too, 
have a will and are therefore endowed with 
the same modus agendi, which, according to 
Strigel, belongs to the very idea and essence 
of will. Yet this palpable truth, which over- 
threw his entire theory, failed to open the eyes 
of Strigel. 

If, as Strigel maintained, the human will, 
by virtue of its nature as a free agent, is, in 
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a way, able to cooperate in conversion, then 
the only question is how to elevate this ability 
to an actuality, in other words, how to in- 
fluence the will and rouse its powers to move 
in the right direction. Strigel answered: 
Since the will cannot be forced, moral suasion 
is the true method required to convert a man. 
“The will,” says he, “cannot be forced, hence 
it is by persuasion, 7. e., by pointing out some- 
thing good or evil, that the will is moved to 
obey and to submit to the Gospel; not co- 
erced, but somehow willing. Voluntas non 
potest cogi, ergo voluntas persuadendo, id est, 
ostensione alicuiws bom vel mali flectitur ad 
obediendum et obtemperandum evangelio, non 
coacta, sed ALIQUO MODO VOLENS.” (Seeberg 4, 
491.) Again: “Although God is efficacious 
through the Word, drawing and leading us 
efficaciously, yet He does not make assenting 
necessary for such a nature as the will, — 
a nature so created that it is able not to as- 
sent, if it so wills, and to expel Him who 
dwells in us. This assent therefore is the 
work of God and the Holy Spirit, bat in so 
far as it is a free assent, not coerced and 
pressed out by force, it is also the work of the 
will. Htiamsi Deus est efficax per Verbum et 
efficaciter nos trahit et ducit, tamen non affert 
necessitatem assentiendi tali naturae, qualis 
est voluntas, id est, quae sic est condita, ut 
possit non assentiri, si velit, et excutere ses- 
sorem. Est igitur hie assensus opus Dei et 
Spiritus Sancti, sed quatenus est liber assen- 
sus, non coactus, expressus vi, EST ETIAM 
VOLUNTATIS.” (491.) Strigel evidently means: 
The fact that man is able not to assent to 
grace of necessity involves that somehow (ali- 
quo modo) he is able also to assent; according 
to man’s peculiar mode of action (freedom), 
he must himself actualize his conversion by 
previously (in the logical order) willing 
it, deciding for it, and assenting to it; he 
would be converted by coercion if his assent 
to grace were an act of the will engendered 
and created solely by God, rather than an act 
effected and produced by the powers of the 
will when incited and assisted by the Spirit. 
Man is converted by persuasion only, because 
God does not create assent and faith in him, 
but merely elicits these acts from man by 
liberating and appealing to the powers of his 
will to effect and produce them. 

In defending this freedom of the will, Stri- 
gel appealed also to the statement of Luther: 
“The will cannot be coerced; . if the will 
could be coerced, it would not be volition, but 
rather nolition. Volwntas non potest cogi; 
...8t posset cogi voluntas, non esset voluntas, 
sed potius noluntas.” WHowever, what Luther 
said of the form or nature of the will, accord- 
ing to which it always really wills what it 
wills, and is therefore never coerced, was by 
Strigel transferred to the spiritual matters 
and objects of the will. According to Stri- 
gel’s theory, says Seeberg, “the will must be 
free even in the first moment of conversion, 
free not only in the psychological, but also in 
the moral sense.” (4,492.) Tschackert, quot- 
ing Seeberg, remarks that Strigel transformed 
the natural formal liberty into an ethical 
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material liberty — “indem die natuerliche for- 
male Freiheit sich ihm unter der Hand [?] 
verwandelte in die ethische materiale Frei- 
heit.” (524.) 


162. Strigel’s Semi-Pelagianism. 


Strigel’s entire position is based on the 
error that a remnant of spiritual ability still 
‘remains in natural man. ‘True, he taught 
that in consequence of original sin the powers 
of man and the proper use and exercise of 
these powers are greatly impeded, weakened, 
checked, and insulated, as it were, and that 
this impediment can be removed solely by the 
operation of the Holy Spirit. “Through the 
Word the Holy Spirit restores to the will 
the power and faculty of believing,” Strigel 
declared. (Luthardt, 250.) But this restora- 
tion, he said, was brought about by liberat- 


ing, arousing, inciting, and strengthening the» 


powers inherent in man rather than by divine 
impartation of new spiritual powers or by the 
creation of a new good volition. 

Strigél plainly denied that natural man is 
truly spiritually dead. He declared: “The 
will is so created that it can expel the Holy 
Spirit and the Word, or, when assisted by the 
Holy Spirit, can in some manner will and 
obey — to receive is the act of the will; in 
this I cannot concede that man is simply 
dead — accipere est hominis; in hoc non pos- 
sum concedere simpliciter mortwum esse homi- 
nem.” (Frank 1, 199.) Natural man, Strigel 
explained, is indeed not able to grasp the 
helping hand of God with his own hand; yet 
the latter is not dead, but still retains a 
minimum of power. (678.) Again: Man is 
like a new-born child, whose powers must first 
be strengthened with nourishment given it by 
its mother, and which, though able to draw 
this nourishment out of its mother’s breast, 
is yet unable to lift itself up to it, or to take 
hold of the breast, unless it be given it. 
(Preger 2, 209.) 

With special reference to the last illustra- 
tion, Flacius declared: “Strigel, accordingly, 
holds that we have the faculty to desire and 
receive the food, 7. e., the benefits of God. For- 
sooth, you thereby attribute to corrupt man 
a very great power with respect to spiritual 
things. Now, then, deny that this opinion 
is Pelagian.” (209.) “Your statements agree 
with those of Pelagius; yet I do not simply 
say that you are a Pelagian; for a good man 
may fall into an error which he does not see.” 
Pelagius held that man, by his natural 
powers, is able to begin and complete his own 
conversion; Cassianus, the Semi-Pelagian, 
taught that man is able merely to begin this 
work; Strigel maintained that man can ad- 
mit the liberating operation of the Holy 
Spirit, and that after such operation of the 
Spirit he is able to cooperate with his natural 
powers. Evidently, then, the verdict of Fla- 
cius was not much beside the mark. Planck, 
though unwilling to relegate Strigel to the 
Pelagians, does not hesitate to put him down 
as a thoroughgoing Synergist. (Planck 4, 
683 {.) Synergism, however, always includes 
at least an element of Pelagianism. 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


Strigel illustrated his idea by the following 
analogy. When garlic-juice is applied to a 
magnet, it loses its power of attraction, but — 
remains a true magnet, and, when goat’s blood 
is applied, immediately regains its efficacious- 
ness. So the will of man is hindered by origi- 
nal sin from beginning that which is good; 
but when the impediment has been removed 
through the operation of the Holy Spirit, the 
native powers of the will again become effica- 
cious and active. (Tschackert, 524; Planck 4, 
672; Preger 2, 198; Luthardt, 211.) Frank 
remarks: “The example of the temporarily 
impeded power of the magnet, which was re- 
peated also at this juncture [in the disputa- 
tion at Weimar], immediately points to the 
related papal doctrine; for the Catholic An- 
dradius explains the dogma of the T'ridenti- 
num to this effect: The free will of natural 

an may be compared to a chained prisoner, 
who, though still in possession of his loco- 
motive powers, is nevertheless impeded by his 
fetters.” (1,136.) Also the Formula of Con- 
cord, evidently with a squint at Strigel, re- 
jects as a Pelagian error the teaching “that 
original sin is not a despoliation or deficiency, 
but only an external impediment to these spir- 
itual good powers, as when a magnet is 
smeared with garlic-juice, whereby its natu- 
ral power is not removed, but only hindered; 
or thatthis stain can be easily washed away, 
as a spot from the face or a pigment from the 
wall.” (865, 22.) 


163. Strigel’s “Cooperation.” 


When the impediment caused by original 
sin has been removed, and the will liberated 
and aroused to activity, man, according to 
Strigel, is able also to cooperate in his con- 
version. At Weimar he formulated the point 
at issue as follows: “The question is whether 
[in conversion] the will is present idle, as an 
inactive, indolent subject, or, as the common 
saying is, in a purely passive way; or 
whether, when grace precedes, the will follows 
the efficacy of the Holy Spirit, and in some 
manner assents.— an vero praeeunte gratia 
voluntas comitetur efficaciam Spiritus Sancti 
et aliquo modo annuat.” (Luthardt, 222.) 
Following are some of his answers to this 
question: When incited by the Spirit, the 
will is able to assent somewhat and to pray 
for assistance. Inter trepidationem utcwmque 
assentitur, simul petens auxilium. Contrition 
and faith, as well as other virtues, are gifts 
of God, “but they are given to those only who 
hear and contemplate God’s Word, embrace it 
by assenting to it, strive against their doubts, 
and in this conflict pray fer the help of God.” 
(230.) The Holy Ghost converts those “who 
hear the Word of God and do not resist stub- 
bornly, but consent,” and God assists such 
only “as follow His call and pray for assist- 
ance.” (229.) “The will and heart do not re- 
sist altogether, but desire divine consolation, 
when, indeed, they are assisted by the Holy 
Ghost.” “The will is neither idle nor con- 
tumacious; but, in a manner, desires to 
obey.” (Planck 4, 682.) “Man is dead [spir- 
itually] in as far as he is not able to heal his 
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wounds with his own powers; but when the 
remedy is offered him by the Holy Spirit and 
the Word, then he, at least in receiving the 
benefit, is not altogether dead; for otherwise 
a conversion could not occur. For I cannot 
conceive a conversion where the process is that 
of the flame consuming straw (denn ich kann 
mir keine Bekehrung vorstellen, bei der es gu- 
geht, wie wenn die Flamme das Stroh er- 
greift). The nature of the will is such that 
it can reject the Holy Spirit and the Word; 
or, being supported by the Holy Spirit, can in 
a manner will and obey. The remedy is heav- 
enly and divine; but the will —not the will 
alone, but the will supported by the Holy 
Spirit —is able to accept it. One must as- 
eribe at least a feeble consent and an ‘Aye’ 
to the will, which is already supported by the 
Holy Spirit.” (Preger 2, 208.) “In a be- 
trothal, consent is necessary; conversion is 
a betrothal of Christ to the Church and its 
individual members; hence consent is re- 
quired,” which the will is able to give when 
assisted by the Holy Spirit. (Luthardt, 224.) 

It is, however, only a languid, wavering, 
and weak consent which man is able to render 
(qualiscumque assensio languida, trepida et 
imbecilla). “Compared with the divine opera- 
tion,” Flacius reports Strigel as having said, 
“the cooperation of our powers in conversion 
is something extremely small (quiddam per- 
tenue prorsus). If; after drinking with a rich 
man, he paying a taler and I a heller, I would 
afterwards boast that I had been drinking 
and paying with him—such is cooperation, 
talis est synergia.” (Planck 4, 677; Luthardt, 
220. 222.) According to Strigel, therefore, 
man is not purely passive, but plays an active 
part in his conversion. With Melanchthon 
and Pfeflinger he maintained: “These three 
concur in conversion: the Holy Spirit, who 
moves the hearts; the voice of God; the will 
of man, which assents to the divine voice. 
Concurrunt im conversione haec tria: Spiri- 
tus Sanctus movens corda, vow Dei, voluntas 
hominis, quae vocit divinae assentitur.” 
(Tschackert, 524.) . 

Flacius declared with respect to the issue 
formulated by Strigel: “I explain my entire 
view as follows: “Man is purely passive 
(homo se habet pure passive). If you con- 
sider the native faculty of the will, its will- 
ing and its powers, then he is purely passive 
when he receives (in accipiendo). But if 
that divinely bestowed willing or spark of 
faith kindled by the Spirit is considered, then 
this imparted willing and this spark is not 
purely passive. But the Adamic will does not 
only not operate or cooperate, but, according 
to the inborn malice of the heart, even oper- 
ates contrarily (verwm etiam pro nativa ma- 
litia cordis sui contra operatur).” (Planck 
4,697.) Thus Flacius clearly distinguished 
between cooperation before conversion (which 
he rejected absolutely) and cooperation after 
conversion (which he allowed). And pressing 
this point, he said to Strigel: “I ask whether 
you say that the will cooperates before the 
gift of faith or after faith has been received; 
whether you say that the will cooperates from 
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natural powers, or in so far as the good voli- 
tion has been bestowed by the renovation of 
the Holy Spirit. Quaero, an dicas, volunta- 
tem cooperari ante donum fidei aut post ac- 
ceptam fidem; an dicas, cooperari ex natu- 
ralibus viribus aut quatenus ex renovatione 
Spiritus Sancti datum est bene velle.” (See- 
berg 4, 492.) Again: I shall withdraw the 
charge of Pelagianism if you will declare it as 
your opinion “that only the regenerated, sanc- 
tified, renewed will cooperates, and not the 
other human, carnal, natural will.” “Confess 
openly and expressly and say clearly: ‘I af- 
firm that man cooperates from faith and the 
good will bestowed by God, not from the will 
he brings with him from his natural Adam — 
quod homo cooperetur ex fide et bono velle 
divimtus donato, non ex eo, quod attulit ew 
suo naturali Adamo.” “We say, Only the re- 
generate will cooperates; if you [Strigel] say 
the same, the controversy is at an end.” Stri- 
gel, however, who, to use a phrase of Luther 

St. L. 18, 1673), was just as hard to catch as 

roteus of old, did not reply with a definite 
yes or no, but repeated that it was only a 
weak assent (qualiscumque assensio languida 
trepida et imbecilla) which man was able to 
render when his will was incited and sup- 
ported by the prevenient grace of the Holy 
Spirit.-(Preger 2, 217; .Luthardt, 217. 222. 
227; Frank 1, 115.) 


164. Objections Answered. 


At Weimar, Strigel insisted: The human 
will must not be eliminated as one of the 
causes of conversion; for without man’s will 
and intellect no conversion is possible. Fla- 
cius replied: The will, indeed, is present in 
conversion, for it is the will that is converted 
and’ experiences conversion; but the inborn 
power of the natural will contributes nothing 
to conversion, and therefore the will “is 
purely passive in the reception of grace.” 
(Preger 2, 217.) “We are pressed hard with 
the sophistical objection that man is not con- 
verted without his knowledge and will. But 
who doubts this? The entire question is: 
Whence does that good knowledge originate? 
Whence does that good volition originate?” 
(216.) “We certainly admit that in conver- 
sion there are many motions of the intellect 
and will, good and bad. But the dispute 
among us is not whether in conversion the 
intellect understands and the will wills; but 
whence is the capability to think right, and 
whence is that good willing of the will? Is 
it of us, as of ourselves, or is this sufficiency 
of willing and thinking of God alone?” 
(Planck 4, 711.) The fact that God alone 
converts man, said Flacius, “does not exclude 
the presence of the will; but it does exclude 
all efficaciousness and operation of the natural 
will in conyersion (non excludit voluntatem, 
ne adsit, sed excludit omnem efficaciam et 
operationem natuwralis voluntatis in conver- 
sione).” (Seeberg 4, 492.) 

In order to prove man’s cooperation in con- 
version, Strigel declared: “Both [to will and 
to perform] are in some way acts of God and 
of ourselves; for no willing and performing 
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takes place unless we will. Utrumque [velle 
et perficere] aliquo modo Dei et nostrum est ; 
non fit velle aut perficere nisi nobis volenti- 
bus.” Charging Strigel with ambiguity, Fla- 
cius replied: “You speak of one kind of syner- 
gism and we of another. You cannot affirm 
with a good conscience that these questions 
are unknown to you.” Strigel, protesting 
that he was unable to see the difference, 
answered: “For God’s sake, have a little for- 
pearance with me; I cannot see the difference. 
If that is to my discredit, let it be to my dis- 
credit. — Bitte wm Gottes willen, man wolle 
mirs gugut halten; ich kann’s nicht aus- 
messen. Ist mir’s eine Schand’, so set mir’s 
eine Schand’.” (Frank 1, 136.) Strigel, how- 
ever, evidently meant that man, too, has a 
share in producing the good volition, while 
Flacius understood the phraseology as Luther 
and Augustine explained it, the latter, e. g., 
writing in De Gratia et Libero Arbitrio: “It 
is certain that we will when we will; but He 
who makes us will is He of whom it is writ- 
ten: It is God who worketh in us to will. 
Certum est, nos velle cum volumus; sed ille 
facit, wt velimus, de quo dictum est: Deus est, 
qui operatur in nobis velle.” (Frank 1, 238.) 

In his objections to the doctrine that man 
is purely passive in his conversion, Strigel 
protested again and again that man is not 
like a block or stone when he is converted. 
“That is true,” said Flacius, “for a block can 
neither love nor hate God, while man by na- 
ture hates God, and scoffs at Him. Rom. 8, 1; 
1 Cor. 2. Thus God is dealing with one whose 
will and heart is altogether against Him. But 
here [in the denial that man is purely passive 
in conversion] is buried a popish meritum de 
congruo and a particle of free will.” (Preger 
2,191.) Flacius furthermore explained that 
in his conversion man is able to cooperate just 
as little as a stone can contribute to its trans- 
formation into a statue. Indeed, man’s con- 
dition is even more miserable than that of a 
stone or block (miserior trunco), because by 
his natural powers he resists, and cannot but 
resist, the operations of the Spirit. (Planck 
4, 696 f.) 

Strigel reasoned: If man is converted with- 
out his consent, and if he cannot but resist 
the operations of the Holy Spirit, conversion 
is an impossibility, a contradiction. He said: 
“Tf the will, even when assisted by the Holy 
Spirit, is unable to assent, it must of necessity 
resist Him perpetually, drive out, reject, and 
repudiate the Word and Holy Spirit; for it 
is impossible that motions extremely conflict- 
ing and contradictory, the one embracing, the 
other repudiating and persistently rejecting, 
should be in the same will. Sit voluntas etiam 
adiuta a Spiritw Sancto non potest assentiri, 
necesse est, ut perpetuo ev repugnet, ut ea- 
cutiat, reviciat et repudiet Verbum et Spiri- 
tum Sanctum. Nam impossibile est in eadem 
volumtate esse motus extreme pugnantes et 
contradictorios, quorum alter est amplecti, 
alter repudiare et quidem perstare in re- 
iectione.” Flacius replied: You need but dis- 
tinguish between the sinful natural will in- 
herited from Adam, which always resists, and 
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the new consenting will implanted by God in 
conversion. “Man consents with the faith 
given by God, but he resists with the inborn 
wickedness of his Old Adam.” Your error is 
that you acknowledge only an inciting grace, 
which mere incitation presupposes powers of 
one’s own to do and to perform (talis inct- 
tatio includit proprias vires ad perficiendum) . 
“T plead,” said Flacius, “that by original sin 
man is not only wounded, but, as the Scrip- 
tures affirm, entirely dead, and his faculties 
to do that which is good have been destroyed ;” 
on the other hand, however, he is alive and 
vigorous toward evil (hominem . . . penitus 
esse mortuum, extinctum et interfectum ad 
bonum et contra insuper vivum et vigentem 
ad malum).”?” “The will is free with respect 
to things beneath itself, but not with respect 
to things above itself. In spiritual matters 
it is a servant of Satan.” Hence, said Fla- 
Yius, in order to cooperate, new spiritual life 
must first be imparted to, and created in, man 
by the grace of God. (Planck 4, 693 ff.; Frank 
1, 224 ff.; Luthardt, 224; Preger 2,216.) ~ 

Strigel argued: If man is able only to sin 
and to resist the grace of God, he cannot be 
held accountable for his actions. But Flacius 
replied: “Also the non-regenerate are justly 
accused [made responsible for their actions] ; 
for with the remnant of the carnal liberty 


.they,.are able at least to observe external 


decency (Zucht), which God earnestly de- 
mands of us, for example, to hear God’s Word, 
to go to church more frequently than into the 
tavern.” “Furthermore, there are many car- 
nal transgressions in which natural man could 
have done something which he has not done.” 
“God may justly hold us responsible also with 
respect to things which we are unable to do, 
because He has bestowed uninjured powers 
upon the human race, which, though fore- 
warned, man has shamefully lost through his 
own fault.” (Preger 2, 214 f.) 

Time and again Strigel told Flacius that 
according to his doctrine man is coerced to 
sin and compelled to resist the grace of God. 
But the latter replied: As far as his own 
powers are concerned, the natural will of man 
indeed sins and resists inevitably and of 
necessity (voluntas repugnat necessario et in- 
evitabiliter), but not by coercion or compul- 
sion. Necessity to resist (necessitas repu- 
gnandi), Flacius explained, does not involve 
coercion to resist (coactio repugnandi), since 
there is such a thing as a necessity of im- 
mutability (necessitas immutabilitatis), that 
is to say, man may be unable to act otherwise 
and yet act willingly. The impossibility of 
being able to will otherwise than one really 
wills, does, according to Flacius, not at all 
involve coercion or compulsion. The holy 
angels are free from compulsion, although they 
cannot sin or fall any more. It is the highest 
degree of freedom and Christian perfection 
when, in the life to come, our will to remain 
in union with God is elevated to immutability 
of so willing. Again, though Satan cannot 
but sin, yet he is not coerced to sin. Thus, 
too, of his own powers, natural man is able 
only to resist grace, yet there is no compulsion 
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involved. The fact, therefore, that natural 
man cannot but sin and resist grace does not 
warrant the inference that he is compelled to 
sin; nor does the fact that natural man is 
not coerced to resist prove that he is able also 
to assent to grace. The fact, said Flacius, 
that the wicked willingly will, think, and do 
only what pleases Satan does not prove an 
ability to will in the opposite spiritual direc- 
tion, but merely reveals the terrible extent of 
Satan’s tyrannical power over natural man. 
(Luthardt, 224. 231.) According to Flacius, 
the will always wills willingly when it wills 
and what it wills. In brief: The categories 
“coercion” and “compulsion” cannot, be ap- 
plied to the will. This, however, does not 
imply that God is not able to create or re- 
store a good will without coercion or com- 
pulsion. There was no coercion or compulsion 
involved when God, creating Adam, Eve, and 
the angels, endowed them with a good will. 
Nor is there any such thing as coercion or 
compulsion when God, in conversion, bestows 
faith and a good will upon man. ; 

In his statements on the freedom af the 
will, Flacius merely. repeated what Luther 
had written before him, in De Servo Arbitrio: 
“For if it is not we, but God alone, who works 
salvation in us, then nothing that we do 
previous to His work, whether we will or not, 
is salutary. But when I say, ‘by necessity,’ 
I do not mean by coercion, but, as they say, 
by the necessity of immutability, not by ne- 
cessity of coercion, 7. e., man, destitute of the 
Spirit of God, does not sin perforce, as though 
seized by the neck [stretched upon the rack], 
nor unwillingly, as a thief or robber is led to 
his punishment, but spontaneously and will- 
ingly. And by his own strength he cannot 
omit, restrain, or change this desire or will- 
ingness to sin, but continues to will it and to 
find pleasure in it. For even if he is com- 
pelled by force, outwardly to do something 
else, within, the will nevertheless remains 
averse, and rages against him who compels 
or resists it. For if it were changed and 
willingly yielded to force, it would not be 
angry. And this we call the necessity of 
immutability, 7. ¢., the will cannot change it- 
self and turn to something else, but is rather 
provoked to will more intensely by being re- 
sisted, as is proved by its indignation. Si 
enim non nos, sed solus Deus operatur salu- 
tem in nobis, nihil ante opus eius operamur 
salutare, velimus nolimus. Necessario vero 
dico, NON COACTE, sed, wt illi dicunt, necessi- 
tate immutabilitatis, NON COACTIONIS; id est, 
homo cum vacat Spiritu Dei, NON QUIDEM 
VIOLENTIA, velut raptus obtorto collo, NOLENS 
facit peccatum, quemadmodwm fur aut latro 
nolens ad poenam ducitur, sed sponte et libenti 
voluntate facit. Verum hanc libentiam sew 
voluntatem faciendi non potest suis viribus 
omittere, coercere aut mutare, sed pergit vo- 
lendo et lubendo; etiamsi ad extra cogatur 
aliud facere per vim, tamen voluntas intus 
manet aversa et indignatur cogenti aut resi- 
stenti. Non enim indignaretur, si mutaretur 
ac volens vim sequeretur. Hoc vocamus modo 
necessitatem wiwmmutabilitatis, id est, quod 
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voluntas sese mutare et vertere alio non pos- 
sit, sed potius irritetur magis ad volendum, 
dum ei. resistitur, quod probat eius indigna- 
tio.” (E. v. a. 7, 155 f. 134. 157; St. L. 18, 
V7. 1692, 1718.) 

Flacius was also charged with teaching that 
“man is converted resisting (hominem con- 
verti repugnantem). “In their Confession and 
Opinion Concerning Free Will, of 1561, the 
Wittenberg theologians repeated the assertion 
that Flacius taught “converti hominem .. . 
repugnantem et hostiliter Deo convertenti ad- 
versantem.” (Planck 4, 688.) But Flacius 
protested: “I do not simply say that man is 
converted resisting (hominem repugnantem 
converti). But I say that he resists with 
respect to his natural and carnal free will.” 
“Tt is not denied that God converts us as will- 
ing and understanding (quin Deus nos con- 
vertat volentes et intelligentes), but willing 
and understanding not from the Old Adam, 
but from the light given by God and from the 
good volition bestowed through the Word and 
the Holy Spirit.” (692.) “Man is converted 
or drawn by the Father to the Son not as a 
thief is cast into prison, but in such a manner 
that his evil will is changed into a good will 
by the power of the Holy Spirit.” (Preger 2, 
218.) It is the very essence of conversion that 
by the grace of God unwilling men are made 
willing. 

In support of his error that natural man 
is able to cooperate in his conversion Strigel 
appealed to Rom. 8,26: “Likewise the Spirit 
also helpeth our infirmities,” etc.; and ap- 
pealing to the Augustana for the correctness 
of his interpretation, he declared that this 
passage proves that one may speak of a lan- 
guid and weak assent in man even before he 
is endowed with faith. Flacius replied that 
this Bible-passage referred to such only as are 
already converted, and that Strigel’s interpre- 
tation was found not in the original Augu- 
stana, but in the Variata. — From the admo- 
nition 2 Cor. 5,20: “Be ye reconciled to God,” 
Strigel inferred that free will must to a cer- 
tain extent be capable of accepting the grace 
offered by God. Flacius answered that it was 
a logical fallacy, conflicting also with the 
clear Word of God, to conclude that man by 
his own powers is able to perform some- 
thing because God demands it and admonishes 
and urges us to do it. — From Acts 5, 32: 
“.. . the Holy Ghost, whom God hath given 
to them that obey Him,” Strigel argued that 
the will is able to consent to the Holy Spirit. 
But Flacius rejoined that this passage refers 
to special gifts bestowed upon such as are 
already converted. — In support of his syner- 
gism, Strigel also appealed to the Parable 
of the Prodigal Son, who himself repented 
and returned to his father. But Flacius 
answered: If every detail of this parable 
taken from every-day life were to be inter- 
preted in such a manner, Strigel would have 
to abandon his own teaching concerning pre- 
venient grace, since according to the parable 
the repentance and return of the son precedes 
the grace bestowed by the father. (Preger 2, 
210 f.) 
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165. Teaching of the Anti-Synergists. 


While the Philippists, also in the Syner- 
gistic Controversy, endeavored to supplant 
the authority and doctrine of Luther by that 
of Melanchthon, their opponents, Amsdorf, 
Flacius, Wigand, Hesshusius, and others 
(though not always fortunate in the choice 
of their phraseology), stood four-square on 
Luther’s teaching of the sola gratia, which, 
they were fully convinced, was nothing but 
the pure truth of the Gospel itself. They 
maintained that, as a result of the Fall, man 
has lost his original holiness and righteous- 
ness, or the image of God; that both as to his 
intellect and will he is totally corrupt spirit- 
ually; that of his own powers he is utterly 
unable to think or will anything that is truly 
good; that not a spark of spiritual life is 
found in natural man by virtue of which he 
might assent to the Gospel or cooperate with 
the Holy Spirit in his conversion; that his 
carnal mind is enmity toward God; that of 
his own powers he is active only in resisting 
the work of the Holy Spirit, nor is he able to 
do otherwise; that such resistance continues 
until he is converted and a new will and heart 
have been created in him; that conversion con- 
sists in this, that men who by nature are un- 
willing and resist God’s grace become such as 
willingly consent and obey the Gospel and the 
Holy Spirit; that this is done solely by God’s 
grace, through Word and Sacrament; that 
man is purely passive in his conversion, in- 
asmuch as he contributes nothing towards it, 
and merely suffers and experiences the work 
of the Holy Spirit; that only after his con- 
version man is able to cooperate with the Holy 
Spirit; that such cooperation, however, flows 
not from innate powers of the natural will, 
but from the new powers imparted in con- 
version; that also in the converted the natu- 
ral sinful will continues to oppose whatever 
is truly good, thus causing a conflict between 
the flesh and the spirit which lasts till death; 
in brief, that man’s conversion and salvation 
are due to grace alone and in no respect what- 
ever to man and his natural powers. 

The Book of Confutation, of 1559, drafted, 
as stated above, by the theologians of Jena, 
designates the synergistic dogma as a “rejec- 
tion of grace.” Here we also meet with state- 
ments such as the following: Human nature 
“is altogether turned aside from God, and is 
hostile toward Him and subject to the tyranny 
of sin and Satan (natwram humanam prorsus 
a Deo aversam eique inimicam et tyrannidi 
peccati ac Satanae subiectam esse). It is 
impossible for the unregenerate man “to 
understand or to apprehend the will of God 
revealed in the Word, or by his own power to 
convert himself to God and to will or perform 
anything good (homini non renato impossibile 
esse intelligere aut apprehendere voluntatem 
Dei in Verbo patefactam aut sua ipsius volun- 
tate ad Dewm se convertere, boni aliquid velle 
aut perficere).” “Our will to obey God or to 
choose the good is utterly extinguished and cor- 
rupted. Voluntas nostra ad Dei obedientiam aut 
ad bonum ehigendwm prorsus extincta et depra- 
vata est.” (Tschackert, 523; Gieseler 3, 2, 229.) 
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The second of the Propositions prepared by 
Simon Musaeus and Flacius for the Disputa- 
tion at Weimar, 1560, reads: “Corrupt man 
cannot operate or cooperate toward anything © 
good by true motions, and such as proceed, 
from the heart; for his heart is altogether 
dead spiritually, and has utterly lost the 
image of God, or all powers and inclinations 
toward that which is good. Homo corruptus 
nihil boni potest veris ac ex corde proficiscen- 
tibus motibus operari aut cooperari, nam 
plane est spiritualiter mortuus et Dei mmagi- 
nem seu omnes bonas vires et imclinationes 
prorsus amisit.” The third: Not only “has 
he lost entirely all good powers, but, in addi- 
tion, he has also acquired contrary and most 
evil powers, . .. so that, of necessity or in- 
evitably, he constantly and vehemently op- 
poses God and true piety (ita wt necessarto 
seu inevitabiliter Deo ac verae pietati semper 
et vehementer adversetur.” The fourth thesis 
states that God alone, through His Word and 
the Holy Spirit, converts, draws, and_illu- 
mines man, kindles faith, justifies, renews, 
and creates him unto good works, while natu- 
ral or Adamic free will is of itself not only 
inactive, but resists (non solwm non coope- 
rante ex se naturali aut Adamico libero arbi- 
trio, sed etiam contra furente ac fremente). 
(Planck 4, 692; Gieseler 3, 2, 245.) 

The? same position was occupied by the 
Mansfeld ministers in a statement of August 
20, 1562, and by Hesshusius in his Confuta- 
tion of the Arguments by which the Synergists 
Endeavor to Defend Their Error Concerning 
the Powers of the Dead Free Will. They held 
that in his conversion man is purely passive 
and has no mode of action whatever; that he 
is but the passive subject who is to be con- 
verted (subiectum patiens, subiectum conver- 
tendum); that he contributes no more to his 
conversion than an infant to its own forma- 
tion in the womb of its mother; that he is 
passive, like a block, inasmuch as he does 
not in any way cooperate, but at-the same 
time differs from, and is worse than, a block, 
because he is active in resisting the Holy 
Spirit until he has been converted. The Con- 
fession presented by the theologians of Ducal 
Saxony (Wigand, Coelestinus, Irenaeus, Rosi- 
nus, Kirchner, etc.) at the Altenburg Collo- 
quy, March, 1569, occupies the same doctrinal 
position. As stated before, these theologians 
made it a special point also to declare their 
agreement with Luther’s book De Servo Arbi- 
trio. (Schluesselburg 5, 316. 133.) 


166. Attitude of Formula of Concord. 


The second article of the Formula of Con- 
cord, which decided the questions involved in 
the Synergistic Controversy, takes a clear, 
determined, and consistent stand against all 
forms and formulas of synergism. At the 
same time it avoids all extravagant, improper, 
offensive, and inadequate terms and phrases, 
as well as the numerous pitfalls lurking every- 
where in the questions concerning free will, 
against which also some of the opponents of 
the Synergists had not always sufficiently been 
on their guard. Article II teaches “that origi- 
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nal sin is an unspeakable evil and such an 
entire corruption of human nature that in it 
and all its internal and external powers noth- 
ing pure or good remains, but everything is 
entirely corrupt, so that on account of origi- 
nal sin man is in God’s sight truly spiritually 
dead, with all his powers dead to that which 
is good (dass der Mensch durch die Drbsuende 
wahrhaftig vor Gott geistlich tot und zum 
Guten mit allen seinen Kraeften erstorben 
sei)” (Cono. Tricu. 879,60); “that in spirit- 
ual and divine things the intellect, heart, and 
will of the unregenerate man are utterly un- 
able, by their own natural powers, to under- 
stand, believe, accept, think, will, begin, effect, 
work, or concur in working, anything, but 
they are entirely dead to what is good, and 
corrupt, so that in man’s nature since the 
Fall, before regeneration, there is not the 
least spark of spiritual power remaining, nor 
present, by which, of himself, he can prepare 
himself for God’s grace, or accept the offered 
grace, nor be capable of it for and of himself, 
or apply or accommodate himself thereto, or 
by his own powers beable of himself, as of 
himself, to aid, do, work, or coneur in work- 
ing anything towards his conversion, either 
wholly, or half, or in any, even the least or 
most inconsiderable part; but that he is the 
servant [and slave] of sin, John 8, 34, and 
a captive of the devil, by whom he is moved, 
Eph. 2,2; 2 Tim. 2,26. Hence natural free 
will according to its perverted disposition and 
nature is strong and active only with respect 
to what is displeasing and contrary to God” 
(883, 7; 887,17); that “before man is en- 
lightened, converted, regenerated, renewed, 
and drawn by the Holy Spirit, he can of him- 
self and of his own natural powers begin, 
work, or concur in working in spiritual things 
and in his own conversion or regeneration 
just as little as a stone or a block or clay.” 
(891, 24); that, moreover, “in this respect” 
[inasmuch as man resists the Holy Spirit] 
“it may well be said that man is not a stone 
or block, for a stone or block does not resist 
the person who moves it, nor does it under- 
stand and is sensible of what is being done 
with it, as man with his will so long resists 
God the Lord until he is converted (donec ad 
Deum conversus fuerit)” (905,59); that “the 
Holy Scriptures ascribe conversion, faith in 
Christ, regeneration, renewal, and all that be- 
longs to their efficacious beginning and com- 
pletion, not to the human powers of the natu- 
ral free will, neither entirely, nor half, nor in 
‘any, even the least or most inconsiderable 
part, but in solidwm, that is, entirely and 
solely, to the divine working and the Holy 
Spirit” (891, 25); that “the preaching and 
hearing of God’s Word are instruments of the 
Holy Ghost, by, with, and through which He 
desires to work efficaciously, and to convert 
men to God, and to work in them both to will 
and to do” (901, 52); that “as soon as the 
Holy Ghost ... has begun in us this His work 
of regeneration and renewal, it is certain that 
through the power of the Holy Ghost we can 
and should cooperate (mitwirken), although 
still in great weakness” (907,65); that this 
cooperation, however, “does not occur from 
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our carnal natural powers, but from the new 
powers and gifts which the Holy Ghost has 
begun in us in conversion,’ and “is to be 
understood in no other way than that the con- 
verted man does good to such an extent and 
so long as God by His Holy Spirit rules, 
guides, and leads him, and that as soon as 
God would withdraw His gracious hand from 
him, he could not for a moment persevere in 
obedience to God,” and that hence it is not a 
power independent from, and coordinated 
with, the Holy Spirit, as though “the con- 
verted man cooperated with the Holy Ghost 
in the manner as when two horses together 
draw a wagon” (907, 66); and finally, that 
as to the three-concurring-causes doctrine it 
is “manifest, from the explanations presented, 
that conversion to God is a work of God the 
Holy Ghost alone, who is the true Master that 
alone works this in us, for which He uses the 
preaching and hearing of His holy Word as 
His ordinary means and instrument. But the 
intellect and will of the unregenerate man are 
nothing else than subiectwm convertendum, 
that is, that which is to be converted, it being 
the intellect and will of a spiritually dead 
man, in whom the Holy Ghost works conver- 
sion and renewal, towards which work man’s 
will that is to be converted does nothing, but 
suffers God alone to work in him until he is 
regenerated and then he [cooperates] works 
also with the Holy Ghost that which is pleas- 
ing to God in other good works that follow, 
in the way and to the extent fully set forth 
above” (915,90). 

It has been said that originally also the 
Formula of Concord in its Torgau draft (Das 
Torgausche Buch, 1. e., the draft preceding the 
Bergic Book = Formula of Concord) contained 
the three-concurring-causes doctrine of Me- 
lanchthon and the Synergists. As a matter 
of fact, however, the Torgau Book does not 
speak of three causes of conversion, but of 
three causes in those who are already con- 
verted, — a doctrine entirely in agreement 
with the Formula of Concord, which, as 
shown, plainly teaches that after conversion 
the will of man also cooperates with the Holy 
Spirit. In the Torgau Book the passage in 
question reads: “Thus also three causes con- 
cur to effect this internal new obedience in 
the converted. The first and chief cause is 
God Father, Son, and Holy Ghost.... The 
second is God’s Word. . .. The third is 
man’s intellect, enlightened by the Holy 
Spirit, which ponders and understands God’s 
command [threat and promise], and our new 
and regenerate will, which is governed by the 
Holy Spirit, and now desires with a glad and 
willing heart (herelich gern wnd willig), 
though in great weakness, to submit to, and 
obey, the Word and will of God.” In the same 
sense, at the colloquy in Altenburg, 1568 to 
1569, the Jena theologians also mentioned as 
a “third cause” “the mind of man, which is 
regenerated and renewed, and yields to, and 
obeys, the Holy Spirit and the Word of God 
(des Menschen Gemuet, so wiedergeboren und 
erneiiert ist und dem Heiligen Geiste und Got- 
tes Wort Folge tut und gehorsam ist).” 
(Frank 1, 214 f.) 
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167. Flacius Entrapped by Strigel. 


Matthias Flacius Illyricus, one of the most 
learned and capable theologians of his day 
and the most faithful, devoted, stanch, 
zealous, and able exponent and defender of 
genuine Lutheranism, was the author of the 
malignant controversy which bears his name. 
Flacius was born March 8, 1520, in Illyria, 
hence called Illyricus. He studied in Basel, 
Tuebingen, and Wittenberg. At Wittenberg 
he was convinced that the doctrine of the 
Lutheran Church is in complete agreement 
with the Word of God. Here, too, he was ap- 
pointed Professor of Hebrew in 1544. In 
April, 1549, he left the city on account of 
the Interim. He removed to Magdeburg, 
where he became the energetic and successful 
leader of the opponents of the Interimists and 
Adiaphorists. He was appointed professor at 
the University of Jena, founded 1547, partly 
in opposition to Philippism. In December, 
1561, he and his adherents were banished from 
Jena. When the latter returned in 1567, he 
was not recalled. Persecuted by his enemies 
(especially Elector August of Saxony) and 
forsaken by his friends, he now moved from 
one place to another: from Jena to Regens- 
burg, thence to Antwerp, to Frankfort-on-the- 
Main, to Strassburg (from where he was ex- 
pelled in the spring of 1573), and again to 
Frankfort-on-the-Main, where he found a last 
asylum for himself and his family (wife and 
eight children), and where he also died in a 
hospital, March 11, 1575. 

In the Adiaphoristic Controversy Flacius 
had time and again urged the Lutherans to 
die rather than deny and surrender the truth. 
And when in the controversy about original 
sin all shunned him and turned against him, 
he gave ample proof of the fact that he him- 
self was imbued with the spirit he had en- 
deavored to kindle in others, being willing to 
suffer and to be banished and persecuted 
rather than sacrifice what he believed to be 
the truth.— The most important of his numer- 
ous books are: Catalogus Testium Veritatis, 
qui ante nostram aetatem reclamarunt Papae, 
1556; Ecclesiastica Historia, or the so-called 
Magdeburg Centuries (Oentwriones), compris- 
ing the history of the first thirteen centuries, 
and published 1559—1574; Olavis Scripturae, 
of 1567; and Glossa Novi Testamenti. Wal- 
ther remarks: “It was a great pity that Fla- 
cius, who had hitherto been such a faithful 
champion of the pure doctrine, exposed him- 
self to the enemies in such a manner. Hence- 
forth the errorists were accustomed to brand 
all those as Flacianists who were zealous in 
defending the pure doctrine of Luther.” (Kern 
und Stern, 34.) 

The Flacian Controversy sprang from, and 
must be regarded as an episode of, the Syner- 
gistic Controversy, in which also some cham- 
pions of Luther’s theology (Amsdorf, Wigand, 
Hesshusius, and others) had occasionally em- 
ployed unguarded, extreme, and inadequate 
expressions. Following are some of the im- 
moderate and extravagant statements made by 
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XV. The Flacian Controversy. 


Flacius: God alone converts man, the Adamic 
free will not only not cooperating, “but also 
raging and roaring against it (sed etiam con- 
tra furente ac fremente).” (Preger 2, 212.) 
The malice of our free will is a “diabolical 
malice (nostra diabolica malitia carnis aut 
liberi arbitrii).” By original sin man is 
“transformed into the image of, Satan (ad 
imaginem Satanae transformatus, evwsque 
charactere [foeda Satanae imagine] signa- 
tus).” (Gieseler 3, 2, 245.) . By original sin 
“the substance of man is destroyed (substan- 
tiam hominis ablatam esse)”; after the Fall 
original sin is the substance of man; man’s 
nature is identical with sin; in conversion a 
new substance is created by God. In par- 
ticular, the assertions concerning the substan- 
tiality of original sin gave rise to the so-called 

lacian Controversy. After Strigel, at the 
second session of the disputation in Weimar, 
had dilated on the philosophical definitions of 
the terms “substance” and “accident” (“‘acci- 
dens, quod adest vel abest praeter subiecti cor- 
ruptionem”’), and had declared that original 
sin was an accident which merely impeded 
free will in its activity, Flacius, in the heat 
of the controversy, exclaimed: “Originale pec- 
catum non est accidens. Original sin is not 
an aceident, for the Scriptures call it flesh, the 
evil heart,” etc. Thus he fell into the pitfall 
which the wily Strigel had adroitly laid for 
him. Though Flacius seemed to be loath to 
enter upon the matter any further, and pro- 
tested against the use of philosophical defi- 
nitions in theology, Strigel now was eager to 
entangle him still further, plying him with 
the question: “An negas peccatum originis 
esse accidens? Do you deny that original sin 
is an accident?’ Flacius answered: “Lwuthe- 
rus diserte negat esse accidens. Luther ex- 
pressly denies that it is an accident.” Stri- 
gel: “Visne negare peccatum esse accidens? 
Do you mean to deny that sin is an accident?” 
Flacius: “Quod sit substantia, dixi Seriptu- 
ram et Lutherum affirmare. I have said that 
Scripture and Luther affirm that it is a sub- 
stance.” (Luthardt, 213. 216.) 

After the session in which the fatal phrase 
had fallen from his lips, Wigand and Musaeus 
expostulated with: Flacius, designating (ac- 
cording to later reports of theirs) his state- 
ment as “this new, perilous, and blasphemous 
proposition of the ancient Manicheans (haec 
nova, periculosa et blasphema veterum Mani- 
chacorum propositio).” (Planck 4, 611.) Fla- 
cius declared that, “in the sudden and press- 
ing exigency, in the interest of truth, ‘and 
against Pelagian enthusiasm, he had taken 
this expression [concerning the substantiality 
of original sin] from Luther’s doctrine and 
books.” (Preger 2, 324.) In the following 
(third) session, however, he repeated his 
error, declaring: I must stand by my state- 
ment that original sin is not an accident, but 
a substance, “because the testimonies of the 
Holy Scriptures which employ terms denoting 
substance (quae verbis substantialibus utun- 
tur) are so numerous.” (Planck 4, 610; Lut- 
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hardt, 216.) 
maintained that his doctrine was nothing but 
the teaching of the Bible and of Luther. As 
to Scripture-proofs, he referred to passages in 
which the Scriptures designate sin as “flesh,” 
“stony heart,” ete. Regarding the teaching 
of Luther, he quoted statements in which he 
describes original sin as “man’s nature,” “es- 
sence,” “substantial sin,” “all that is born of 
father and mother,” ete. (Preger 2, 318. 
However, the palpable mistake of Flacius 
was that he took the substantial terms on 
which he based his theory in their original 
and proper sense, while the Bible and Luther 
employ them in a figurative meaning, as the 
Formula of Concord carefully explains in its 
first article, which decided and settled this 
controversy. (874, 50.) Here we read: “Also, 
to avoid strife about words, aeqwivocationes 
vocabulorum, that is, words and expressions 
which are applied and used in various mean- 
ings, should be carefully and distinctly ex- 
plained; as when it is said:. God creates the 
nature of men, there by the term natwre the 
essence, body, and soul of men are understood. 
But often the disposition or vicious quality 
of a thing is called its nature, as when it is 
said: It is the nature of the serpent to bite 
and poison. Thus Luther says that sin and 
sinning are the disposition and nature of cor- 
rupt man. Therefore original sin properly 
signifies the deep corruption of our nature as 
it is described in the Smalcald Articles. But 
sometimes the concrete person or the subject, 
that is, man himself with body and soul, in 
which sin is and inheres, is also comprised 
under this term, for the reason that man is 
corrupted by sin, poisoned and sinful, as when 
Luther says: ‘Thy birth, thy nature, and thy 
entire essence is sin,’ that is, sinful and un- 
clean. Luther himself explains that by 
nature-sin, person-sin, essential sin he means 
that not only the words, thoughts, and works 
are sin, but that the entire nature, person, 
and essence of man are altogether corrupted 
from the root by original sin.” (875, 51 f.) 


168. Context in which Statement 
was Made. 


In making his statement concerning the 
substantiality of original sin, the purpose of 
Flacius was to wipe out the last vestige of 
spiritual powers ascribed to natural man by 
Strigel, and to emphasize the doctrine of 
total corruption, which Strigel denied. His 
fatal blunder was that he did so in terms 
which were universally regarded as savoring 
of Manicheism. As was fully explained in 
the chapter of the Synergistic Controversy, 
Strigel taught that free will, which belongs 
to the substance and essence of man, and 
hence cannot be lost without the annihilation 
of man himself, always includes the capacity 
to choose in both directions; that also with 
respect to divine grace and the operations of 
the Holy Spirit man is and always remains 
a liberum agens in the sense that he is able 
to decide im utramque partem; that this 
ability, constituting the very essence of free 
will, may be weakened and impeded in its 
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Also later on Flacius always” 
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activity, but never lost entirely. If it were 
lost, Strigel argued, the very substance of 
man and free will as such would have to be 
regarded as annihilated. But now man, also 
after the Fall, is still a real man, possessed 
of intellect and will. Hence original sin can- 
not have despoiled him of this liberty of 
choosing pro or con also in matters spiritual. 
The loss of original righteousness does not, 
according to Strigel, involve the total spir- 
itual disability of the will and its sole tend- 
ency and activity toward what is spiritually 
evil. Moreover, despite original corruption, 
it is and remains an indestructible property 
of man to be able, at least in a measure, to 
assent to, and to admit, the operations of the 
Holy Spirit, and therefore and in this sense 
to be converted “aliquo modo volens.” (Planck 
4, 667. 675. 681.) 

It was in oppositon to this Semi-Pelagian 
teaching that Flacius declared original sin to 
be not a mere accident, but the substance of 
man. Entering upon the train of thought and 
the phraseology suggested by his opponent, he 
called substance what in reality was an acci- 
dent, though not an accident such as Strigel 
contended. From his own standpoint it was 
therefore a shrewd move to hide his own 
synergism and to entrap his opponent, when 
Strigel plied Flacius with the question 
whether he denied that original sin was an ac- 
cident. For in the context and the sense in 
which it was proposed the question involved 
a vicious dilemma. Answering with yes or 
no, Flacius' was compelled either to affirm 
Strigel’s synergism or to expose himself to 

the charge of Manicheism. Instead of reply- 
ing as he did, Flacius should have cleared the 
sophistical atmosphere by explaining: “If 
I say, ‘Original sin is an accident,’ you [Stri- 
gel] will infer what I reject, viz., that the 
corrupt will of man retains the power to de- 
cide also in favor of the operations of the 
Holy Spirit. And if I answer that original 
sin is not an accident (such as you have in 
mind), you will again infer what I disavow, 
viz., that man, who by the Fall has lost the 
ability to will in the spiritual direction, has 
eo ipso lost the will and its freedom entirely 
and as such. As it was, however, Flacius, 
instead of adhering strictly to the real issue 
—the question concerning man’s cooperation 
in conversion — and exposing the sophistry 
implied in the question put by Strigel, most 
unfortunately suffered himself to be caught on 
the horns of the dilemma. He blindly walked 
into the trap set for him by Strigel, from 
which also later on he never succeeded in fully 
extricating himself. 

With all his soul Flacius rejected the 
synergism involved in Strigel’s question. His 
blunder was, as stated, that he did so in terms 
universally regarded as Manichean. He was 
right when he maintained that original sin is 
the inherited tendency and motion of the 
human mind, will, and heart, not toward, but 
against God, —a direction, too, which man is 
utterly unable to change. But he erred 
fatally by identifying this inborn evil tend- 
ency with the substance of fallen man and the 
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essence of his will as such. It will always be 
regarded as a redeeming feature that it was 
iu antagonizing synergism and championing 
the Lutheran sola gratia that Macius coined 
his unhappy proposition. And in properly 
estimating his error, it must not be overlooked 
that he, as will be shown in the following, 
employed the terms “substance” and “acci- 
dent” not in their generally accepted meaning, 
but in a sense, and according to a philosoph- 
ioal terminology, of his own, 


169, Formal and Material Substance. 


The terms “substance” and “accident” are 
defined in Molanchthon’s Hrotemata Dialecti- 
ees as follows: “Substantia est ens, quod 
revere proprun esse habet, nec est in alio, wt 
habens esse @ sublecto, Substance is some- 
thing which in reality has a being of its own 
and is not in another as having its being from 
the subject.” (0... 18, 628.) “Accidens est, 
Quod ron per sese subsistit, nee est pars sub- 
stantiae, sed in alio est mutadbiliter. Accident 
is something which does not exist as such nor 
is a part of the substance, but is changeable 
in something else.” (522.) Melanchthon con- 
tieues; “Accidentium alia sunt separabilia, 
ut frigus ab aqua, notitia a mente, laetitia, 
tristitia a corde, Alia accidentia sunt in- 
soparabilia, ut quantitas seu magnitudo a 
substantia corporea, calor ab igni, humiditas 
ab aqua, non separantur,... Et quia separa- 
bilia accidentia magis conspicua sunt, ideo 
inde sumpta est puerilis deseriptio: Accidens 
est, quod adest et abest praeter subiecti cor- 
ruptionem., Whatever is present or absent 
without the corruption of the subject is an 
accident.” (@. RA, 18, 623; Preger 2, 396. 407; 
Seeborg 4, 494.) 

Evidently this last definition, which was 
employed also by Strigel, is ambiguous, inas- 
much as the word “corruption” may signify 
an annihilation, or merely a perversion, or a 
corruption in the ordinary meaning of the 
word, In the latter sense the term applied to 
original sin would be tantamount to a denial 
ef the Lutheran doctrine of total corruption. 
When Jacob Andreae, in his disputation with 
Flacius, 1571, at Strassburg, declared that 
accident is something which is present or ab- 
sent without corruption of the subject, he em- 
ployed the term in the sense of destruction or 
annihilation. In the same year Hesshusius 
stated that by original sin “the whole nature, 
body and soul, substance as well as accidents, 
are defiled, corrupted, and dead,” of course, 
spiritually, And what he understood by sub- 
stance appears from his assertion: “The being 
itself, the substance and nature itself, in as 
far as it is nature, is not an evil conflicting 
with the Law of God... . Not even in the 
devil the substance itself, in as far as it is 
substance, is a bad thing, i ¢@, a thing con- 
fticting with the Law.” (Preger 2, 397.) 

Che Pernula of Concord carefully and cor- 
reetly defines; “Everything that is must be 
either swbhstantia, that is, a self-existent es- 
sence, or eecidens, that is, an accidental mat- 
ter, which does not-exist by itself essentially, 
but is in another self-existent essence and can 
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be distinguished from it.” “Now, then, since 
it is the indisputable truth that everything 
that is, is either a substance or an accidens, 
that is, either a self-existing essence or some- 
thing accidental in it (as has just been shown 
and proved by testimonies of the church- 
teachers, and no truly intelligent man has 
ever had arfy doubts concerning this), neces- 
sity here constrains, and no one can evade it, 
if the question be asked whether original sin 


is a substance, that is, such a thing as exists » 


by itself, and is not in another, or whether it is 
an accidens, that is, such a thing as does not 
exist by itself, but is in another, and cannot 
exist or be by itself, he must confess straight 
and pat that original sin is no substance, but 
an accident.” (877, 54. 57.) 

Flacius, however, took the words “sub- 
stance” and “accident” in a different ‘sense. 

e distinguished between the material and 


‘ fd¥mal substance, and the latter he regarded 


as man’s true original essence. This essence, 
he explained, consisted in the original right- 
eousness and holiness of man, in the image of 
God or the will as truly free and in proper 
relation toward God. He said: “Ipsum homi- 
nem essentialiter sic esse formatum, ut recta 
voluntas esset imago Dei, non tantum eius ac- 
cidens.” (Seeberg 4, 494.) He drew the con- 
clusion that original sin, by which the image 
of God..(not the human understanding and 
will as such) is lost, cannot be a mere acci- 
dent, but constitutes the very essence and sub- 
stance of fallen man. He argued: The image 
of God is the formal essence of man, or the 
soul itself according to its best part; by 
original sin this image is changed into its 
opposite: hence the change wrought by origi- 
nal sin is not accidental, but substantial, — 
just as"substantial and essential as when wine 
is changed into vinegar or fire into frost. 
What man has lost, said Flacius, is not indeed 
his material substance (substantia materia- 
lis), but his true formal substance or sub- 
stantial form (substantia formalis or forma 
substantialis). Hence also original sin, or 
the corruption resulting from the Fall, in 
reality is, and must be designated, the formal 
substance or substantial form of natural man. 
Not all gifts of creation were lost to man by 
his Fall; the most essential boon, however, 
the image of God, was destroyed and changed 
into the image of Satan. “In homine,” said 
Flacius, “et mansit aliquid, et tamen quod 
optimum in ratione et essentia fuit, nempe 
imago Dei, non tantum evanuit, sed etiam in 
contrarium, nempe in imaginem diaboli, com- 
mutatum est.” The devil, Flacius continued, 
has robbed man of his original form (forma), 
the image of God, and stamped him with his 
own diabolical form and nature. (Luthardt 
215; Gieseler 3, 2, 253.) 


170. Further Explanations of Flacius. 


The manner in which Flacius distinguished 
between material and formal substance ap- 
pears from the tract on original sin (De Pec- 
cati Originalis aut Veteris Adami Appellatio- 
nibus et Ussentia), which he appended to his 
Clavis Secripturae of 1567. There we read? 
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“Tn this disputation concerning the corruption 
of man I do not deny that this meaner matter 
(illam viliorem materiam) or mass of man 
created in the beginning has indeed remained 
until now, although it is exceedingly vitiated, 
as when in wine or aromas the spirituous 
(airy) or fiery substance escapes, and nothing 
remains but the earthy and watery substance ; 
but I hold that the substantial form or the 
formal substance (formam substantialem aut 
substantiam formalem) has been lost, yea, 
changed into its opposite. But I do not speak 
of that external and coarse form (although it, 
too, is corrupted and weakened very much) 
which a girl admires in a youth, or philosophy 
also in the entire man, according to which he 
consists of body and soul, has an erect stature, 
two feet, hands, eyes, ears, and the like, is an 
animal laughing, counting, reasoning, etc.; 
but I speak of that most noble substantial 
form (nobilissima substantialis forma) ac- 
cording to which especially the heart itself, 
or rather the rational soul, was formed in 
such a manner that his very essence might be 
the image of God and represent Him, and 
that his substantial powers, intellect and will, 
and his affections might be conformed to the 
properties of God, represent, truly acknowl- 
edge, and most willingly embrace Him.” 
(Preger 2, 314; Gieseler 3, 2, 254.) 

Again: “In this manner, therefore, I be- 
lieve and assert that original sin is a sub- 
stance, because the rational soul (as united 
with God) and especially its noblest substan- 
tial powers, namely, the intellect and will, 
which before had been formed so gloriously 
that they were the true image of God and the 
fountain of all justice, uprightness, and piety, 
and altogether essentially like unto gold and 
gems, are now, by deceit of Satan, so utterly 
perverted that they are the true and living 
image of Satan, and, as it were, filthy or 
rather consisting of an infernal flame, not 
otherwise than when the sweetest and purest 
mass, infected with the most venomous fer- 
ment, is altogether and substantially changed 
and transformed into a lump of the same 
ferment.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 254.) Original sin 
“7s not a mere accident in man, but his in- 
verted and transformed essence or new form 
itself, just as when a most wholesome medi- 
cine is changed into the most baneful poison.” 
“The matter remains, but it receives a new 
form, namely, the image of Satan.” “Man, 
who in his essential form was the image of 
God, has in his essential form become the 
image of Satan.” “This change may be com- 
pared to the change which the golden image 
of a beautiful man undergoes when it is trans- 
formed into the image of a dragon, the matter 
at the same time being corrupted.” (Preger 2, 
214. 217. 325.) 

Dilating on the substantiality of original 
sin, Flacius furthermore declared: “Original 
malice in man is not something different from 
the evil mind or stony heart itself, not some- 
thing that destroys him spiritually as a dis- 
ease consumes him bodily, but it is ruined and 
destroyed nature itself (sed est tantum ipsa 
perditissima et iam destructissima natura). 
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Original malice was not, as many now think, 
infused from without into Adam in such a 
way as when poison or some other bad sub- 
stance is thrown or poured into good liquor, 
so that by reason of the added bad substance 
also the rest becomes noxious, but in such a 
way as when good liquor or bread itself is 
perverted so that now it is bad as such and 
poisonous or rather poison (wt illud per se 
iam malum ac venenatum aut potius venenum 
sit).” (Preger 2, 313.) 

Also concerning the body and soul of fallen 
man Flacius does not hesitate to affirm that, 
since they are permeated and corrupted by 
original sin, “these parts themselves are sin, 
eas ipsas [partes, corpus et animam] esse 
illud nativum malum, quod cum Deo pugnat.” 
“Some object,” says Flacius, “that the crea- 
ture of God must be distinguished from sin, 
which is not of God. I answer: Now do 
separate, if you can, the devil from his in- 
herent wickedness! ... How can the same 
thing be separated from itself! We therefore 
cannot distinguish them in any other way 
than by stating that with respect to his first 
creation and also his present preservation, 
man, even as the devil himself, is of God, but 
that with respect to this horrible transforma- 
tion (ratione istius horrendae metamorpho- 
seos) he is of the devil, who, by the force of 
the efficacious sentence and punishment of 
angry God: “Thou shalt die,’ not only cap- 
tured us to be his vilest slaves, but also re- 
cast, rebaked, and changed, or, so to speak, 
metamorphosed us into another man, as the 
Scripture says, even as he [the devil] himself 
is inverted.” All parts, talents, and abilities 
of man, Flacius contends, are “evil and mere 
sins,” because they all oppose God. “What 
else are they than armed unrighteousness!” 
he exclaims. Even the natural knowledge of 
God “is nothing but the abominable source of 
idolatry and of all superstitions.” (Preger 
316 f.; Gieseler 3, 2, 255.) 

That the fundamental view of Flacius, how- 
ever, was much farther apart from Maniche- 
ism than some of his radical phrases imply, 
appears from his ,,/y@0u ceavtoy, De Hssentia 
Originalis Iustitiae,” of 1568. After admit- 
ting that Augustine, Luther, and the Apology 
of the Augsburg Confession are correct when 
they define original sin as an inordinate dis- 
position, a disorder (dra&/a), perversion, and 
confusion of the parts of man, Flacius pro- 
ceeds: “The substantial form of a certain 
thing, for the most part, consists in the right 
position and dispesition of the parts; as, for 
example, if a human body were born which 
had its eyes, ears, and mouth on the belly or 
feet, and, vice versa, the toes on the head, no 
one would say that it was properly a man, 
but rather a monster.... It appears, there- 
fore, that the inordinate disposition of the 
parts produces an altogether new body or 
thing. Thus, forsooth, the horrible perturba- 
tion of the soul has also produced, as it were, 
a new kind of monster fighting against God.” 
(Preger 2, 409.) Accordingly, it was not 
man’s body and soul as such, but the altera- 
tion of the relation of his powers toward one 
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another and the consequent corruption of 
these powers, that Flacius had in mind when 
he designated original sin as the new sub- 
stantial form, or substance, of sinful man. 

Flacius expressly denied that the fall of 
man or his conversion involved a physical 
change. “I do not teach a physical regenera- 
tion,” he declared, “nor do I say that two 
hearts are created, but I say that this most 
excellent part of the soul or of man is once 
more established, or that the image of God is 
recast and transformed out of the image of 
Satan, even as before the image of God was 
transformed into the image of Satan. Physi- 
cam renascentiam non assero nec dico duo 
corda creari, sed dico istam praestantissimam 
animae aut hominis partem denuo condi aut 
ex imagine Satanae refundi aut transformari 
imaginem Dei, sicut antea imago Dei fuit 
transformata in imaginem Satanae.” (Seeberg 
4,495.) Gieseler pertinently remarks: “It is 
apparent that Flacius did not deviate from 
the common concept of original sin, but from 
the concepts of substance and accident, but 
that here, too, he was uncertain, inasmuch as 
he employed the terms substantia, forma sub- 
stantialis, and substantia formalis promiscu- 
ously.” (3, 2, 255.) 

If not necessarily involved in, it was at 
least in keeping with his extreme position 
and extravagant phraseology concerning origi- 
nal sin when Flacius, in his De Primo et Se- 
cundo Capite ad Romanos, quatenus Libero 
Arbitrio Patrocinarit Videntur, rejected the 
doctrine of an inborn idea of God and of His 
Law inscribed in the heart of natural man. 
On Rom. 1,19 he comments: It is only from 
the effects in the world that man infers the 
existence of a supreme cause. And with re- 
spect to Rom. 2, 15 he maintains that Paul’s 
statements were to be understood, not of a 
law written in the heart of man, but of a 
knowledge which the heathen had derived by 
inference, from experience, or from tradition 
of the fathers. On this point Strigel, no 
doubt, was correct when he objected: If the 
knowledge of God’s existence were really ex- 
tinguished from the heart, there could be no 
discipline among men; and if man had no in- 
born knowledge of the Law, then there could 
be no such thing as conscience which con- 
demns him when he sins. The fact that man 
fears punishments even when there is no goy- 
ernment to fear, as was the case with Alex- 
ander when he had murdered Clitus, proves 
that in the heart there is a certain knowledge 
both of God and of His Law, (Preger 2, 213.) 
However, Flacius did not, as Strigel seems to 
insinuate, deny that natural man has an ob- 
scure knowledge of God’s existence and Law, 
but merely maintained that this knowledge 
was not inborn or inherited, but acquired 
from without. 


171. Controversy Precipitated by Flacius. 


Though Flacius, when he first made his 
statement concerning the substantiality of 
original sin may not have felt absolutely sure 
of the exact meaning, bearing, and correctness 
of his position, yet the facts do not warrant 
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the assumption that afterwards he was in any 
way diffident or wavering in his attitude. 
Whatever his views on this subject may have 
been before 1560 — after the fatal phrase had 
fallen from his lips, he never flinched nor 
flagged in zealously defending it. Nor was he 
ever disposed to compromise the matter as far 
as the substance of his doctrine was con- 
cerned. In 1570 Spangenberg of Mansfeld, 
who sided with Flacius, suggested that he re- 
tain his meaning, but change his language: 
“Teneat Illyricus mentem, mutet linguam.” 
To this Flacius consented. On September 28, 
1570, he published his Brief Confession, in 
which he agreed to abstain from the use of 
the term “substance.” However, what he sug- 
gested as a substitute, viz., that original sin 
be defined as the nature of man (the word 
‘nature,” as he particularly emphasized, to 
beaken not in a figurative, but in its proper 
meaning), was in reality but another way of 
repeating his error. 

The same was the case in 1572, when 
Flacius, opposed and sorely pressed by the 
ministerium of Strassburg. (whence he was 
banished the following year), offered to sub- 
stitute for the word “substance” the phrase 
“essential powers.” (Preger 2,371.) Two years 
later, at the public disputation in Langenau, 
Silesia, where Flacius defended his doctrine 
with favorable. results for himself against 
Jacob Coler [born 1537; studied in Frank- 
fort-on-the-Oder; 1564 pastor in Lauban, Up- 
per Lausatia (Oberlausitz); 1573 in Neu- 
kirch; 1574 he opposed Leonard Crentzheim 
and Flacius; 1575 professor in Frankfort; 
afterwards active first as Praepositus in Ber- 
lin and later on as Superintendent in Meck- 
lenburg; published Disputatio De Libero Ar- 
bitrio; died March 7, 1612], he declared that 
he did not insist on his phrase as long as the 
doctrine itself was adopted and original sin 
was not declared to be a mere accident. But 
this, too, was no real retraction of his error. 
(Preger 2,387.) In a similar way Flacius re- 
peatedly declared himself willing to abstain 
from the use of the word “substance” in con- 
nection with his doctrine concerning original 
sin, but with conditions and limitations which 
made his concessions illusory, and neither did 
nor could satisfy his opponents. 

At the disputation in Weimar, 1560, Wi- 
gand and Musaeus, as stated, warned Flacius 
immediately after the session in which he had 
made his statement. Schluesselburg relates: 
“Tmmediately during the disputation, as I fre- 
quently heard from their own lips, Dr. Wi- 
gand, Dr. Simon Musaeus, and other colleagues 
of his who attended the disputation . . . ad- 
monished Illyricus in a brotherly and faith- 
ful manner to abstain from this new, perilous, 
and blasphemous proposition of the ancient 
Manicheans, which would cause great turmoil 
in the Church of God, and to refute the error 
of Victorin [Strigel] concerning free will not 
by means of a false proposition, but with the 
Word of God. However, intoxicated with am- 
bition, and relying, in the heat of the conflict, 
too much on the acumen and sagacity of his 
own mind, Illyricus haughtily spurned the 
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brotherly and faithful admonitions of all his 
colleagues.” (Catalogus 2,4.) In his book De 
Manichaeismo Renovato Wigand himself re- 
ports: “TIllyricus answered [to the admoni- 
tion of his colleagues to abstain from the 
Manichean phrase] that he had been drawn 
into this discussion by his opponent against 
his own will. Byt what happened? Contrary 
to the expectations of his colleagues, Illyri- 
cus in the following session continued, as he 
had begun, to defend this insanity.” (Preger 
2, 324; Planck 4, 611.) However, it does 
not appear that after the disputation his 
friends pressed the matter any further, or 
that they made any efforts publicly to dis- 
avow the Flacian proposition. 

In 1567 Flacius published his tract De Pec- 
cati Originalis aut Veteris Adami Appellatio- 
nibus et Hssentia, “On the Appellations and 
Essence of Original Sin or the Old Adam,” 
appending it to his famous Clavis Scripturae 
of the same year. He had written this tract 
probably even before 1564. In 1566 he sent 
it to Simon Musaeus, requesting his opinion 
and the opinion of Hesshusius, who at that 
time was celebrating his marriage with the 
daughter of Musaeus. In his answer, Mu- 
saeus approved the tract, but desired that 
the term “substance” be explained as meaning 
not the matter, but the form of the substance, 
to which Hesshusius also agreed. After the 
tract had appeared, Musaeus again wrote to 
Flacius, June 21, 1568, saying that he agreed 
with his presentation of original sin. At the 
same time, however, he expressed the fear 
that the bold statement which Flacius had re- 
tained, “Sin is substance,” would be danger- 
ously misinterpreted. (Preger 2, 327.) And 
before long a storm was brewing, in which 
animosity registered its highest point, and 
a veritable flood of controversial literature 
(one publication following the other in rapid 
succession) was poured out upon the Church, 
which was already distracted and divided by 
numerous and serious theological conflicts. 

By the publication of this treatise Flacius, 
who before long also was harassed and ostra- 
cized everywhere, had himself made a public 
controversy unavoidable. In the conflict 
which it precipitated, he was opposed by all 
parties, not only by his old enemies, the 
Philippists, but also by his former friends. 
According to the maxim: Amicus Plato, 
amicus Socrates, sed magis amica veritas, 
they now felt constrained, in the interest of 
truth, to turn their weapons against their 
former comrade and leader. Flacius himself 
had made it impossible for his friends to 
spare him any longer. Nor did he deceive 
himself as to the real situation. In a letter 
written to Wigand he reveals his fear that 
the Lutherans and Philippists, then assembled 
at the Colloquium in Altenburg (held from 
October 21, 1568, to March, 1569, between 
the theologians of Thuringia and those of 
Electoral Saxony), would unite in a public 
declaration against his teaching. Wigand, 
whose warning Flacius had disregarded at 
Weimar, wrote to Gallus: Flacius has for- 
feited the right to request that nothing be 
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published against him, because he himself has 
already spread his views in print. And _ be- 
fore long Wigand began to denounce publicly 
the Flacian doctrine as “new and _ prolific 
monsters, monstra nova et fecunda.” 
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According to Preger the first decided oppo- 
sition to the Flacian teaching came from 
Moerlin and Chemnitz, in Brunswick, to whom 
Flacius had also submitted his tract for ap- 
proval. Chemnitz closed his criticism by say- 
ing: It is enough if we are able to retain 
what Luther has won (parta tueri); let us 
abandon all desires to go beyond (ulterws 
quaerere) and to improve upon him. (Preger 
2, 328.) Moerlin characterized Flacius as a 
vain man, and dangerous in many respects. 
Flacius answered in an objective manner, be- 
traying no irritation whatever. (332.) In a 
letter of August 10, 1568, Hesshusius, who 
now had read the tract more carefully, 
charged Flacius with teaching that Satan was 
a creator of substance, and before long re- 
fused to treat with him any further. In Sep- 
tember of the same year Flacius published his 
Ivéi ceavtdoy against the attacks of the 
Synergists and Philippists, notably Chris- 
topher Lasius [who studied at Strassburg and 
Wittenberg; was active in Goerlitz, Greussen, 
Spandau, Kuestrin, Cottbus, and Senftenberg; 
wrote Praelibationes Dogmatis Flaciani de 
Prodigiosa Hominis Conversione; died 1572]. 
In the same year Hesshusius prepared his 
Analysis, which was approved by Gallus and 
the Jena theologians. 

Realizing that all his former friends had 
broken with him entirely, Flacius, in January, 
1570, published his Demonstrations Concern- 
ing the Essence of the Image of God and the 
Devil, in which he attacked his opponents, but 
without mentioning their names. His request 
for a private discussion was bluntly rejected 
by the Jena theologians. Wigand, in his 
Propositions on Sin of May 5, 1570, was the 
first publicly to attack Flacius by name. 
About the same time Moerlin’s Themata de 
Imagine Dei and Chemnitz’s Resolutio ap- 
peared. The former was directed “against 
the impious and absurd proposition that sin 
is a substance”; the latter, against the asser- 
tion “that original sin is the very substance 
of man, and that the soul of man itself is 
original sin.” Hesshusius also published his 
Letter to M. Flacius Illyricus in the Contro- 
versy whether Original Sin is a Substance. 
Flacius answered in his Defense of the Sound 
Doctrine Concerning Original Righteousness 
and Unrighteousness, or Sin, of September 1, 
1570. Hesshusius published his Analysis, in 
which he repeated the charge that Flacius 
made the devil a creator of substance. 

In his Brief Confession, of September 28, 
1570, Flacius now offered to abstain from the 
use of the term “substance” in the manner 
indicated above. A colloquium, however, re- 
quested by Flacius and his friends on the 
basis of this Confession, was declined by the 
theologians of Jena. Moreover, in answer to 
the Brief Confession, Hesshusius published 
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(April 21, 1571) his True Oounter-Report, in 
which he again repeated his accusation that 
Flacius made the devil a creator of substance. 
He summarized his arguments as follows: 
“JT have therefore proved from one book [Fla- 
cius’s tract of 1567] more than six times that 
Illyricus says: Satan condidit, fabricavit, 
transformavit veterem hominem, Satan est 
figulus, that is: The devil created and made 
- man, the devil is man’s potter.” The idea of 
a creation out of nothing, however, was not 
taught in the statements to which Hesshusius 
referred. (Preger 2, 348.) 

Further publications by Andrew Schoppe 
[died after 1615], Wigand, Moerlin, Hess- 
husius,, and Chemnitz, which destroyed all 
hopes of a peaceful settlement, caused Flacius 
to write his Orthodox Confession Concerning 
Original Sin. In this comprehensive answer, 
which appeared August 1, 1571, he declares 
“that either image, the image of God as well 
as of Satan, is an essence, and that the oppo- 
site opinion diminishes the merit of Christ.” 
At the same time he complained that his 
statements were garbled and misinterpreted 
by his opponents; that his was the position 
of the man who asked concerning garlic and 
received an answer concerning onions; that 
his opponents were but disputing with imagi- 
nations of their own. (349 f.) 

In the same year, 1571, Wigand published 
a voluminous book, On Original Sin, in which 
he charged Flacius with teaching that origi- 
nal sin is the entire carnal substance of man 
according to both his body and soul. In his 
description of the Flacian doctrine we read: 
“Original sin is a substance, as they teach. 
Accordingly, original sin is an animal, and 
that, too, an intelligent animal. You must 
also add ears, eyes, mouth, nose, arms, belly, 
and feet. Original sin laughs, talks, sews, 
sows, works, reads, writes, preaches, baptizes, 
administers the Lord’s Supper, ete. For it is 
the substance of man that does such things. 
Behold, where such men end!” Flacius re- 
plied in his Christian and Reliable Answer 
to All Manner of Sophistries of the Pelagian 
Accident, 1572, protesting that the doctrine 
ascribed to him was a misrepresentation of his 
teaching. In the same year Wigand published 
Reasons Why This Proposition, im Contro- 
versy with the Manicheans: “Original Sin Is 
the Corrupt Nature,’ Cannot Stand. Here 
Wigand truly says: “Evil of the substance 
and evil substance are not identical. Maluwm 
substantiae et mala substantia non sunt 
idem.” (Preger 2, 353. 410.) 

In several publications of the same year 
Hesshusius asserted (quoting testimonies to 
this effect from Augustine), that the Flacian 
doctrine was identical with the tenets of the 
Manicheans, in substance as well as terms. 
Flacius answered in De Augustini et Mani- 
chaeorum Sententia, in Controversia Peccati, 
1572, in which he declared: “I most solemnly 
condemn the Manichean insanity concerning 
two creators. I have always denied that origi- 
nal sin is something, or has ever been some- 
thing, outside of man; I have never ascribed 
to this sin any materiality of its own.” (355.) 
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This book was followed by another attack by 
Hesshusius and an answer, in turn, by Flacius. 

In the same year Hesshusius, in order to 
prevent further accessions to Flacianism, pub- 
lished his Antidote (Antidoton) against the 
Impious and Blasphemous Dogma of Matthias 
Flacius Illyricus by which He Asserts that 
Original Sin Is Substance. In this book, 
which was republished in 1576 and again in 
1579, Hesshusius correctly argued: “If origi- 
nal sin is the substance of the soul, then we 
are compelled to assert one of two things, viz., 
either that Satan is the creator of substances, 
or that God is the creator and preserver of 
sin. Si substantia animae est peccatum origi- 
ms, alterum a duobus necesse est pon, vide- 
licet, aut Satanam esse conditorem substan- 
tiarum, aut Dewm esse peccati creatorem et 
sustentatorem.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 256.) At this 


.late hour, 1572, Simon Musaeus, too, entered 


thé arena with his Opinion Concerning Origt- 
nal Sin, Sententia de Peccato Originali. In 
it he taught “that original sin is not a sub- 
stance, but the utmost corruption of it, in 
matter as well as form,” and that therefore 
“Pelagianism no less than Manicheism is to 
be excluded and condemned.” 

When the ministerium of Strassburg turned 
against Flacius, he again published several 
books defending his position on the contro- 
verted questions, which resulted in his expul- 
sion from the city. In 1573 Flacius published 
an answer to Hesshusius’s Antidote entitled, 
Solid Refutation of the Groundless Sophis- 
tries, Calumnies, and Figments, as also of the 
Most Corrupt Errors of the “Antidote” and of 
Other Neopelagian Writers. Flacius charged 
Hesshusius with misrepresentation, and de- 
manded that he swear whether he really be- 
lieved to have found the alleged errors in his 
writings. (Preger 2, 364 ff.) 

Till his death, on March 11, 1575, at Frank- 
fort-on-the-Main, Flacius consistently adhered 
to his false terminology as well as teaching, 
apparently never for a moment doubting that 
he was but defending Luther’s doctrine. One 
of his last books was entitled, Some Olear and 
Splendid Testimonies of Martin Luther Con- 
cerning the Evil Essence, Image, Form, or 
Shape (Wesen, essentia, Bild, Form oder Ge- 
stalt) of the Harthly Dead Adam and Con- 
cerning the Hssential Transformation of Man. 
(389.) As stated above, the mistake of Fla- 
cius was that he took literally terms denoting 
substance which the Bible and Luther employ 
in a figurative sense. 
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The chief supporters of Flacius were the 
Mansfeldians, Count Vollrath and Cyriacus 
Spangenberg [born 1528; studied in Witten- 
berg; served in Hisleben, then in Mansfeld; 
died in Strassburg February 10, 1604]. In 
the serious dissensions which arose in Mans- 
feld in consequence of the controversy on 
original sin, the Count and Spangenberg were 
opposed by the Jena theologians and Super- 
intendent Menzel [Jerome Menzel, born 1517; 
studied in Wittenberg; wrote against Span- 
genberg; died 1590]. As stated above, it was 
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Spangenberg who endeavored to bring about 
an understanding between the contending par- 
ties on the principle: “Zeneat Illyricus men- 
tem, mutet linguam.” <A colloquy was held 
1572 at Castle Mansfeld, in which Flacius and 
his adherents were pitted against Menzel, 
Rhode, Fabricius, and others. When Fabri- 
cius declared in the discussions: “Only in so 
far as our nature is not in conformity with 
the Law of God is it corrupt,’ Flacius ex- 
claimed: “Non quantum, not in as far; but 
I say it is not in conformity because it is cor- 
rupt, quia corrupta est.” (Preger 2, 375.) 
Count Vollrath and his adviser, Caspar Pflug, 
gave Flacius a written testimony that at the 
colloquy he had not been convinced, but found 
to be correct in the controversy on original 
sin. The publication of this testimony by 
Flacius as also of the minutes of the Colloquy 
by Count Vollrath, in 1573, resulted in a 
number of further publications by Flacius and 
his friends as well as his opponents. At Mans- 
feld the animosity against the Flacians did 
not subside even after the death of Flacius in 
1575. They were punished with excommuni- 
cation, incarceration, and the refusal of a 
_Christian burial. Count Vollrath left 1577, 
and died at Strassburg 1578. Spangenberg, 
who also had secretly fled from Mansfeld, de- 
fended the doctrine of Flacius in a tract, De 
Peccato Originali, Concerning Original Sin, 
which he published 1586 under a pseudonym. 
He died without retracting or changing his 
views. 

Another adherent of Flacius was F. Coeles- 
tinus, professor at Jena. After his suspension 
he left the city and participated in the con- 
troversy. He published Colloquium inter Se 
et Tilem. Hesshusiwm. Ue died 1572. In 
August, 1571, Court-preacher Christopher 
Irenaeus and Pastors Guenther and Reinecker 
were dismissed in Weimar because of Fla- 
cianism. Irenaeus published Haamen Libri 
Concordiae and many other books, in which 
he contends that original sin is a substance. 
Pastors Wolf in Kahla, Schneider in Alten- 
dorf, and Franke in Oberrosla were dismissed 
in 1572 for the same reason. They, too, 
entered the public arena in favor of Flacius. 
At Lindau four preachers, who had identified 
themselves with Flacius, were also deposed. 
One of them, Tobias Rupp, held a public dis- 
putation with Andreae. In Antwerp the elders 
forbade their ministers to indulge in any pub- 
lic polemics against Flacius. Among the sup- 
porters of Flacius were also his son, Matthias 
Flacius, and Caspar Heldelin. It may be 
noted here that Saliger (Beatus) and Frede- 
land, who were deposed at Luebeck in 1568, 
also taught “that original sin is the very sub- 
stance of the body and soul of man,” and that 
Christ had assumed “the flesh of another 
species” than ours. (Gieseler 3, 2, 257.) 

In Regensburg four adherents of Flacius 
were dismissed in 1574, among them Joshua 
Opitz [born 1543; died 1585]. These and 
others emigrated to the Archduchy of Austria, 
where the Lutherans were numerous and in- 
fluential, Opitz frequently preaching to an 
audience of 7,000. No less than 40 of the 
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Lutheran ministers of Austria are said to 
have shared the views of Flacius. (Preger 2, 
393.) Only a few of them revealed symptoms 
of fanaticism, which resulted in their dis- 
missal. Among the latter was Joachim Mag- 
deburgius, then an exile at Efferding. He 
taught “that the bodies of believing Christians 
after their death were still essential original 
sin, and that God’s wrath remained over them 
till the Day of Judgment.” (Joecher, Lexicon 
3, 32.) At the same time he branded as error- 
ists Spangenberg, Opitz, and Irenaeus, who , 
declared their dissent. In 1581 the Flacians 
in Austria issued a declaration against the 
Formula of Concord, charging its teaching to 
be inconsistent with Luther’s doctrine on 
original sin. As late as 1604 there were 
numerous Flacianists in German Austria. 


174. Decision of Formula of Concord. 


Seeberg remarks: “Flacius was not a here- 
tic, but in the wrangle of his day he was 
branded as such, and this has been frequently 
repeated.” (4, 2,495.) A similar verdict is 
passed by Gieseler and other historians. But 
whatever may be said in extenuation of his 
error, it cannot be disputed that the unfortu- 
nate phrases of Flacius produced, and were 
bound to produce, most serious religious 
offense, as well as theological strife, and hope- 
less doctrinal confusion. Even when viewed 


- in the light of his distinction between formal 


substance (man as endowed with the image 
of God) and material substance (man as pos- 
sessed of body and soul, together with will 
and intellect), the odiousness of his termi- 
nology is not entirely removed. It was and 
remained a form of doctrine and trope or 
mode of teaching which the Lutherans were 
no more minded to tolerate than the error of 
Strigel. 

Accordingly, the first article of the Formula 
of Concord rejects both the synergistic as well 
as the Manichean aberrations in the doctrine 
of original sin. In its Thorough Declaration 
we read: “Now this doctrine [of original sin] 
must be so maintained and guarded that it 
may not deflect either to the Pelagian or the 
Manichean side. For this reason the contrary 
doctrine . . . should also be briefly stated.” 
(865, 16.) Accordingly, in a series of argu- 
ments, the Flacian error is thoroughly refuted 
and decidedly rejected. At the same time the 
Formula of Concord points out the offensive- 
ness of the Flacian phraseology. It refers to 
the controversy regarding this question as 
“scandalous and very mischievous,” and de- 
clares: “Therefore it is unchristian and hor- 
rible to hear that original sin is baptized in 
the name of the Holy Trinity, sanctified, and 
saved, and other similar expressions found in 
the writings of the recent Manicheans, with 
which we will not offend simple-minded 
people.” (873, 45. 59.) 

On the other hand, the Formula of Concord 
is just as determined in opposing every effort 
at extenuating the corruption wrought by 
original sin. It is solicitous to explain that, 
in designating original sin as an accident, its 
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corruption is not minimized in the least, if 
the answer concerning the nature of this acci- 
dent is not derived from philosophy or human 
reason, but from the Holy Scriptures. “For 
the Scriptures,” says the Formula, “testify 
that original sin is an unspeakable evil and 
such an entire corruption of human nature 
that in it and all its internal and external 
powers nothing pure or good remains, but 
everything ig entirely corrupt, so that on ac- 
count of original sin man in God’s sight is 
truly spiritually dead (plane sit emortuus), 
with all his powers dead to that which is 
good.” (879, 60.) ; 
Accordingly, the Formula of Concord rejects 
the errors of Strigel and the Semi-Pelagians, 
“that original sin is only external, a slight, 
insignificant spot sprinkled, or a stain dashed 
upon the nature of man... along with and 
beneath which the nature nevertheless pos- , 
sesses‘and retains its integrity and power 
even in spiritual things. Or that original sin 
is not a despoliation or deficiency, but only 
an external impediment to these spiritual 
good powers. . They are rebuked and re- 
jected likewise who teach that the nature has 
indeed been greatly weakened and corrupted 
through the Fall, but that nevertheless it has 
not entirely lost all good with respect to 
divine, spiritual things, and that what is sung 
in our churches, ‘Through Adam’s fall ws all 
corrupt, nature and essence human,’ is not 
true, but from natural birth it still has some- 
thing good, small, little, and inconsiderable 
though it be, namely, capacity, skill, aptness, 
or ability to begin, to effect, or to help effect 
something in spiritual things.” (865, 21 ff.) 
While the Formula of Concord does not 
deny the capacity of fallen man for salvation, 
it is careful in defining that this is not an 
active, but a passive capacity. That is to 
say: Man is utterly incapable of qualifying 
himself for, or of contributing in the least 
toward, his own spiritual restoration; but 
what is impossible for man is not impossible 
with God, who, indeed, is able to convert man, 
endow him with new spiritual powers, and 
lead him to eternal salvation, —a goal for the 
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175. Osiander in Nuernberg and in 
Koenigsberg. 

In the writings of Luther we often find pas- 
sages foreboding a future corruption of the 
doctrine of justification, concerning which he 
declared in the Smaleald Articles: “Of this 
article nothing can be yielded or surrendered, 
even though heaven and earth, and whatever 
will not abide, should sink to ruin.... And 
upon this article all things depend which we 
teach and practise in opposition to the Pope, 
the devil, and the world. Therefore we must 
be sure concerning this doctrine, and not 
doubt; for otherwise all is lost, and the Pope 
and devil and all things gain the victory and 
suit over us.” (461, 5.) Martin Chemnitz re- 
marks: “I frequently shudder, because Lu- 
ther —I do not know by what kind of pre- 
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attainment of which, in contradistinction from 
inanimate and other creatures, man, being a 
rational creature, endowed with intellect and 
will, was created by God and redeemed by 
Christ. In the Formula of Concord we read: 
“And although God, according to His just, 
strict sentence, has utterly cast away the 
fallen evil spirits foreyer, He has nevertheless, 
out of special, pure mercy, willed that poor 
fallen human nature might again become and 
be capable and participant of conversion, the 
grace of God, and eternal life; not from its 
own natural, active [or effective] skill, apt- 
ness, or capacity (for the nature of man is 
obstinate enmity against God), but from pure 
grace, through the gracious efficacious work- 
ing of the Holy Ghost. And this Dr. Luther 
calls capacitatem (non activam, sed passi- 
vam), Which he explains thus: Quando patres 
past arbitrium defendunt, capacitatem 
libertatis eius praedicant, quod scilicet verti 
potest ad bonum per gratiam Dei et fiert 
revera liberum, ad quod creatum est. That 
is: When the Fathers defend the free will, 
they are speaking of this, that it is capable 
of freedom in this sense, that by God’s grace 
it can be converted to good, and become truly 
free, for which it was created in the begin- 
ning.” (889, 20.) 

This accords with Luther’s words in De 
Servo, Arbitrio: “It would be correct if we 
should designate as the power of free will 
that [power] by which man, who is created 
for life or eternal death, is apt to be moved 
by the Spirit and imbued with the grace of 
God. For we, too, confess this power, i. e., 
aptitude or, as the Sophists [Scholastic theo- 
logians] say, disposition and passive aptitude. 
And who does not know that trees and ani- 
mals are not endowed with it? For, as the 
saying goes, heaven is not created for geese. 
Hance enim vim, hoc est, aptitudinem, seu, ut 
Sophistae loquuntur, dispositivam qualitatem 
et passivam aptitudinem, et nos confitemur; 
quam non arboribus neque bestiis inditam 
esse, quis est, qui nesciat? Neque enim pro 
ansertbus, ut dicitur, coelum creavit.” (E.v. a. 
158; St. L. 18, 1720.) 
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sentiment —in his commentaries on the Let- 
ter to the Galatians and on the First Book of 
Moses so often repeats the statement: “This 
doctrine [of justification] will be obscured 
again after my death.” (Walther, Kern und 
Stern,,26. ) 

Andrew Osiander was the first to fulfil Lu- 
ther’s prophecy. In 1549 he began publicly 
to propound a doctrine in which he abandoned 
the forensic conception of justification by im- 
putation of the merits of Christ, and returned 
to the Roman view of justification by infusion, 
t.€., by infusion of the eternal essential right- 
eousness of the divine nature of Christ. Ac- 
cording to his own statement, he had harbored 
these views ever since about 1522. He is said 
also to have presented them in a sermon de- 
livered at the convention in Smaleald, 1537. 
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(Planck 4, 257.) 
effort to develop and publicly to disseminate 
his ideas during the life of Luther. After the 
death of the Reformer, however, Osiander is 
reported to have said: “Now that the lion is 
dead, I shall easily dispose of the foxes and 
hares” —i.¢., Melanchthon and the other Lu- 
theran theologians. (257.) Osiander was the 
originator of the controversy “Concerning the 
Righteousness of Faith before God,” which 
was finally settled in Article III of the Por- 
mula of Concord. 

Osiander, lauded by modern historians as 
the only real “systematizer” among the Lu- 
therans of the first generation, was a man as 
proud, overbearing, and passionate as he was 
gifted, keen, sagacious, learned, eloquent, and 
energetic. He was born December 19, 1498, at 
Gunzenhausen, Franconia, and died October 
17, 1552, at Koenigsberg, where he was also 
buried with high honors in the Old City 
Church. In 1522 he was appointed priest at 
St. Lawrence’s Church in the Free *City of 
Nuernberg. Here he immediately acted the 
part of a determined champion of the Refor- 
mation. Subsequently he also participated in 
some of the most important transactions of 
his day. He was present at the Marburg Col- 
loquy, 1529, where he made the personal ac- 
quaintance of Luther and the Wittenbergers. 
He also took part/in the discussions at the 
Diet in Augsburg, 1530; at Smaleald, 1537; 
at Hagenau and Worms, 1540. Nor were his 
interests confined to theological questions. 
When, at Nuernberg, 1543, the work of Coper- 
nicus, De Revolutionibus Orbium Coelestium, 
“Concerning the Revolutions of the Heavenly 
Bodies,” was published for the first time, 
Osiander read the proof-sheets and wrote the 
Preface, in which he designated the new 
theory as “hypotheses,” thus facilitating its 
circulation also among the Catholics, until in 
the 17th century the book was placed on the 
Indez Librorum Prohibitorum, where it re- 
mained till the 18th century. 

When the Augsburg Interim was introduced 
in Nuernberg, Osiander resigned, and with 
words of deep emotion (in a letter of Novem- 
ber 22, 1548, addressed to the city council), 
Hie left the place where he had labored more 
than a quarter of a century. January 27, 
1549, he arrived in Koenigsberg. Here he was 
joyously received by Count Albrecht of Prus- 
sia, whom he had gained for the Reformation 
in 1523. Moved by gratitude toward Osian- 
der, whom he honored as his “spiritual 
father,” Count Albrecht appointed him pastor 
of the Old City Church and, soon after, first 
professor of theology at the University of 
Koenigsberg, with a double salary, though 
Osiander had never received an academic de- 

ee. The dissatisfaction which this unusual 
preferment caused among his colleagues, 
Briessman, Hegemon, Isinder, and Moerlin, 
soon developed into decided antipathy against 
Osiander, especially because of his overbear- 
ing, domineering ways as well as his intrigu- 
ing methods. No doubt, this personal element 
added largely to the animosity and violence of 
the controversy that was soon to follow, and 
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during which the professors in Koenigsberg 
are said to have carried firearms into their 
academic sessions. (Schaff, Creeds 1, 273.) 
Yet it cannot be regarded as the real cause, 
or even as the immediate occasion, of the con- 
flict, which was really brought about by the 
unsound, speculative, and mystical views of 
Osiander on the image of God and, particu- 
larly, on justification and the righteousness of 
faith, — doctrinal points on which he deviated 
from the Lutheran teaching to such an extent 
that a controversy was unavoidable. Eyvi- 
dently, his was either a case of relapse into 
Romanism, or, what seems to be the more 
probable alternative, Osiander never attained 
to a clear apprehension of the Lutheran truth, 
nor ever fully freed himself from the Roman 
doctrine, especially in its finer and more veiled 
form of mysticism. 


176. Opposed by Moerlin and Lutherans 
Generally. 


Osiander, as stated, had conceived the fun- 
damental thoughts of his system long before 
he reached Koenigsberg. In 1524, when only 
twenty-six years of age, he laid down the out- 
lines of his theory in a publication entitled: 
“A Good Instruction (Ein gut Unterricht) 
ond Faithful Advice from the Holy Divine 
Scriptures What Attitude to Take in These 
Dissensions Concerning Our Holy Faith and 
Christian Doctrine, dealing especially with the 
questions what is God’s Word and what 
human doctrine, what Christ and what Anti- 
christ.” Here he says: “Whoever hears, re- 
tains, and believes the Word, receives God 
Himself, for God is the Word. If, therefore, 
the Word of God, Christ, our Lord, dwells in 
us by faith and we are one with Him, we may 
say with Paul: ‘I live, though not I, but 
Christ lives in me,’ and then we are justified 
by faith.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 270.) In the follow- 
ing year, 1525, he wrote in his Action of the 
Honorable Wise Council in Nuernberg with 
their Preachers (Handlung eines ehrsamen 
weisen Rats zu Nuernberg mit ihren Praedi- 
kanten): “The one and only righteousness 
availing before God is God Himself. But 
Christ is the Word which we apprehend by 
faith, and thus Christ in us, God Himself, is 
our Righteousness which avails before God.” 
“The Gospel has two parts; the first, that 
Christ has satisfied the justice of God; the 
other, that He has cleansed us from sin, and 
justifies us by dwelling in us (wnd uns recht- 
fertigt, so er in uns wohnet).” (271.) The 
embryonic ideas of these early publications 
concerning the image of God and justification 
were fully developed by Osiander in his book 
of 1550, Whether the Son of God would have 
had to be Incarnated (An Filius Dei fuerit 
Incarnandus), if Sin had Not Entered the 
World; and especially in his confession of 
September, 1551, Concerning the Only Medi- 
ator Jesus Christ (Von dem einigen Mittler 
Jesu Christo) and Justification of Faith, 
which appeared also in Latin under the title, 
De Unico Mediatore, in October of the same 
year. 
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The public conflict began immediately after 
Osiander had entered upon his duties at the 
university. In his inaugural disputation of 
April 5, 1549, “Concerning the Law and Gos- 
pel (De Lege et Evangelio) ,” Osiander’s vanity 
prompted him at least to hint at his peculiar 
views, which he well knew were not in agree- 
ment with the doctrine taught at Wittenberg 
and in the Lutheran Church at large. His 
colleague, Matthias Lauterwald, a Wittenberg 
master, who died 1555, immediately took 
issue with him. On the day following the 
disputation, he published theses in which he 
declared: “Osiander denied that faith is a 
part of repentance.” October 24 of the fol- 
lowing year Osiander held a second disputa- 
tion (“On Justification, De Iustificatione’”), 
in which he came out clearly against the doc- 
trine hitherto taught in the Lutheran Church. 
But now also a much more able and deter- 
mined combatant appeared in the arena, Joa- 
chim Moerlin, who henceforth devoted his en- 
tire life to defeat Osiandrism and to vindicate 
Luther’s forensic view of justification. 

Moerlin (Moehrlein) was born at Witten- 
berg April 6, 1514; he studied under Luther, 
and was made Master in 1537 and Doctor in 
1540; till 1543 he was superintendent in Arn- 
stadt, Thuringia, and superintendent in Goet- 
tingen till 1549, when he was compelled to 
leave because of his opposition to the Augs- 
burg Interim. Recommended by Elizabeth, 
Duchess of Braunschweig-Lueneburg, the 
mother-in-law of Duke Albrecht, he was ap- 
pointed preacher at the Dome of Koenigsberg 
in 1550. Clearly understanding that solid 
comfort in life and death is possible only as 
long as our faith rests solely on the ahena 
iustitia, on the objective righteousness of 
Christ, which is without us, and is offered in 
the Gospel and received by faith; and fully 
realizing also that Christian assurance is in- 
compatible with such a doctrine as Osiander 
taught, according to which our faith is to rely 
on a righteous condition within ourselves, 
Moerlin publicly attacked Osiander from his 
pulpit, and in every way emphasized the fact 
that his teaching could never be tolerated in 
the Lutheran Church. Osiander replied in his 
lectures. The situation thus created was most 
intolerable. At the command of the Duke dis- 
cussions were held between Moerlin and Osi- 
ander, but without result. 

In order to settle the dispute, Duke Al- 
brecht, accordingly, on October 5, 1551, placed 
the entire matter before the evangelical 
princes and cities with the request that the 
points involved be discussed at the various 
synods and théir verdicts forwarded to Koe- 
nigsberg. This aroused the general interest 
and the deepest concern of the entire Lutheran 
Church in Germany. Numerous opinions of 
the various synods and theologians arrived 
during the winter of 1551 to 1552. With the 
exception of the Wuerttemberg Response (Re- 
sponsum), written by John Brenz, and the 
Opinion of Matthew Vogel, both of whom re- 
garded Osiander’s teaching as differing from 
the doctrine received by the Lutheran Church 
in terms and phrases rather than in substance, 
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they were unfavorable to Osiander. At the 
same time all, including the opinions of Brenz 
and Vogel, revealed the fact that the Lu- 
therans, the theologians of Wittenberg as well 
as those of Jena, Brandenburg, Pomerania, 
Hamburg, ete., were firmly united in main- 
taining Luther’s doctrine, viz., that the right- 
eousness\ of faith is not the essential right- 
eousness of the Son of God, as Osiander held, 
but the obedience of Christ the God-man im- 
puted by grace to all true believers as their 
sole righteousness before God. 

Feeling safe under the protection of Duke 
Albrecht, and apparently not in the least im- 
pressed by the general opposition which his 
innovations met with at the hands of the Lu- 
therans, Osiander continued the controversy 
by publishing his Proof (Beweisung) that for 
Thirty Years I have Always Taught the Same 

Doctrine. And irritated by an opinion of Me- 
lanchthon (whom Osiander denounced as a 
pestilential heretic), published with offensive 
explanations added by the Wittenbergers, he 
in the same year (April, 1552) wrote his 
Refutation (Widerlegung) of the Unfounded, 
Unprofitable Answer of Philip Melanchthon, 
In this immoderate publication Osiander 
boasted that only the Philippian rabble, danc- 
ing according to the piping of Melanchthon, 
was opposed to him. 

Before long, however, also such opponents 
of the Philippists as Flacius, Gallus, Ams- 
dorf, and Wigand were prominently arraigned 
against Osiander. Meanwhile (May 23, 1552), 
Moerlin published a large volume entitled: 
Concerning the Justification of Faith. Osian- 
der replied in his Schmeckbier of June 24, 
1552, a book as keen as it was coarse. In 
1552 and 1553 Flacius issued no less than 
twelve publications against Osiander, one of 
them bearing the title: Zwo fuernehmliche 
Gruende Osiandri. verlegt, zw einem Schmeck- 
bier; another: Antidotum auf Osiandri gif- 
tiges Schmeckbier. (Preger 2, 551.) 

When the controversy had just about 
reached its climax, Osiander died, October 17, 
1552. Soon after, the Duke enjoined silence 
on both parties, and Moerlin was banished. 
He accepted a position as superintendent in 
Brunswick, where he zealously continued his 
opposition to Osiandrism as well as to other 
corruptions of genuine Lutheranism. At Koe- 
nigsberg the Osiandrists continued to enjoy 
the protection and favor of Duke Albrecht, 
and gradually developed into a quasi-political 
party. The leader of the small band was John 
Funck, the son-in-law of Osiander and the 
chaplain of the Duke. In 1566, however, the 
king of Poland intervened, and Funck was 
executed as a disturber of the public peace. 
Moerlin was recalled-and served as bishop of 
Samland at Koenigsberg from 1567 till his 
death in 1571. The Corpus Doctrinae Pru- 
thenicum, or Borussicwm, framed by Moerlin 
and Chemnitz and adopted 1567 at Koenigs- 
berg, rejected: the doctrines of Osiander. 
Moerlin also wrote a history of Osiandrism 
entitled: Historia, welchergestalt sich die 
Osiandrische Schwaermerei im Lande zu 
Preussen erhaben. 
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177. Corruptions Involved in Osiander’s 
Teaching. 


Osiander’s theory of justification, according 
to which the righteousness of faith is the eter- 
nal, essential holiness of the divine nature of 
Christ inhering and dwelling in man, con- 
sistently compelled him to maintain that jus- 
tification is not an act by which God declares 
aman just, but an act by which He actually 
makes him inherently just and righteous; 
that it is not an imputation of a righteous- 
ness existing outside of man, but an actual 
infusion of a righteousness dwelling in man; 
that it is not a mere acquittal from sin and 
guilt, but regeneration, renewal, sanctification, 
and internal, physical cleansing from sin; 
that it is not a forensic or judicial act out- 
side of man or a declaration concerning man’s 
standing before God and his relation to Him, 
but a sort of medicinal process within man; 
that the righteousness of faith is not the alien 
(strange, foreign) righteousness, aliena wustt- 
tia (a term employed also by Luther), con- 
sisting.in the obedience of Christ, but a 
quality, condition, or change effected in be- 
lievers by the essential righteousness of the 
divine nature dwelling in them through faith 
in Christ; that faith does not justify on ac- 
count of the thing outside of man in which it 
trusts and upon which it relies, but by reason 
of the thing which it introduces and produces 
in man; that, accordingly, justification is 
never instantaneous and complete, but gradual 
and progressive. 

Osiander plainly teaches that the righteous- 
ness of faith (our righteousness before God) 
is not the obedience rendered by Christ to the 
divine Law, but the indwelling righteousness 
of God (iustitia Dei inhabitans ) ,— essentially 
the same original righteousness or image that 
inhered in Adam and Eve before the Fall. It 
consists, not indeed in good works or in “doing 
and suffering,” but in a quality (Art) which 
renders him who receives it just, and moves 
him to do and to suffer what is right. 
the holiness (Frommbkeit) which consists in 
the renewal of man, in the gifts of grace, in 
the new spiritual life, in the regenerated na- 
ture of man. By His suffering and death, said 
Osiander, Christ made satisfaction and, ac- 
quired forgiveness for us, but He did not 
thereby effect our justification. His obedience 
as such does not constitute our righteousness 
before God, but merely serves to restore it. 
It was necessary that God might be able to 
dwell in us, and so become our life and right- 
eousness. Faith justifies, not inasmuch as it 
apprehends the merits of Christ, but inasmuch 
as it unites us with the divine nature, the in- 
finite essential righteousness of God, in which 
our sins are diluted, as it were, and lost, as 
an impure drop disappears when poured into 
an ocean of liquid purity. 

According to the teaching of Osiander, 
therefore, also the assurance that we are jus- 
tified and accepted by God does not rest ex- 
elusively on the merits of Christ and the 
pardon offered in the Gospel, but must be 
based on the righteous quality inhering in us. 
Our assurance is conditioned not alone upon 
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what Christ has done outside of us and for us, 
but rather upon what He is in us and produces 
in us. The satisfaction rendered by Christ 
many centuries ago is neither the only ground 
on which God regards us as just, nor a suf- 
ficient basis of our certainty that we are ac- 
cepted by God. Not the Christ for us, but 
rather the Christ in us, is the basis both of 
our justification and assurance. Accordingly, 
in order to satisfy an alarmed sinner, it is not 
sufficient to. proclaim the Gospel-promise of 
divine absolution. In addition, an investiga- 
tion is required whether the righteousness and 
holiness of God is also really found dwelling 
in him. While Luther had urged alarmed con- 
sciences to trust in the merits of Christ alone 
for their justification and salvation, Osiander 
led them to rely on the new life of divine wis- 
dom, holiness, and righteousness dwelling in 
their own hearts. From the very beginning 
of the controversy, Moerlin, Melanchthon, and 
the Lutherans generally were solicitous to 
point out that Osiander’s doctrine robs Chris- 
tians of this glorious and only solid comfort, 
that it is not a subjective quality in their 
own hearts, but solely and only the objective 
and absolutely perfect obedience rendered by 
Christ many hundred years ago, which God 
regards when He justifies the wicked, and 
upon which man must rely for the assurance 
of his acceptance and salvation. 

Consistently developed, therefore, the inno- 
vation of Osiander was bound to vitiate in 
every particular the doctrine of justification 
restored once more by Luther. In fact, his 
theory was but a revamping of just such 
teaching as had driven the Lutherans out of 
the Church of Rome. True, Osiander denied 
that by our own works we merit justification; 
that our righteousness consists in our good 
works; that our good works are imputed to 
us as righteousness. But the fact that he held 
a subjective condition to be our righteousness 
before God gives to his doctrine an essentially 
Roman stamp, no matter how widely it may 
differ from it in other respects. Moehler, the 
renowned Catholic apologist, declared that, 
properly interpreted and illucidated, Osian- 
der’s doctrine was “identical with the Roman 
Catholic doctrine.” (Frank 2, 5. 91.) As 
stated before, his teaching was Romanism in 
its finer and more veiled form of mysticism. 


178. Excerpts from Osiander’s Writings. 


In his publication of January 10, 1552, 
Wider den lichtfluechtigen Nachtraben, Osian- 
der endeavors to prove that he is in complete 
doctrinal agreement with Luther. In it he 
gives the following summary, but guarded, 
presentation of his views. “I understand it 
this way,” says he, “1. It flowed from His 
pure grace and mercy that God sacrificed His 
only Son for us. 2. The Son became man and 
was made under the Law, and He has re- 
deemed us from the Law and from the curse 
of the Law. 3. He took upon Himself the 
sins of the whole world, for which He suf- 
fered, died, shed His blood, descended into hell, 
rose again, and thus overcame sin, death, and 
hell, and merited for us forgiveness of sin, 


‘ 


156 


reconciliation with God, the grace and gift of 
justification, and eternal life. 4. This is to be 
preached in all the world. 5. Whoever be- 
lieves this and is baptized, is justified and 
blessed (selig) by virtue of such faith. 
6. Faith apprehends Christ so that He dwells 
in our hearts through faith, Eph. 3, 17. 
7. Christ, living in us through faith, is our 
Wisdom, Righteousness, Holiness, and Re- 
demption, 1 Cor. 1, 30; Jer. 23, 6; 33, 16. 
8. Christ, true God and man, dwelling in us 
through faith, is our Righteousness according 
to His divine nature, as Dr. Luther says: 
‘I rely on the righteousness which is God 
Himself; this He cannot reject. Such is, 
says Luther, the simple, correct understand- 
ing; do not suffer yourself to be led away 
from it.’” (Frank 2,7f.) Seeberg cites the 
following passage: “But if the question be 
asked what is righteousness, one must answer : 
Christ dwelling in us by faith is our Right- 
eousness according to His divinity; and the 
forgiveness of sins, which is not Christ Him- 
self, but merited by Christ, is a preparation 
and cause that God offers us His righteous- 
ness, which He is Himself.” (Dogg. 4, 498.) 
Incidentally, Osiander’s appeal to Luther is 
unwarranted. For according to him Christ 
is our Righteousness because His obedience is 
God’s obedience, the work not only of His 
human nature, but, at the same time, also of, 
His divine nature, while according to Osian- 
der everything that Christ did for us merely 
serves to bring about the indwelling of the 
divine nature of Christ, whose essential holi- 
ness is our righteousness before God. That 
Osiander was not in agreement with Luther, 
as he claimed, appears also from his assertion 
that such statements of Luther as: Christ’s 
death is our life, forgiveness of sins is our 
righteousness, etc., must be explained figura- 
tively, as words flowing from a joyous heart. 
(2, 23.) 

The manner in which Osiander maintained 
that Christ is our Righteousness only accord- 
ing to His divine nature appears from the fol- 
lowing excerpts: “If the question be asked 
according to what nature Christ, His whole 
undivided person, is our Righteousness, then, 
just as when one asks according to what na- 
ture He is the Creator of heaven and earth, 
the clear, correct, and-plain answer is that 
He is our Righteousness according to His 
divine, and not according to His human na- 
ture, although we are unable to find, obtain, 
or apprehend such divine righteousness apart 
from His humanity.” (Frank 2, 12.) Again: 
“When we say: Christ is our Righteousness, 
we must understand His deity, which enters 
us through His humanity. When Christ says: 
I am the Bread of Life, we must understand 
His deity which comes into us through His 
humanity and is our life. When He says: 
My flesh is meat indeed, and My blood is drink 
indeed, we must take it to mean His deity 


which is in the flesh and blood and is meat~ 


and drink for us. Thus, too, when John says, 
1 John 1,7: The blood of Christ cleanseth 
us from all sin, we must understand the deity 
of Christ which is in the blood; for John does 
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not speak of the blood of Christ as it was shed 
on the cross, but as it, united with the flesh 
of Christ, is our heavenly meat and drink by 
faith.” (23.) Osiander, therefore, is but con- 
sistent when he reiterates that the Son of 
God, the Holy Spirit, and the Father are our 
Righteousness, because their divine essence, 
which by faith dwells in Christians, is one 
and the same. 

Osiander emphasizes that the essential 
righteousness of the divine nature of Christ 
alone is able to save us. He says: “For of 
what help would it be to you if you had all 
the righteousness which men and angels can 
imagine, but lacked this eternal righteousness 
which is itself the Son of God, according to 
His divine nature, with the Father and the 
Holy Ghost? For no other righteousness can 
lift you up to heaven and bring you to the 
Father. But when you apprehend this right- 
eousness through faith, and Christ is in you, 
what can you then be lacking which you do 
not possess richly, superabundantly, and in- 
finitely in His deity?” Again: “Since Christ 
is ours and is in us, God Himself and all His 
angels behold nothing in us but righteousness 
on account of the highest, eternal, and in- 
finite righteousness of Christ, which is His 
deity itself dwelling in us. And although sin 
still remains in, and clings to, our flesh, it is 
likesan impure little drop compared with a 
great pure ocean, and on account of the right- 
eousness of Christ which is in us God does 
not want to see it.” (Frank 2, 100. 102.) 

To this peculiarity of Osiander, according 
to which he seems to have had in mind a 
justification by a sort of mystico-physical 
dilution rather than by imputation, the For- 
mula of Concord refers as follows: “For one 
side has contended that the righteousness of 
faith, which the apostle calls the righteous- 
ness of God, is God’s essential righteousness, 
which is Christ Himself as the true, natural, 
and essential Son of God, who dwells in the 
elect by faith and impels them -to do right, 
and thus is their righteousness, compared with 
which righteousness the sins of all men are 
as a drop of water compared with the great 
ocean.” (917, 2579072.) 

In his confession Concerning the Only Medi- 
ator, of 1551, Osiander expatiates on justifi- 
cation, and defines it as an act by which right- 
eousness is “infused” into believers. We read: 
“Tt is apparent that whatever part Christ, as 
the faithful Mediator, acted with regard to 
God, His heavenly Father, for our sakes, by 
fulfilling the Law and by His suffering and 
death, was accomplished more than 1,500 years 
ago, when we were not in existence. For this 
reason it cannot, properly speaking, have been, 
nor be called, our justification, but only our 
redemption and the atonement for us and our 
sins. For whoever would be justified must 
believe; but if he is to believe, he must 
already be born and live. Therefore Christ 
has not justified us who now live and die; 
but we are redeemed by it [His work 1,500 
years ago] from God’s wrath, death, and 
hell. . . . This, however, is true and un- 
doubted that by the fulfilment of the Law and 
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by His suffering and death He merited and 
earned from God, His heavenly Father, this 
great and superabounding grace, namely, that 
He not only has forgiven our sin and taken 
from us the unbearable burden of the Law, 
but that He also wishes to justify us by faith 
in Christ, to infuse justification or the right- 
eousness (sondern auch uns durch den Glau- 
ben an Christuwm will rechtfertigen, die Ge- 
rechtmachung eingiessen), and, if only we 
obey, through the operation of His Holy Spirit 
and through the death of Christ, in which we 
are embodied by the baptism of Christ, to 
mortify, purge out, and entirely destroy sin 
which is already forgiven us, but nevertheless 
still dwells in our flesh and adheres to us. 
Therefore the other part of the office of our 
dear faithful Lord and Mediator Jesus Christ 
is now to turn toward us in order to deal also 
with us poor sinners, as with the guilty 
party, that we acknowledge such great grace 
and gratefully receive it by faith, in order 
that He by faith may make us alive and just 
from the death of sin, and that sin, which is 
already forgiven, but nevertheless still dwells 
and inheres in our flesh, may be altogether 
mortified and destroyed in us. And this, first 
of all, is the act of our justification.” 
(Tschackert, 492 f.; Planck 4, 268.) 

That Osiander practically identified justifi- 
cation with regeneration, renewal, and grad- 
ual sanctification appears from the following 
quotations. To justify, says he, means “to 
make a just man out of an unjust one, that 
is to recall a dead man to life — ex impio 
iustum facere, hoc est, mortuum ad vitam 
revocare.” (Seeberg 4, 499.) Again: “Thus 
the Gospel further shows its power and also 
justifies us, 7.¢., it makes us just, even as, 
and in the same degree as, He also makes us 
alive (eben und in aller Masse, wie er uns 
auch lebendig macht).” (Frank 2, 18.) “And 
here you see again how terribly those err who 
endeavor to prove by this passage of David 
and Paul that our righteousness is nothing 
else than forgiveness of sin; for they have 
overlooked the covering of sin with the [es- 
sential] righteousness of Christ whom we put 
on in Baptism; they have also removed from 
justification the renewal of the imner man 
effected by regeneration.” (102.) 

Osiander was fanatical in denouncing those 
who identified justification with the forgive- 
ness of sins. In his Disputation of October 
24, 1550, he declared: “The entire fulness of 
the deity dwells in Christ bodily, hence in 
those also in whom Christ dwells.... There- 
fore we are just by His essential righteous- 
ness.... Whoever does not hold this manner 
of our justification is certainly a Zwinglian 
at heart, no matter what he may confess with 
his mouth.... They also teach things colder 
than ice [who hold] that we are regarded as 
righteous only on account of the forgiveness 
of sins, and not on account of the [essential] 
righteousness of Christ who dwells in us 
through faith. Glacie frigidiora docent nos 
tantum propter remissionem peccatorum re- 
putari iustos, et non etiam propter iustitiam 
Christi per fidem in nobis inhabitantis. Non 
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enim tam iniquus Deus est, ut ewm pro iusto 
habeat, in quo verae iustitiae prorsus nil est.” 
(Frank 2, 97; Tschackert, 494; Seeberg 4, 
497.) They are errorists, Osiander declared, 
“who say, teach, and write that the right- 
eousness is outside of us.” (Frank 2, 100.) 
“The [essential] righteousness of Christ is, 
indeed, imputed to us, but only when it is 
in us.” “For God is not so unrighteous, nor 
such a lover of unrighteousness that He re- 
gards him as just in whom there is absolutely 
nothing of the true righteousness; as it is 
written, Ps. 5,4: ‘For Thou art not a God ) 
that hath pleasure in wickedness; neither 
shall evil dwell with Thee.’” (Planck 4, 273.) . 
Evidently, Osiander rejected or had never 
fully grasped Paul’s clear statement and 
teaching concerning the God who justifies 
the ungodly, Rom. 4, 5: “But to him that 
worketh not, but believeth on Him that justi- 
fieth the ungodly, his faith is counted for 
righteousness.” 


179. Attitude of Brenz and Melanchthon. 


With the exception of Brenz and Vogel, 
who, as stated before, regarded Osiander’s doc- 
trine as differing from the generally received 
view in phraseology and mode of presentation 
rather than in substance, the Lutherans every- 
where were unanimous in rejecting Osiander’s 
theory as a recrudescence of the Romish justi- 
fication not by imputation, but by infusion. 
And as to Brenz, who put a milder construc- 
tion on the statements of Osiander, Melanch- 
thon wrote October 1, 1557: “Concerning the 
affair with Osiander, my writings are pub- 
licly known, which I hope will be of benefit to 
many. Brenz also is agreed with us doc- 
trinally. He said he had advised peace, for 
he did not take Osiander’s expressions to be as 
dangerous as the opponents did, and for this 
reason could not as,yet condemn his person; 
but in doctrine he was agreed with us and 
would unite in condemning Osiander if the 
charges made against him were proved.” Me- 
lanchthon himself fully realized the vicious- 
ness of Osiander’s error, although at the col- 
loquy in Worms, 1557, he, too, was opposed to 
condemning Osiandrism together with Zwing- 
lianism, Majorism, and Adiaphorism, as the 
theologians of Ducal Saxony demanded. (C. R. 
9, 311. 402.) 

In May, 1551, Melanchthon wrote to Osian- 
der that by the essential righteousness of 
Christ renewal is effected in us, but that we 
have forgiveness of sins and are reputed to be 
righteous on account of the merit of Christ, 
whose blood and death appeased the wrath of 
God. In his confutation of the Osiandric doe- 
trine, written in September, 1555, we read: 
“Osiander’s definition of righteousness is: 
Righteousness is that which makes us do what 
is righteous. ... Hence man is righteous by 
doing what is righteous. ... Thereupon Osi- 
ander, in order to say something also concern- 
ing forgiveness of sins, tears remission of sins 
from righteousness. He expressly declares 
that the sins are forgiven to all men; Nero, 
however, is damned because he does not pos- 
sess the essential righteousness; and this, he 
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says, is God Himself, Father, Son, and Holy 
Spirit... . Osiander contends that man is 
just on account of the indwelling of God, or 
on account of the indwelling God, not on ac- 
count of the obedience of the Mediator, not 
by the imputed righteousness of the Mediator 
through grace. And he corrupts the propo- 
sition, ‘By faith we are justified,’ into, By 
faith we are prepared that we may become 
just by something else, viz., the inhabiting 
God. Thus he in reality ‘says what the 
Papists say: ‘We are righteous by our re- 
newal,’ except that he mentions the cause 
where the Papists mention the effect. Ita re 
ipsa dicit, quod Papistae dicunt, swumus iusti 
novitate, nisi quod nominat causam, ubi nomi- 
nant Papistae effectwum. We are just when 
God renews us. He theréfore detracts from 
the honor due to the Mediator, obscures the 
greatness of sin, destroys the chief consolation © 
of the pious, and leads them into perpetual 
doubt. For faith cannot exist unless it looks 
upon the promise of mercy concerning the 
Mediator. Nor is there an inhabitation un- 
less the consolation is received by this faith. 
And it is a preposterous way of teaching that 
one is to believe first the inhabitation, after- 
wards forgiveness of sins (prius credere im- 
habitationem, postea remissionem peccato- 
rum). Since therefore this dogma of Osiander 
is both false and pernicious to consciences, it 
must be shunned and damned.” (0. R. 7,781; 
8, 579 ff.) 

In another essay, of September, 1555, signed 
also by Melanchthon, the following proposi- 
tions are rejected: 1. Man becomes righteous 
on account of the essential righteousness. 
2. Man becomes righteous on account of the 
essential righteousness of God the Father, 
Son, and Holy Spirit. 3. Man becomes right- 
eous before God on account of the indwelling 
of God. 4. Righteousness, consists in the in- 
dwelling of Christ, on account of which God 
imputes righteousness to us....- 5. Nor must 
one say there are two or more parts of justi- 
fication: faith, inhabitation, good works, etc. 
For justification before God is to receive for- 
giveness of sins and to become acceptable to 
God on account of Christ.... 6. This propo- 
sition, too, is false: The regenerate after the 
Fall are righteous in the same manner as 
Adam was before the Fall, namely, not by im- 
putation, but by inhabitation or original 
righteousness. ... 8. It is also false when 
some say we are righteous by faith, namely, 
in a preparative way in order afterwards to 
be righteous by the essential righteousness. 
At bottom this is Popish and destructive of 
faith.... 9. The following propositions must 
be rejected altogether: The obedience of 
Christ is called righteousness in a tropical 
sense; Christ justifies accidentally (per acci- 
dens). (O. R. 8, 561 f.; 9, 319. 451. 455. 457.) 


180. Osiander’s Views on Image of God. 


Osiander’s corruption of the doctrine of 
justification was closely connected with his 
peculiar view concerning’ the image of God 
(the central idea of his entire system), of 
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which, however, he declared that he did not 
consider it essential, and would not contend 
with anybody ‘about it. Nor were the ques- 
tions involved disputed to any extent or dealt 
with in the Formula of Concord. As to Osi- 
ander, however, the train of his thoughts runs 
as follows: — 

The Logos, the divine Word, is the image 
of God, into whom His entire essence flows 
in a manner and process eternal. In a tem- 
poral and historical way the same image is 
destined to be realized in the nature of man. 
Divine essential righteousness indwelling and 
efficacious in humanity — such was the eternal 
plan of God. For the realization of this pur- 
pose the Logos, God’s image, was to become 
man, even if the human race should not have 
fallen. This was necessary because in finite 
man there is absolutely no similarity with the 
infinite essence of the non-incarnate Logos. 
Without the incarnation, therefore, this in- 
finite dissimilarity would have remained for- 
ever (esset et maneret simpliciter infimta dis- 
similitudo inter hominem et Verbum Dei). 
And in order that man might be capable of 
God and share His divine nature (capax Dev 
et divinae naturae consors), God created him 
according to His image; i. e., according to the 
idea of the incarnate Logos. “God formed the 
body, of man,” said Osiander, “that it should 
be altogether like unto the future body of 
Christ. Thereupon He breathed into it the 
breath of life, 7. e., a rational soul together 
with the human spirit, adorned with the 
proper powers, in such a manner that it, too, 
should be like unto the future soul of Christ 
in everything.” (Frank 2, 104.) 

In the incarnate Logos, however, according 
to whom man was created, humanity and 
divinity are personally united. When the 
Word was made flesh, the divine essence was 
imparted to His human nature. And Christ, 
in turn, imparts the same essence to all who 
by faith are one with Him. From eternity the 
incarnate Word was destined to be the head 
of the congregation in order that the essential 
righteousness of God might flow from Him 
into His body, the believers. Before the Fall 
the Son of God dwelled in Adam, making him 
just by God’s essential righteousness. By the 
Fall this righteousness was lost. Hence the 
redemption and atonement of Christ were re- 
quired in order again to pave the way for the 
renewal of the lost image or the indwelling of - 
God’s essential ,righteousness in man, The 
real source of this righteousness and divine 
life in man, however, is not the human, but 
the divine nature of Christ. In the process of 
justification or of making man righteous, the 
human nature of Christ merely serves as a 
medium, or, as it were, a canal, through which 
the eternal essential wisdom, holiness, and 
righteousness of Christ’s divine nature flows 
into our hearts. | 

Christ, the “inner Word” (John 1), says 
Osiander, approaches man in the “external 
Word” (the words spoken by Jesus and His 
apostles), and through it enters the believing 
soul. For through Word, Sacrament, and 
faith we are united with His humanity. In 
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the Lord’s Supper, for instance, we become the 
flesh and blood of Christ, just as we draw the 
nourishment out of natural food and trans- 
form it into our flesh and blood. And since 
the humanity of Christ, with which we be- 
come one in the manner described, is person- 
ally united with the deity, it imparts to us 
also the divine essence, and, as a result, we, 
too, are the abode of the essential righteous- 
ness of God. “We cannot receive the divine 
nature from Christ,” says Osiander, “if we are 
not embodied in Him by faith and Baptism, 
thus becoming flesh and blood and bone of 
His flesh, blood, and bone.” As the branches 
could not partake of the nature of the vine 
if they were not of the wood of the vine, even 
so we could not share the divine nature of 
Christ if we had not, incorporated in Him by 
faith and Baptism, become flesh, blood, and 
bone of His flesh, blood, and bone. Accord- 
ingly, as Christ’s humanity became righteous 
through the union with God, the essential 
righteousness which moved Him to obedience 
toward God, thus we also become righteous 
through our union with Christ and in Him 
with God. (Frank 2, 104. 20 ff.; Seeberg 4, 
497 f.) 

In view of such speculative teaching, in 
which justification is transformed into a sort 
of mystico-physical process, it is not surpris- 
ing that the charge of pantheism was also 
raised against Osiander. The theologians of 
Brandenburg asserted that he inferred from 
his doctrine that the believers in Christ are 
also divine persons, because the Father, Son, 
‘and Holy Ghost dwell in them essentially. 
But Osiander protested: “Creatures we are 
and creatures we remain, no matter how 
wonderfully we are renewed; but the seed of 
God and the entire divine essence which is in 
us by grace in the same manner as it is in 
Christ by nature and remains eternally in us 
(das also aus Gnaden in uns ist wie in Chri- 
sto von Natur und bleibt ewiglich in uns) is 
God Himself, and no creature, and will not 
become a creature in us or on account of us, 
but will eternally remain in us true God.” 
Frank says concerning the doctrine of Osian- 
der: It is not pantheism or a mixture of the 
divine and human nature, “but it is a sub- 
jectivism by which the objective foundation 
of salvation as taught by the Lutheran Church 
is rent to the very bottom. It is a mysticism 
which transforms the Christ for ws into the 
Christ im us, and, though unintentionally, 
makes the consciousness of the inhabitatio es- 
sentialis wstitiae (indwelling of the essential 
righteousness) the basis of peace with God.” 
(2, 19. 10. 18. 95. 103.) In his teaching con- 
cerning the image of God and justification, 
Osiander replaced the comforting doctrine of 
the Bible concerning the substitutionary and 
atoning work of Christ in His active and pas- 
sive obedience unto death with vain philo- 
sophical speculations concerning divinity and 
humanity or the two natures of Christ. It 
was not so very far beside the mark, there- 
fore, when Justus Menius characterized his 
theory as “a new alchemistic theology.” 
(Planck 4, 257.) 


a 


159 


181. Error of Stancarus. 


The Stancarian dispute was incidental to 
the Osiandric conflict. Its author was Fran- 
cesco Stancaro (born in Mantua, 1501), an 
Italian ex-priest, who had emigrated from 
Italy on account of his Protestant views. 
Vain, opinionated, haughty, stubborn, and in- 
solent as he was, he roamed about, creating 
trouble wherever he appeared, first in Cracow 
as professor of Hebrew, 1551 in Koenigsberg, 
then in Frankfort-on-the-Oder, next at vari- 
ous places in Poland, Hungary, and Transyl- 
vania. He diéd at Stobnitz, Poland, Novem- 
ber 12, 1574. Stancarus treated all of his 
opponents as ignoramuses and spoke contemp- 
tuously of Luther and Melanchthon, branding 
the latter as an antichrist. In Koenigsberg 
he immediately felt called upon to interfere 
in the controversy which had just flared up. 
He opposed Osiander in a fanatical manner, 
declaring him to be the personal antichrist. 
The opponents of Osiander at Koenigsberg, 
however, were not elated over his comrade- 
ship, particularly because he fell into an oppo- 
site error. They were glad when he resigned 
and left for Frankfort the same year he had 
arrived at Koenigsberg. In Frankfort, Stan- 
carus continued the controversy, publishing, 
1552, his Apology against Osiander —Apologia 
contra Osiandrum. But he was ignored rather 
than opposed by the Lutheran theologians. In 
1553 Melanchthon wrote his Answer (Respon- 
sio) Concerning Stancar’s Controversy. Later 
on, 1561, when Stancarus was spreading his 
errors in Poland, Hungary, and Transylvania, 
Calvin and the ministers of Zurich also wrote 
against him. The chief publication in which 
Stancarus set forth and defended his views 
appeared 1562, at Cracow, under the title: 
Concerning the Trinity (De Trinitate) and the 
Mediator, Our Lord Jesus Christ. As late as 
1585 Wigand published his book Concerning 
Stancarism — De Stancarismo. 

Stancarus had been trained in scholastic 
theology and was a great admirer of Peter 
Lombard. In his book De Trinitate et Media- 
tore he says: “One Peter Lombard is worth 
more than a hundred Luthers, two hundred 
Melanchthons, three hundred Bullingers, four 
hundred Peter Martyrs, five hundred Calvins, 
out of whom, if they were all brayed in a 
mortar, not one drop of true theology would 
be squeezed. Plus valet unus Petrus Lombar- 
dus quam centum Lutheri, ducenti Melan- 
chthones, trecenti Bullingeri, quadringenti 
Petri Martyres et quingenti Calvini, qui 
omnes, st ir mortario contunderentur, non 
exprimeretur una mica verae theologiae.” 
(J. G. Walch, Religionsstreitigkeiten 4, 177.) 

Concerning Christ’s obedience Peter Lom- 
bard taught: “Christus Mediator dicitur se- 
cundum humanitatem, non secundum divinita- 
tem. ... Mediator est ergo, in quantum homo, 
et non in quantum Deus. Christ is called 
Mediator according to His humanity, not ac- 
cording to His divinity.... He is therefore 
Mediator inasmuch as He is man, and not 
inasmuch as He is God.” (Planck 4, 451; See- 
berg 4, 507.) In accordance with this teach- 
ing, Stancarus maintained, in pointed opposi- 
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tion to Osiander, that Christ is our Right- 
eousness only according to His human nature, 
and not according to His divine nature. The 
divine nature of Christ, Stancarus declared, 
must be excluded from the office of Christ’s 
mediation and priesthood; for if God the Son 
were Mediator and would do something which 
the Father and the Holy Spirit could not do, 
then He would have a will and an operation 
and hence also a nature and essence different 
from that of the Father and the Holy Spirit. 
He wrote: “Christ, God and man, is Medi- 
ator [and Redeemer] only according to the 
other nature, namely, the human, not accord- 
ing to the divine; Christ made satisfaction 
for us according to His human nature, but 
not according to His divine nature; accord- 
ing to His divine nature Christ was not under 
the Law, was.not obedient unto death, etc.” 
(Frank 2, 111.) Stancarus argued: “Christ 
is one God with the Father and the Holy 
Spirit.. Apart from the three personal prop- 
erties of ‘paternitas, filiatio, and spiratio pas- 
siva’_the three divine persons are absolutely 
identical in their being and operation. Their 
work is the sending of the Mediator, whose 
divine nature itself, in an active way, par- 
ticipates in this sending; hence only the 
human nature of the God-man is sent, and 
only the human nature of the Mediator acts 


in a reconciling way. Men are reconciled by ~ 


Christ’s death on the cross; but the blood 
shed on the cross and death are peculiar to 
the human nature, not to the divine nature; 
hence we are reconciled by the human nature 
of Christ only, and not by His divine nature 
(ergo per naturam humanam Christi tantum 
sumus reconciliatt et non per divinam).” 
(Schluesselburg 9, 216 ff.) 

Consistently, the Stancarian doctrine de- 
stroys both the unity of the person of Christ 
and the sufficiency of His atonement. It not 
only corrupts the doctrine of the infinite and 
truly redeeming value of the obedience of the 
God-man, but also denies the personal union 
of the divine and human natures in Christ. 
For if the divine nature is excluded from the 
work of Christ, then it must be excluded also 
from His person, since works are always acts 
of a person. And if it was a mere human 
nature that died for us, then the price of 
our redemption is altogether inadequate, and 
we are not redeemed, as Luther so earnestly 
emphasized against Zwingli. (Conc. TrRIGL. 
1028, 44.) True, Stancarus protested: “Christ 
is Mediator according to the human nature 
only; this exclusive ‘only’ does not exclude 
the divine nature from the person of Christ, 
but from His office as Mediator.” (Frank 2, 
111.) However, just this was Luther’s con- 
tention, that Christ is our Mediator also ac- 
cording to His divine nature, and that the 
denial of this truth both invalidates His satis- 
faction and divides His person. 

The Third Article of the Formula of Con- 
cord, therefore, rejects the error of Stancarus 
as well as. that of Osiander. Against the lat- 
ter it maintains that the active and passive 
obedience of Christ is our righteousness before 
God; and over against the former, that this 
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obedience was the act of the entire person of 
Christ, and not of His human nature alone. 
We read: “In opposition to both these par- 
ties [Osiander and Stancarus] it has been 
unanimously taught by the other teachers of 
the Augsburg Confession that Christ is our 
Righteousness not according to His divine na- 
ture alone, nor according to His human nature 
alone, but according to both natures; for He 
has redeemed, justified, and saved us from our 
sins as God and man, through His complete 


obedience; that therefore the righteousness of 


faith is the forgiveness of sins, reconciliation 
with God, and our adoption as God’s children 
only on account of the obedience of Christ, 
which through faith alone, out of pure grace, 
is imputed for righteousness to all true he- 
lievers, and on account of it they are absolved 
from all their unrighteousness.” (916, 4.) 


182. Deviations of Parsimonius and 
Hamburg Ministers. 


In 1563 a collateral controversy concerning 
the obedience of Christ was raised by Parsi- 
monius (George Karg). He was born 1512; 
studied under Luther in Wittenberg; 1547 
he became pastor in Schwabach, and 1556 
superintendent in Ansbach; 1563 he was de- 
posed because of erroneous theses published 
in that year; he was opposed by Hesshusius 
and Ketzmann in Ansbach; 1570, having dis- 
cussed his difference with the theologians in 
Wittenberg, Karg retracted and was restored 
to his office; he\died 1576. In his theses on 
justification Parsimonius deviated’ from the 
Lutheran doctrine by teaching that Christ re- 
deemed us by His passive obedience only, and 
by denying that His active obedience had any 
vicarious merit, since as man He Himself 
owed such obedience to the Law of God, — 
a view afterwards defended also by such 
Reformed divines as John Piscator, John 
Camero, and perhaps Ursinus. (Schaff 1, 274.) 

Over against this error the Formula of Con- 
cord explains and declares: “Therefore the 
righteousness which is imputed to faith or to 
the believer out of pure grace is the obedience, 
suffering, and resurrection of Christ, since He 
has made satisfaction for us to the Law, and 
paid for our sins. For since Christ is not man 
alone, but God and man in one undivided per- 
son, He was as little subject to the Law (be- 
cause He is the Lord of the Law) as He had 
to suffer and die as far as His person is con- 
cerned. For this reason, then, His obedience, 
not only in suffering and dying, but also in 
this, that He in our stead was voluntarily 
made under the Law and fulfilled it by this 
obedience, is imputed to us for righteousness, 
so that, on account of this complete obedience, 
which He rendered His heavenly Father for 
us, by doing and suffering, in living and 
dying, God forgives our sins, regards us as 
godly and righteous, and eternally saves us.” 
(919, 16.) — 

In their zealous opposition to the doctrine 
of Osiander, according to which the indwell- 
ing essential holiness of the divine nature of 
Christ is our righteousness before God, also 
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the Hamburg ministers went a step too far in 
the opposite direction. They denied, or at any 
rate seemed to deny, the indwelling of the 
Holy Trinity as such in believers. In their 
Response (Responsio) of 1552 they declared: 
“God is said to dwell where He is present by 
His grace and benevolence, where He gives the 
Word of His grace, and reveals His promises 
concerning His mercy and the remission of 
sins, where He works by His Spirit, ete.” 
(Frank 2,107.) Again: “That His indwelling 
pertains to His efficacy and operation appears 
from many passages which describe without a 
figure the efficacy and operation of Christ and 
of the Holy Spirit dwelling in believers.” 
“The dwelling of the Holy Spirit in believers 
signifies that they are led by the Spirit of 
God.” “But it cannot be proved by the Scrip- 
ture that the fulness of God dwells bodily in 
us as it dwells in Christ Jesus. The inhabi- 
tation of God in us is a matter of grace, not 
of nature; of gift, not of property.” (107.) 
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In 1551 Melanchthon had written: “It must 
be admitted that God dwells in our hearts, 
not only in such a manner that He there is 
efficacious, though not present with His own 
essence, but that He is both present a effi- 
cacious. A personal union, however, do¢és not 
take place in us, but God is present in us in 
a separable manner as in a separable domi- 
cile.” (O. R. 7,781.) This was the view of the 
Lutheran theologians generally. Article IIT 
of the Formula of Concord, too, is emphatic 
in disavowing a personal union of the deity 
and humanity in believers, as well as in as- 
serting that God Himself, not merely His 
gifts, dwell in Christians. (935,54; 937, 65.) 
In addition to the aberrations enumerated, 
Article III rejects also some of the Roman 
and the Romanizing errors concerning justifi- 
cation in the Leipzig Interim, and some views 
entertained by Majorists which are exten- 
sively and ew professo dealt with in Article IV. 
(Conc. Triet. 917, 5.) 


XVII. The Antinomistic Controversy. 


183. Distinction between Law and Gospel 
of Paramount Import. 


Zwingli, who was a moralist and a Hu- 
manist rather than a truly evangelical re- 
former, taught: “In itself the Law is nothing 
else than a Gospel; that is, a good, certain 
message from God by means of which He in- 
structs us concerning His will.” (Frank 2, 
312.) While Zwingli thus practically identi- 


fied Law and Gospel, Luther, throughout his « 


life, held that the difference between both is 
as great as that between life and death or the 
merits of Christ and our own sinful works; 
and that no one can be a true minister of the 
Christian Church who is unable properly to 
distinguish and apply them. For, according 
to Luther, a commingling of the Law and the 
Gospel necessarily leads to a corruption of 
the doctrine of justification, the very heart 
of Christianity. And as both must be care- 
fully distinguished, so both must also be up- 
held and preached in the Church; for the 
Gospel presupposes the Law and is rendered 
meaningless without it. Wherever the Law is 
despised, disparaged, and corrupted, the Gos- 
pel, too, cannot be kept intact. Whenever the 
Law is assailed, even if this be done in the 
name of the Gospel, the latter is, in reality, hit 
harder than the former. The cocoon of anti- 
nomianism always bursts into antigospelism. 

Majorism, the mingling of sanctification 
and justification, and synergism, the min- 
gling of nature and grace, were but veiled 
efforts to open once more the doors of the Lu- 
theran Church to the Roman work-righteous- 
ness, which Luther had expelled. The same is 
true of antinomianism in all its forms. It 
amounts to nothing less than apostasy from 
true Evangelicalism and a return to Roman- 
ism. When Luther opposed Agricola, the 
father of the Antinomians in the days of the 
Reformation, he did so with the clear knowl- 
edge that the Gospel of Jesus Christ with its 
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doctrine of justification by grace and faith 
alone was at stake and in need of defense. 
“By these spirits,” said he, “the devil does not 
intend to rob us of the Law, but of Christ, 
who fulfilled the Law.” (St. L. 20,1614; Pie- 
per, Dogm. 3, 279; Frank 2, 268. 325.) 

With the same interest in view, to save the 
Gospel from corruption, the Formula of Con- 
cord opposes antinomianism and urges that 
the distinction between the Law and the Gos- 
pel be carefully preserved. The opening para- 
graph of Article V, “Of the Law and the Gos- 
pel,” reads: “As the distinction between the 
Law and Gospel is a special brilliant light 
which serves to the end that God’s Word may 
be rightly divided, and the Scriptures of the 
holy prophets and apostles may be properly 
explained and understood, we must guard it 
with especial care, in order that these two doc- 
trines may not be mingled with one another, 
or a Law be made out of the Gospel, whereby 
the merit of Christ is obscured and troubled 
consciences are robbed of their comfort, which 
they otherwise have in the holy Gospel when 
it is preached genuinely and in its purity, 
and by which they can support themselves in 
their most grievous trials against the terrors 
of the Law.” (951,1.) The concluding para- 
graph of this article declares that the proper 
distinction between the Law and the Gospel 
must be preserved, “in order that both doc- 
trines, that of the Law and that of the Gos- 
pel, be not mingled and confounded with one 
another, and what belongs to the one may not 
be ascribed to the other, whereby the merit 
and benefits of Christ are easily obscured and 
the Gospel is again turned into a doctrine of 
the Law, as has occurred in the Papacy, and 
thus Christians are deprived of the true com- 
fort which they have in the Gospel against 
the terrors of the Law, and the door is again 
opened in the Church of God to the Papacy.” 
(961, 27.) The blessed Gospel, our only com- 
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fort and consolation against the terrors of the 
Law, will be corrupted wherever the Law and 
the Gospel are not properly distinguished, — 
such, then, was the view also of the Formula 
of Concord. 
Articles V and VI of the Formula treat and 
dispose of the issues raised by the Anti- 
nomians. In both Luther’s doctrine is main- 
tained and reaffirmed. Article V, “Of the Law 
and Gospel,” teaches that, in the proper sense 
of the term, everything is Law that reveals 
and rebukes sin, the sin of unbelief in Christ 
and the Gospel included; that Gospel, in the 
proper and narrow, sense, is nothing but a 
proclamation and preaching of grace and for- 
giveness of sin; that, accordingly, the Law 
as well as the Gospel are needed and must be 
retained and preached in the Church. This 
was precisely what Luther had taught. In 


one of his theses against Agricola he says:, 


“Whatever discloses sin, wrath, or death exer- 
cises the office of the Law; Law and the dis- 
closing of sin or the revelation of wrath are 
convertible terms. Quwidquid ostendit pecca- 
tum, iram seu mortem, id exercet officium 
legis; lex et ostensio peccati seu revelatio 
irae sunt termimi convertibiles.” Article VI, 
“Of the Third Use of the Law,” teaches that, 
although Christians, in as far as they are 
regenerate, do the will of God spontaneously, 
the Law must nevertheless be preached to 
them on account of their Old Adam, not only 
as a mirror revealing their sins and as a check 
on the lusts of the flesh, but also as a rule of 
their lives. This, too, is precisely what Lu- 
ther had maintained against Agricola: “The 
Law,” said he, “must be retained [in the 
Church], that the saints may know which are 
the works God requires.” (Drews, Disputatio- 
nen Dr. Martin Luthers, 418; Herzog R. 1, 
588; Frank 2, 272; Tschackert, 482.) 


184. Agricola Breeding Trouble. 


In the Lutheran Church antinomianism ap- 
peared in a double form: one chiefly before, 
the other after the death of Luther. The first 
of these conflicts was originated by Agricola, 
who spoke most contemptuously and dis- 
paragingly of the Law of God, teaching, in 
particular, that true knowledge of sin and 
genuine contrition is produced, not by the 
Law, but by the Gospel only, and that hence 
there is in the Church no use whatever for 
the Law of God. After Luther’s death similar 
antinomistic errors were entertained and de- 
fended by the Philippists in Wittenberg, who 
maintained that the sin of unbelief is re- 
buked not by the Law, but by the Gospel. 
Poach, Otto, and others denied that, with re- 
spect to good works, the Law was of any ser- 
vice whatever to Christians after their con- 
version. 

Barring Carlstadt and similar spirits, John 
Agricola (Schnitter, Kornschneider, Magister 
Islebius — Luther called him Grickel) was the 
first to strike a discordant note and breed 
trouble within the Lutheran Church. Born 
April 20, 1492, at Kisleben, he studied at Leip- 
zig, and from 1515 to 1516 at Wittenberg. 
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Here he became an enthusiastic adherent and 
a close friend of Luther and also of Melanch- 
thon, after the latter’s arrival in 1518. In 
1539 Luther himself declared that Agricola 
had been “one of his best and closest friends.” 
(St. L, 20, 1612.) In 1519 he accompanied 
both to the great debate in Leipzig. In 1525 
he became teacher of the Latin’ school and, 
though never ordained, pastor of the church 
in Hisleben. Being a speaker of some renown, 
he was frequently engaged by the Elector of 
Saxony, especially on his journeys—to Speyer 
1526 and 1529, to Augsburg 1530, to Vienna 
1535. At Hisleben, Agricola was active also 
in a literary way, publishing sermons, a cate- 
chism, and, 1526, a famous collection of 300 
German proverbs (the Wittenberg edition of 
1592 contains 750 proverbs). 

When the new theological professorship, 
created 1526 at Wittenberg, was given to Me- 


Yanchthon, Agricola felt slighted and much 


disappointed. In the following year he made 
his first antinomian attack upon Melanchthon. 
The dispute was settled by Luther, but only 
for a time. In 1536 Agricola, through the in- 
fluence of Luther (whose hospitality also he 
and his large family on their arrival in Wit- 
tenberg enjoyed for more than six weeks), re- 
ceived an appointment at the university. He 
rewarded his generous friend with intrigues 
and repeated renewals of the antinomian 
quarrels, now directing his attacks also 
against his benefactor. By 1540 matters had 
come to such a pass that the Elector felt con- 
strained to institute a formal trial against 
the secret plotter, which Agricola escaped only 
by accepting a call of Joachim II as court- 
preacher and superintendent at Berlin. After 
Luther’s death, Agricola, as described in a 
preceding chapter, degraded and discredited 
himself by helping Pflug and Sidonius to pre- 
pare the Augsburg Interim (1547), and by 
endeavoring to enforce this infamous docu- 
ment in Brandenburg. He died September 22,’ 
1566. 

Vanity, ambition, conceit, insincerity, im- 
pudence, arrogance, and ungratefulness were 
the outstanding traits of Agricola’s char- 
acter. Luther said that Agricola, swelled 
with vanity and ambition, was more vexatious 
to him than any pope; that he was fit only 
for the profession of a jester, ete. December 6, 
1540, Luther wrote to Jacob Stratner, court- 
preacher in Berlin: “Master Grickel is not, 
nor ever will be, the man that he may appear, 
or the Margrave may consider him to be. For 
if you wish to know what vanity itself is, 
you can recognize it in no surer image than 
that of Hisleben. Si enim velis scire, quidnam 
ipsa vanitas sit, nulla certiore imagine cogno- 
sces quam Islebui.” (St. L. 21b, 2536.) Flacius 
reports that shortly before Luther’s death, 
when some endeavored to excuse Agricola, the 
former answered angrily: “Why endeavor to 
excuse Hisleben? Hisleben is incited by the 
devil, who has taken possession of him en- 
tirely. You will see what a stir he will make 
after my death! Ihr werdet wohl erfahren, 
was er nach meinem Tod fuer einen Laerm 
wird anrichten!” (Preger 1, 119.) 


XVII. The Antinomistic Controversy. 


185. Agricola’s Conflict with Melanch- 
thon. 


The antinomian views that repentance (con- 
trition) is not wrought by the Law, but by 
the Gospel, and that hence there is no room 
for the Tat and its preaching in the Chris- 
tian Church, were uttered by Agricola as 
early as 1525. In his Annotations to the 
Gospel of St. Luke of that year he had writ- 
ten: “The Decalog belongs in the court- 
house, not in the pulpit. All those who are 
occupied with Moses are bound to go to the 
devil. To the gallows with Moses!” (Tschack- 
ert, 481; Herzog R. 1, 588; HE. 4, 423.) The 
public dispute began two years later when 
Agricola criticized Melanchthon because in 
the latter’s “Instructions to the Visitors of 
the Churches of Saxony” (Articles of Visita- 
tion, Articuli, de quibus Egerumt per Visita- 
tores in Regione Saxoniae, 1527) the minis- 
ters were urged first to preach the Law to 
their spiritually callous people in order to 
produce repentance (contrition), and thus to 
prepare them for saving faith in the Gospel, 
the only source of truly good works. Melanch- 
thon had written: “Pastors must follow the 
example of Christ. Since He taught repent- 
ance and remission of sins, pastors also must 
teach these to their churches. At present it is 
common to vociferate concerning faith, and 
one cannot understand what faith is, un- 
ess repentance is preached. Plainly they 
pour new wine into old bottles who preach 
faith without repentance, without the doc- 
trine of the fear of God, without the doctrine 
of the Law, and accustom the people to a cer- 
tain carnal security, which is worse than all 
former errors under the Pope have been.” 
(C. R. 26,9.) Agricola considered these and 
similar exhortations of Melanchthon un- 
friendly and Romanizing, and published his 
dissent in his 130 Questions for Young Chil- 
dren, where he displayed a shocking contempt 
for the Old Testament and the Law of God. 
In particular, he stressed the doctrine that 
genuine repentance (contrition) is wrought, 
not by the Law, but by the Gospel only. In 
letters to his friends, Agricola at the same 
time charged Melanchthon with corrupting 
the evangelical doctrine. (Frank 2, 252.) 

At a meeting held at Torgau, November 26 
to 28, 1527, the differences were discussed by 
Agricola and Melanchthon in the presence of 
Luther and Bugenhagen. The exact issue was: 
Does faith presuppose contrition? Melanch- 
thon affirmed the question, and Agricola de- 
nied it. Luther finally effected an agreement 
by distinguishing between general and justi- 
fying faith, and by explaining that repent- 
ance (contrition), indeed, presupposes a gen- 
eral faith in God, but that justifying faith 
presupposes the terrors of conscience (contri- 
tion) wrought by the Law. His decision ran 
“that the term faith should be applied to 
justifying faith which consoles us in these 
terrors [produced by the threats of the Law], 
but that the word repentance correctly in- 
eludes a general faith,” viz., that there is a 
God who threatens transgressors, etc. (0. R. 
1, 916.) 
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In agreement herewith Melanchthon wrote 
in the German Unterricht der Visitatoren, 
published 1528 at Wittenberg, that, in the 
wider and more general sense, the term 
“faith” embraces contrition and the Law, but 
that in the interest of the common people the 
word “faith” should be reserved for the special 
Christian or justifying faith in Christ. We 
read: “Denn wiewohl etliche achten, man 
solle nichts lehren vor dem Glauben, sondern 
die Busse aus und nach dem Glauben folgend — 
lehren, auf dass die Widersacher [Papisten] 
nicht sagen moegen, man widerrufe unsere 
vorige Lehre, so ist aber doch anzusehen, weil 
[dass] die Busse und Gesetz auch zu dem ge- 
meinen Glauben gehoeren. Denn man muss ja 
zuvor glauben, dass Gott sei, der da drohe, 
gebiete, schrecke usw. So sei es fuer den ge- 
meinen, groben Mann, dass man _ solche 
Stuecke des Glaubens lasse bleiben unter dem 
Namen Busse, Gebot, Gesetz, Furcht usw., auf 
dass sie desto unterschiedlicher den Glauben 
Christi verstehen, welchen die Apostel wstifi- 
cantem fidem, das ist, der da gerecht macht 
und Suende vertilgt, nennen, welches der 
Glaube von dem Gebot und Busse nicht tut, 
und doch der gemeine Mann ueber dem Wort 
Glauben irre wird und Fragen aufbringt ohne 
Nutzen.” (C. R. 26, 51 f.) 


186. Luther’s First Disputation against 
the Antinomians. 


At Wittenberg, in 1537, Agricola renewed 
his antinomianism by secretly and anony- 
mously circulating a number of propositions 
(Positiones inter Fratres Sparsae) directed 
against both Luther and Melanchthon, whom 
he branded as “contortors of the words of 
Christ,” urging all to resist them in order to 
preserve the pure doctrine. Quotations from 
Luther and Melanchthon were appended to the 
theses in order to show that their teaching 
concerning the “mode of justification (modus 
wstificationis)” was sometimes “pure,” some- 
times “impure.” Agricola wrote: “Impure 
[among the statements of Melanchthon and 
Luther] are: 1. In the Sagvon Visitation: 
‘Since Christ commands that repentance and 
remission of sins is to be preached in His 
name, hence the Decalog is to be taught.’ 
2. Again ...: ‘As the Gospel therefore teaches 
that the Law has been given to humiliate us, 
in order that we may seek Christ,’ etc. 3. In 
his Commentary on the Epistle to the Gala- 
tians Luther says that it is the office of the 
Law to torment and to terrify the conscience, 
that it may know Christ more readily. Many 
similar passages are found in this commen- 
tary, which we reject as false, in order to 
maintain the purity of the doctrine.” (E., v. a. 
4, 422f.; St. L. 20, 1627.) 

Luther answered by publishing, December l, 
1537, the theses of Agricola together with 
Other Antinomian Articles (Alii Articuli An- 
tinom’), compiled from written and verbal ex- 
pressions of Agricola and his followers. In 
his introductory remarks Luther not only dis- 
owned and emphatically condemned (nos ab 
ewusmodi portentis prorsus abhorrere) Agri- 
cola’s Positiones inter Fratres Sparsae, but 
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also announced a number of disputations 
against antinomianism. (KH. 4,420.) The first 
was held December 18, 1537, in which Luther 
maintained: Contrition is wrought by the 
preaching of the Law; but a man is able to 
make a good resolution and to hate sin out 
of love toward God only after the Gospel has 
comforted his alarmed conscience. 

Following are some of the 39 theses dis- 
cussed by Luther in his first disputation 
against the Antinomians: “4, The first part 
of repentance, contrition, is [wrought] by the 
Law alone. The other part, the good purpose, 
cannot be [wrought] by the Law. 24. And 
they [the Antinomians] teach perniciously 
that the Law of God is simply to be removed 
from the church, which is blasphemous and 
sacrilegious. 25. For the entire Scripture 
teaches that repentance must begin from the 
Law, which also the order of the matter it; 
self as well as experience shows. 31. Neces- 
sarily, then, sin and death cannot be revealed 
by the Word of Grace and Solace, but by the 
Law. 382. Experience teaches that Adam is 
first reproved as a transgressor of the Law, 
and afterwards cheered by the promised Seed 
of the woman. 33. Also David is first killed 
by the Law through Nathan, saying: “Thou art 
the man,’ etc.; afterwards he is saved by the 
Gospel, declaring: ‘Thou shalt not die,’ ete. 
[2 Sam. 12, 7. 138.] 34. Paul, prostrated by 
the Law, first hears: ‘Why persecutest thou 
Me?’ Afterwards he is revived by the Gospel: 
‘Arise,’ etc. [Acts 9, 4. 6.] 35. And Christ 
Himself says, Mark 1,15: ‘Repent ye and be- 
lieve the Gospel, for the kingdom of God is at 
hand.’ 36. Again: ‘Repentance and remission 
of sins should be preached in His name.’ 
[Luke 24, 47.] 37. Likewise the Spirit first 
reproves the world of sin, in order to teach 
faith in Christ, 7. e., forgiveness of sin. [John 
16, 8.] 38. In the Epistle to the Romans Paul 
observes this method, first to teach that all 
are sinners, and thereupon, that they are to 
be justified solely through Christ.” (Drews, 
253 ff.; St. L. 20, 1628 ff.) 


187. Luther’s Second Disputation against 
the Antinomians. 


Since Agricola did not appear at the first 
public disputation against the Antinomians, 
moreover secretly [im Winkel’] continued 
his opposition and intrigues, Luther insisted 
that his privilege of lecturing at the univer- 
sity be withdrawn. Thus brought to terms, 
Agricola, through his wife, sued for recon- 
ciliation. Luther demanded a retraction to 
be made at his next disputation, which was 
held January 12, 1538. (Drews, 248. 334 f.; 
C. Rk. 25, 64; 3, 482f.) Here Luther ex- 
plained that, though not necessary to justifi- 
cation, the Law must not be cast out of the 
church, its chief object being to reveal the 
guilt of sin; moreover, that the Law must be 
taught to maintain outward discipline, to re- 
veal sin, and to show Christians what works 
are pleasing to God. (Drews, 418.) 


Following are some of the 48 theses dis- 
cussed by Luther in his second disputation: 
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“3. When treating of justification, one cannot 
say too much against the inability of the Law 
[to save] and against the most pernicious 
trust in the Law. 4. For the Law was not 
given to justify or vivify or help in any way 
toward righteousness. 5. But to reveal sin 
and work wrath, 7. e., to render the conscience 


guilty. [Rom. 3, 20; 4,15.]. 8, In brief, as far — 


as heaven is from the earth, so far must the 
Law be separated from justification. 9, And 
nothing is to be taught, said, or thought in 
the matter of justification but only the word 
of the grace exhibited in Christ. 10. From 
this, however, it does not follow that the Law 
is to be abolished and excluded from the 
preaching of [done in] the chureh. 11. In- 
deed, just for the reason that not only is it 
not necessary to justification, but also cannot. 
effect it, it is the more necessary to teach and 
urge it. 12. In order that man, who is proud 
and trusts in his own powers, may be in- 
structed that he cannot be justified by the 
Law. 18. Whatever reveals sin, wrath, or 
death exercises the office of the Law, whether 
it be in the Old or in the New Testament. 
19. For to reveal sin is nothing else, nor can 
it be anything else, than the Law or an effect 
and the peculiar power of the Law. 20. Law 
and revelation of sin or of wrath are con- 
vertible terms. 24. So that it is impossible 
for sin to be, or to be known, without the Law, 
written or inscribed [in the heart]. 27. And 
since the Law of God requires our obedience 
toward God, these Antinomians (nomomachi) 
abolish also obedience toward God. 28. From 
this it is manifest that Satan through these 
his instruments teaches about sin, repentance, 
and Christ in words only (verbaliter tantum). 
29. But in reality he takes away Christ, re- 
pentance, sin, and the entire Scripture, to- 
gether with God, its Author. 45. For the 
Law, as it was before Christ, did indeed ac- 
cuse us; but under Christ it is appeased 
through the forgiveness of sins, and there- 
after it is to be fulfilled through the Spirit. 
47. Therefore the Law will never, in all eter- 
nity, be abolished, but will remain, either to 
be fulfilled by the damned, or already fulfilled 
by the blessed. 48. These pupils of the devil, 
however, seem to think that the Law is tem- 
porary only, which ceased under Christ even 
as circumcision did.” (Drews, 336ff.; St. L. 20, 
1632 ff. ) 

Following is a summary of the views ex- 
pressed by Luther in his second disputation: 
“Why is the Law to be taught? The Law is 
to be taught on account of discipline, accord- 
ing to the word of Paul, 1 Tim. 1, 9: ‘The 
Law is made for the lawless,’ and that by this 
pedagogy men might come to Christ as Paul 
says to the Galatians (3,24): ‘The Law was 
our schoolmaster to bring us to Christ.? In 
the second place, the Law is to be taught to 
reveal sin, to accuse, terrify, and damn the 
consciences, Rom. 3, 20: ‘By the Law is the 
knowledge of sin’; again, chapter 4, 15: ‘The | 
Law worketh wrath.’ In the third place, the 
Law is to be retained that the saints may 
know what kind of works God requires in 
which they may exercise their obedience 
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toward God. Lew est retinenda, ut sciant 
sancti, quaenam opera requirat Deus, in qui- 
bus obedientiam ewercere erga Deum possint.” 
(Drews, 418; Herzog R. 1, 588.) 


188. Third and Fourth Series of Luther’s 
Theses against Antinomianism. 


Having complied with the conditions, and 
publicly (also in two sermons delivered 
April 23) retracted his error, and declared his 
assent to the. views expressed in Luther’s sec- 
ond disputation, Agricola was again permitted 
to preach and teach. As a result, Luther 
also, though he had no faith in the sincerity 
of Agricola’s retraction, did not carry out his 
original plan of discussing a third and fourth 
series of theses which he had prepared against 
antinomianism. (Drews, 419 ff.; E. 4, 430 ff.) 

From the third series, comprising 40 theses, 
we quote the following: “1. The repentance of 
the Papists, Turks, Jews, and of all un- 
believers and hypocrites is alike in every re- 
spect. 2. It consists in this, that they are 
sorry and make satisfaction for one or sev- 
eral sins, and afterwards are secure as to 
other sins or original sin. 5. The repentance 
of believers in Christ goes beyond the actual 
sins, and continues throughout life, till death. 
8. For the sin in our flesh remains during the 
entire time of our life, warring against the 
Spirit, who resists it. [Rom.7,23.] 9. There- 
fore all works after justification are nothing 
else than a continuous repentance, or a good 
purpose against sin. 10. For nothing else is 
done than that sin, revealed by the Law and 
forgiven in Christ, is swept out. 17. The 
Lord’s Prayer, taught by the Lord Himself 
to the saints and believers, is a part of re- 
pentance, containing much of the doctrine of 
the Law. 18. For whoever prays it aright 
confesses with his own mouth that he sins 
against the Law and repents. 27. Therefore 
also the Lord’s Prayer itself teaches that the 
Law is before, below, and after the Gospel 
(legem esse ante, sub et post evangelium), 
and that from it repentance must begin. 
30. From this it follows that these enemies 
of the Law [Antinomians] must abolish also 
the Lord’s Prayer if they abolish the Law. 
31. Indeed, they are compelled to expunge the 
greatest part of the sermons of Christ Him- 
self from the Gospel-story. 32. For Matt. 
5, 17 ff. He does not only recite the Law of 
Moses, but explains it perfectly, and teaches 
that it must not be destroyed. 34. Every- 
where throughout the Gospel He also reproves, 
rebukes, threatens, and exercises similar offices 
of the Law. 35. So that there never has been 
nor ever will be more impudent men than 
those who teach that the Law should be abol- 
ished.” (St. L. 20, 1636 ff.; E. 4, 430 ff.) 

From the fourth series of 41 theses directed 
by Luther against the Antinomians we quote: 
“12, Therefore we must beware of the doctrine 
of the Papists concerning repentance as of 
hell and the devil himself. 13. Much more, 
however, must we avoid those who leave no 
repentance whatever in the Church. 14. For 
those who deny that the Law is to be taught 
in reality simply wish that there be no re- 
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pentance. 15. The argument: ‘Whatever is 
not. necessary to justification, neither in the 
beginning, nor in the middle, nor in the end, 
must not be taught,’ etc., amounts to nothing. 
17. It is the same as though you would argue: 
The truth that man is dead in sin is not neces- 
sary to justification, neither in the beginning, 
nor in the middle, nor in the end; hence it 
must not be taught. 18. To honor parents, 
to live chaste, to abstain from murders, adul- 
teries, and thefts is not necessary to justifica- 
tion; hence such things must not be taught. 
22. Although the Law helps nothing toward 
justification, it does not follow therefrom that 
it ought to be abolished and not to be taught. 
26. Everywhere in Paul [the phrase] ‘without 
the Law’ must be understood (as Augustine 
correctly explains) ‘without the assistance of 
the Law,’ as we have always done. 27. For 
the Law demands fulfilment, but helps noth- 
ing toward its own fulfilment. 35. But faith 
in Christ alone justifies, alone fulfils the Law, 
alone does good works, without the Law. 
37. It is true that after justification good 
works follow spontaneously, without the Law, 
4. €., Without the help or coercion of the Law. 
38. In brief, the Law is neither useful nor 
necessary for justification, nor for any good 
works, much less for salvation. 39. On the 
contrary, justification, good works, and salva- 
tion are necessary for the fulfilment of the 
Law. 40. For Christ came to save that which 
was lost [Luke 19, 10], and for the restitution 
of all things, as St. Peter says [Acts 3, 21]. 
41. Therefore the Law is not destroyed by 
Christ, but established, in order that Adam 
may become such as he was, and even better.” 
(St. L. 20, 1639 ff.; E. 4, 433.) 


189. Luther’s Third Public Disputation 
against the Antinomians. 


Soon after his second disputation Luther 
obtained evidence of Agricola’s relapse into 
his former errors and ways. The upshot was 
another disputation on a fifth series of theses, 
held September 13, 1538, in which Luther de- 
nounced the Antinomians as deceivers, who 
lulled their hearers into carnal security. He 
also explained that the passages culled from 
his own writings were torn from their his- 
torical context, and hence misinterpreted. His 
former statements, said Luther, had been ad- 
dressed to consciences already alarmed, and 
therefore in immediate need of the consolation 
of the Gospel; while now the Antinomians 
applied them to secure consciences, who, first 
of all, were in need of the terrifying power of 
the Law. (Drews, 421f.; | Tschackert, 482.) 

From the 70 theses treated by Luther in 
his third disputation, we submit the follow- 
ing: “1. The Law has dominion over man as 
long as he lives. [Rom. 7, 1.] 2. But he is 
freed from the Law when he dies. 3. Neces- 
sarily, therefore, man must die if he would be 
free from the Law. 7. These three: Law, sin, 
and death, are inseparable. 8. Accordingly, 
so far as death is still in man, in so far sin 
and the Law are in man. 9. Indeed, in Christ 
the Law is fulfilled, sin abolished, and death 
destroyed. 11. That is, when, through faith 
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we are crucified and have died in Christ, such 
things [the Law fulfilled, sin abolished, and 
death destroyed] are true also in us, 13. But 
the fact itself and experience testify that 
the just are still daily delivered to death. 
14. Necessarily, therefore, in as far as they 
are under death, they are still also under the 
Law and sin. 15. They [the Antinomians] 
are altogether inexperienced men and de- 
ceivers of souls who endeavor to abolish the 
Law from the church. 16. For this is not 
only foolish and wicked, but also absolutely 
impossible. 17. For if you would abolish the 
Law, you will be compelled to abolish also 
sin and death. 18. For death and sin are 
present by virtue of the Law, as Paul says 
[2 Cor. 3, 6]: ‘The letter killeth,’ and [1 Cor. 
15, 56]: ‘The strength of sin is the Law.’ 
19. But since you see that the just die daily, 
what a folly is it to imagine that they are 
without the Law! 20. For if there were no 
Law, there would be neither sin nor death. 
21. Hence they should have first proved that 
the just are altogether without sin and death. 
22. Or that they no longer live in the flesh, 
but are removed from the world. 23. Then it 
might justly be taught that also the Law is 
altogether removed from them and must not 
be taught in any way. 24. This they cannot 
prove, but experience itself shows the con- 
trary to their very faces. 25. So, then, the 
impudence of the teachers who wish to remove 
the Law from the church is extraordinary. 
26. Yet it is a much greater impudence, or 
rather insanity, when they assert that even 
the wicked should be freed from the Law, and 
that it should not be preached to them. 
29. If, however, they pretend that their church 
or their hearers simply are all pious men and 
Christians, without the Law, 30. Then it is 
evident that they are altogether of unsound 
mind and do not know what they say or 
affirm. 31. For this is nothing else than to 
imagine that all their hearers have been re- 
moved from this life. 35. Thus it [the Law] 
is also given to the pious, in so far as they 
are not yet dead and still live in the flesh. 
40. Now, in as far as Christ is raised in us, 
in so far we are without Law, sin, and death. 
41. But in as far as He is not yet raised in 
us, in so far we are under the Law, sin, and 
death. 42. Therefore the Law (as also the 
Gospel) must be preached, without discrimina- 
tion, to the righteous as well as to the wicked. 
44. To the pious, that they may thereby be 
reminded to crucify their flesh with its affec- 
tions and lusts, lest they become secure. [Gal. 
5, 24.] 45. For security abolishes faith and 
the fear of God, and renders the latter end 
worse than the beginning. [2 Pet. 2, 20.] 
46. It appears very clearly that the Anti- 
nomians imagine sin to have been removed 
through Christ essentially and philosophically 
or juridically (formaliter et philosophice sew 
wridice). 47.. And that they do not at all 
know that sin is removed only inasmuch as 
the merciful God does not impute it [Ps..32, 2], 
and forgives it (solum reputatione et ignoscen- 
tia Der miserentis). 61. For if the Law is re- 
moved, no one knows what Christ is, or what 
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He did when He fulfilled the Law for us. 
66. The doctrine of the Law, therefore, is 
necessary in the churches, and by all means 
is to be retained, as without it Christ cannot 
be retained. 67. For what will you retain of 
Christ when (the Law having been removed 
which He fulfilled) you do not know what He 
has fulfilled? 69. In brief, to remove the Law 
and to let sin and death remain, is to hide the 
disease of sin and death to men unto their 
perdition. 70. When death and sin are abol- 
ished (as was done by Christ), then the Law 
would be removed happily; moreover, it 
would be established, Rom. 3, 31.” (Drews, 
423 ff.; St. L. 20, 1642 ff.; E. 4, 436 ff.) 


190. Agricola’s Retraction Written and 
Published by Luther. 


Seeing his position in the Wittenberg Uni- 

ersity endangered, Agricola was again ready 
to submit. And when a public retraction was 
demanded, he even left it to Luther to formu- 
late the recantation. Luther did so in a pub- 
lic letter to Caspar Guettel in Hisleben, en- 
titled, Against the Antinomians — Wider die 
Antinomer, which he published in the begin- 
ning of January, 1539. (St. L. 20, 1610.) In 
a crushing manner Luther here denounced 
“the specter of the new spirits who dare 
thrust, the Law or the Ten Commandments 
out of the church and relegate it to the court- 
house.” 

Complaining of “false brethren,” Luther 
here says: “And I fear that, if I had died at 
Smaleald [1537], I should forever have been 
called the patron of such [antinomian] spir- 
its, because they appeal to my books. And all 
this they do behind my back, without my 
knowledge and against my will, not even con- 
sidering it worth while to inform me with as 
much as a word or syllable, or at least to ask 
me regarding the matter. Thus I am com- 
pelled to proceed against Magister John Agri- 
cola,” ete. (1611.) “But since he was afraid 
that he might not express it in a manner such 
as would be considered satisfactory, he has 
fully authorized and also requested me to do 
it [write the retraction for Agricola] as well 
as I could, which, he being satisfied, I agreed 
to do, and herewith have done, especially for 
the reason that after my death neither Master 
Hisleben himself nor anybody else might be 
able to pretend that I had done nothing in 
this matter and simply allowed everything to 
pass and go on as fully satisfactory to me.” 
(1612.) 

Referring to his former statements appealed 
to by Agricola, Luther continues: “I have in- 
deed taught, and still teach, that sinners 
should be led to repentance by the preaching 
of, and meditation upon, the suffering of 
Christ, so that they may realize how great 
God’s wrath is over sin, seeing that there is 
no other help against it than that God’s Son 
must die for it.... But how does it follow 
from this that the Law must be abandoned? 
I am unable to discover such an inference in 
my logic, and would like to see and hear the 
master who would be able to prove it. When 
Isaiah says, chap. 53,8: ‘For the transgres- 
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sion of My people was He stricken,’ tell me, 
dedr friend, is the Law abandoned when here 
the suffering of Christ is preached? What 
does ‘for the transgression of My. people’ 
mean? Does it not mean: because My people 
have sinned against, and not kept, My Law? 
Or can any one imagine that sin is something 
where there is no law? Whoever abolishes 
the Law must with it also abolish sins. If 
he would allow sins to remain, he must much 
more allow the Law to remain. For Rom. 
5, 13 [4, 15] we read: ‘Sin is not imputed 
where there is no law.’ If there is no sin, 
Christ is nothing. For why does He die if 
there be neither Law nor sin for which He 
was to die? From this we see that by this 
spiritism [G@eisterei] the devil does not mean 
to take away the Law, but Christ, who ful- 
filled the Law. [Matt. 5, 17.] For he well 
knows that Christ may well and easily be 
taken away, but not so the Law, which is 
written in the heart.” (1613f.) “Therefore 
I request of you, my dear Doctor [Guettel], 
that, as you have done heretofore, you would 
continue in the pure doctrine and preach that 
sinners should and must be led to repentance 
not only by the sweet grace and suffering of 
Christ, who has died for us, but also by the 
terrors of the Law.” (1615.) “For whence 
do we know what sin is if there is no Law 
and conscience? And whence shall we learn 
what Christ is, what He has done for us, if 
we are not to know what the Law is which 
He has fulfilled for us, or what sin is, for 
which He has atoned? And even if we did 
not need the Law for us and were able to 
tear it out of our hearts (which is impos- 
sible), we nevertheless must preach it for the 
sake of Christ (as also is done and must be 
done), in order that we may know what He 
has done and suffered for us. For who could 
know what and for what purpose Christ has 
suffered for us if no one were to know what 
sin or the Law is? Therefore the Law must 
certainly be preached if we would ‘preach 
Christ.” (1616.) “This, too, is a peculiar 
blindness and folly, that they imagine the 
revelation of wrath to be something else than 
the Law (which is impossible) ; for the reve- 
lation of wrath is the Law when realized and 
“felt, as Paul says [Rom. 4, 15]: ‘Lea tram 
operatur. The Law worketh wrath.” (1618.) 
By way of conclusion Luther remarked: 
“Let this suffice at present, for I hope that, 
since Master Eisleben is converted and re- 
tracts, the others, too, who received it [the 
antinomian error] from him, will abandon it, 
which God may help them to do! Amen.” 
(1619.) At the same time, however, he did 
not withhold the opinion that Agricola’s self- 
humiliation would hardly be of long duration. 
“Tf he continues in such humility,” said Lu- 
ther, “God certainly can and will exalt him; 
if he abandons it, then God is able to hurl 
him down again.” (1612.) 


191. Luther’s Fourth Disputation against 
the Antinomians. 

Luther’s distrust was not unfounded, for 
Agricola continued secretly to teach his anti- 
nomianism, abetted in his sentiments among 
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others also by Jacob Schenck [since 1536 first 
Lutheran pastor in Freiberg, Saxony; 1538 
dismissed on account of his antinomianism ; 
1540 professor in Leipzig; later on deposed, 
and finally banished from Saxony]. Indeed, 
in March, 1540, Agricola even lodged a com- 
plaint with the Elector, charging Luther with 
“calumnies.” In the first part of the follow- 
ing month Luther answered these charges in 
a Report to Doctor Brueck Concerning Magis- 
ter John Hisleben’s Doctrine and Intrigues. . 
(St. L. 20, 1648 ff.) About the same time, 
Count Albrecht of Mansfeld denounced Agri- 
cola to the Elector as a dangerous, trouble- 
some man. Hereupon the Elector, on June 15, 
1540, opened formal legal proceedings against 
Agricola, who, as stated above, removed to 
Berlin in August without awaiting the trial, 
although he had promised with an oath not 
to leave before a legal decision had been ren- 
dered. (Drews, 611.) Incensed by the treach- 
erous conduct of Agricola, Luther, September 
10, 1540, held a final disputation on a sixth 
series of theses against: the Antinomians, 
charging them with destroying all order, 
human as well as divine. (St. L. 20, 1647; 
E. 4, 441.) 

Regarding Agricola’s duplicity, Luther, in 
his Report to Brueck, said in substance: <Ac- 
cording to the statements of Caspar Guettel 
and Wendelin Faber, Agricola had for years 
secretly agitated against the Wittenbergers 
and founded a sect at Hisleben calling them- 
selves Minorish [Minorists]; he had branded 
and slandered their doctrine as false and im- 
pure, and this, too, without conferring with 
them or previously admonishing them; he had 
come to Wittenberg for the purpose of cor- 
rupting and distracting the Church; his ad- 
herents had made the statement that Hisleben 
would teach the Wittenbergers theology and 
logic; he had inveigled Hans Lufft into print- 
ing his Postil by falsely stating that it had 
been read and approved by Luther; in his 
dealings with the Wittenbergers he had acted, 
not as an honest man, let alone a pious Chris- 
tian and theologian, but treacherously and in 
keeping with his antinomian principles; pa- 
rading as a loyal Lutheran at public conven- 
tions and laughing and dining with them, he 
had misled “his old, faithful friend” [Luther] 
to confide in him, while secretly he was acting 
the traitor by maligning him and undermin- 
ing his work. In the Report we read: “Agri- 
cola blasphemes and damns our doctrine as 
impure and false (i.e., the Holy Spirit Him- 
self in His holy Law); he slanders and de- 
fames us Wittenbergers most infamously 
wherever he can; and all this he does treach- 
erously and secretly, although we have done 
him no harm, but only did well by him, as he 
himself must admit. He deceives and attacks 
us [me], his best friend and father, making 
me believe that he is our true friend. Nor 
does he warn me, but, like a desperate treach- 
erous villain, secretly works behind our back 
to cause the people to forsake our doctrine 
and to adhere to him, thus treating us with 
an ungratefulness, pride, and haughtiness such 
othe have not frequently met with before.” 

56.) 
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In his charge against Luther, Agricola had 
said that it was dangerous to preach the Law 
without the Gospel, because it was a ministry 
of death (ministeritwm mortis). Luther an- 
_ swered in his Report to Brueck: “Behold now 
what the mad fool does. God has given His 
Law for the very purpose that it should bite, 
eut, strike, kill, and sacrifice the old man. 
For it should terrify and punish the proud, 
ignorant, secure Old Adam and show him his 
sin and death, so that, being humiliated, he 
may despair of himself, and thus become de- 
sirous of grace, as St. Paul says: “The 
stiength of sin is the Law; the sting of 
death is sin” [1 Cor. 15, 56.] For this reason 
he also calls it bonam, wstam, sanctam — 
good, just, holy. Again, Jeremiah [23, 29]: 
‘My Word is like a hammer that breaketh the 
rock to pieces.’ Again: 
mens, etc. —I am a consuming fire.’ Ps. 9, 
21 [20]: ‘Constitue legislatorem super eos, ut 
sciant gentes, se esse homines, non deos, nec 
Deo similes — Put them in fear, O Lord, that 
the nations may know themselves to be but 
men.’ Thus St. Paul does Rom. land 2 and 3, 
making all the world sinners by the Law, 
casting them under the wrath of God, and en- 
tirely killing them before God. But here our 
dear Master Grickel appears on the scene and 
invents a new theology out of his own mad 
and reckless fool’s head and teaches: One 
must not kill and reprove the people, 7. ¢., one 
must not preach the Law. Here he himself 
confesses publicly in his suit [against Luther] 
that he has condemned and prohibited the 
preaching of the Law.” (St. L. 20, 1657.) 

The Report continues: “Since, now, the 
little angry devil who rides Master Grickel 
will not tolerate the*Law, i. e., mortificantem, 
tirascentem, accusantem, terrentem, occidentem 
legem, — the mortifying, raging, accusing, ter- 
rifying, killing Law, — it is quite evident 
what he intends to do through Master 
Grickel’s folly (for he nevertheless wishes to 
be praised as preaching the Law after and 
under the Gospel, etc.), viz., to hide original 
sin and to teach the Law no further than 
against future actual sins, for such is the 
manner of his entire Postil; even as the 
Turks, Jews, philosophers, and Papists teach, 
who regard our nature as sound; but Master 
Grickel does not see that it is just this which 
his little spirit [devil] aims at by his brag- 
ging and boasting, that he, too, is preaching 
the Law.... Thus Christ and God are alto- 
gether vain and lost. And is not this blind- 
ness beyond all blindness that he does not 
want to preach the Law without and before 
the Gospel? For are these not impossible 
things? How is it possible to preach of for- 
giveness of sins if previously there have been 
no sins? How can one proclaim life if pre- 
viously there is no death? Are we to preach 
to angels who have neither sin nor death con- 
cerning forgiveness of sins and redemption 
from death? But how can one preach of sins, 
or know that there are sins, if the Law does 
not reveal them? For according to its proper 
office the Gospel does not say who [is a sin- 
ner] and what is sin; it does, however, indi- 
cate that there must be some great hurt, since 


‘Ego ignis consu- . 


so great a remedy is required; but it does not 
say how the sin is called, or what it is. The 
Law must do this. Thus Master Hisleben 
must in fact (re ipsa) allow the Law to per- 
form its duty (occidere, to kill, etc.) prior to 
the [preaching of the] Gospel, no matter how 
decidedly he, with words only, denies it, to 
spite the Wittenbergers, in order that he also, 
as novus autor (new author), may produce 
something of his own and confuse the people 
and separate the churches.” (1658.) 

From the 20 theses which Luther treated 
in his last disputation against the Anti- 
nomians we cull the following: “1. The in- 
ference of St. Paul: ‘For where no law is, 
there is no transgression’ [Rom. 4, 15] is valid 
not only theologically, but also politically and 
naturally (non solum theologice, sed etiam 
abd et naturaliter). 2. Likewise this too: 


here there-is no sin, there is neither punish- - 


ment nor remission. 3. Likewise this too: 
Where there is neither punishment nor re- 
mission, there is neither wrath nor grace. 
4. Likewise this too: Where there is neither 
wrath nor grace, there is neither divine nor 
human government. 5. Likewise this too: 
Where there is neither divine nor human goy- 
ernment, there is neither God nor man. 
6. Likewise this too: Where there is neither 
God nor man, there is nothing except perhaps 
the devil. 7. Hence it is that the Antino- 
mians, the enemies of the Law, evidently are 
either devils themselves or the brothers of the 
devil. 8. It avails the Antinomians nothing 
to boast that they teach very much of God, 
Christ, grace, Law, ete. 10. This confession 
of the Antinomians is like the one when the 
devils cried: ‘Thou art the Son of the living 
God.’ [Luke 4, 34; 8, 28.] 12. Whoever de- 
nies that the damning Law must be taught, 
in reality simply denies the Law. 14. A law 
which does not damn is an imagined and 
painted law as the chimera or tragelaphus. 
15. Nor is the political or natural law any- 
thing unless it damns and terrifies sinners, 
Rom. 13, 1.5; 1 Pet. 2,13 ff. 17. What the 
‘Antinomians say concerning God, Christ, 
faith, Law, grace, etc., they say without any 
meaning as the parrot says its ‘yatoe, Good 
day!’ 18. Hence it is impossible to learn the- 
ology or civil polity (theologiam aut poli- 
tiam) from the Antinomians. 19. Therefore 
they must be avoided as most pestilential 
teachers of licentious living who permit the 
perpetration of all crimes. 20. For they serve 
not Christ, but their own belly [Rom. 16, 18], 
and, madmen that they are, seek to please 
men, in order that from them, as a man’s 
judgment, they may gain glory.” (Drews, 
613; St. L. 20, 1647; E. 4, 441.)— Regarding 
Luther’s disputations against the Antino- 
mians Planck pertinently remarks that they 
compel admiration for his clear and penetrat- 
ing mind, and rank among the very best of 
his writings. (1,18; Frank 2, 311.) 


192. “Grickel’”? Remained Grickel. 


At the instance of Elector Joachim, nego- 
tiations were begun with Luther, which finally 
led to a sort of peaceful settlement. Agricola 
was required to send (which he also did) 
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a revocation to the preachers, the council, and 
the congregation at Hisleben. However, the 
new and enlarged edition (1541) of the cate- 
chism which Agricola had published in 1527 
revealed the fact that also this last recanta- 
tion was insincere; for in it he repeated his 
antinomistic teaching, though not in the origi- 
nal defiant manner. Little wonder, then, that, 
despite the formal settlement, cordial rela- 
tions were not restored between Luther and 
Agricola. When the latter visited Wittenberg 
in 1545, Luther refused to see the man whom 
he regarded incurably dishonest. “Grickel,” 
said he, “will remain Grickel to all eternity, 
Grickel wird in alle Hwigkeit Grickel blet- 
ben.” 

And “Grickel” he did remain; for in 1565 
he published a sermon in which he said: 
“Every one who is to be appointed as teacher 
and preacher shall be asked: What do you 
intend to teach in the church? He shall 
answer: The Gospel of Jesus Christ. But 
when further asked: What does the Gospel 
preach? he shall answer: The Gospel preaches 
repentance and forgiveness of sins.” Con- 
sidering this a further evidence that Agricola 
still adhered to, and was now ready once more 
to champion, his old errors, the preachers of 
Mansfeld registered their protest in a publi- 
cation of the same year. A controversy, how- 
ever, did not materialize, for Agricola died 
the following year. (Planck 5, 1,47; Frank 
2, 267.). 


193. False Propositions of Agricola. 


Following are some of Agricola’s radical 
statements concerning the Law and the Gospel. 
The first thesis of his Positions of 1537 reads: 
“Repentance is to be taught not from the 
Decalog or from any law of Moses, but from 
the violation of the Son through the Gospel. 
Poenitentia docenda est non ex decalogo aut 
ulla lege Mosis, sed ex violatione Filit per 
evangelium.” (HEH. 4. 420.) Thesis 13: “In 
order to keep the Christian doctrine pure, we 
must resist those [Luther and: Melanchthon] 
who teach that the Gospel must be preached 
only to such whose hearts have previously 
been terrified and broken by the Law. Quare 
pro conservanda puritate doctrinae resisten- 
dum est vis, qui docent, evangelium non prae- 
dicandum nisi animis prius quassatis et con- 
tritis per legem.” (421.) Thesis 16: “The 
Law merely rebukes sin, and that, too, with- 
out the Holy Spirit; hence it rebukes to 
damnation.” Thesis 17: “But there is need 
of a doctrine which does not only condemn 
with great efficacy, but which saves at the 
same time; this, however, is the Gospel, a doc- 
trine which teaches conjointly repentance and 
remission of sins.” (421.) In his Brief Sum- 
mary of the Gospel, Agricola says: “In the 
New Testament and among Christians or in 
the Gospel we must not preach the violation 
of the Law when a man breaks or transgresses 
the Law, but the violation of the Son, to wit, 
that he who does not for the sake of the king- 
dom of heaven willingly omit what he should 
omit, and does not do what he should do, cru- 
cifies Christ anew.” (St. L. 20, 1622 ff.; Frank 
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2, 313; Gieseler 3, 2, 1837; Pieper, Dogm. 3, 
265 ff.) 

A commingling of the Law and Gospel 
always results in a corruption of the doctrines 
of conversion, faith, and justification. Such 
was the case also with respect to Agricola, 
who taught that justification follows a con- 
trition which flows from, and hence is pre- 
ceded by, love toward God. Turning matters 
topsy-turvy, he taught: Repentance consists 
in this, that the heart of man, experiencing 
the kindness of God which calls us to Christ 
and presents us with His grace, turns about, 
apprehends God’s grace, thanks Him heartily 
for having spared it so graciously, begins to 
repent, and to grieve heartily and sorrowfully 
on account of its sins, wishes to abstain from 
them, and renounces its former sinful life. 
“This,” says Agricola, “is repentance (poeni- 
tentia, Buessen) and the first stage of the new 
birth, the true breathing and afflation of the 
Holy Spirit. After this he acquires a hearty 
confidence in God, believing that He will con- 
done his folly and not blame him for it, since 
he did not know any better, although he is 
much ashamed of it and wishes that it had 
never happened; he also resolves, since he has 
fared so well, never to sin any more or to do 
anything that might make him unworthy of 
the benefit received as if he were ungrateful 
and forgetful; he furthermore learns to work 
out, confirm, and preserve his salvation in fear 
and tremblin . .: this is forgiveness of 
sins.” (Frank 2, 247.) These confused ideas 
plainly show that Agricola had a false con- 
ception, not only of the Law and Gospel, but 
also of original sin, repentance, faith, regen- 
eration, and justification. Lssentially, his 
was the Roman doctrine, which makes an 
antecedent of what in reality is an effect and 
a consequence of conversion and justification. 
Viewed from this angle, it occasions little 
surprise that Agricola consented to help for- 
mulate and introduce the Augsburg Interim, 
in which the essentials of Lutheranism were 
denied. 


194. Poach, Otto, Musculus, Neander. 


The antinomistic doctrines rejected, in par- 
ticular, by Article VI of the Formula of 
Concord, were represented chiefly by Andrew 
Poach, Anton Otto, Andrew Mitsculus, and 
Michael Neander. Poach, born 1516, studied 
under Luther and was an opponent of the 
Philippists; he became pastor in Halle in 
1541; in Nordhausen, 1547; in Erfurt, 1550; 
in Uttenbach, near Jena, 1572, where he died 
1585. At Erfurt, Poach was deposed in 1572 
on account of dissensions due to the anti- 
nomistic controversies. He signed the Book 
of Concord. — Otto [Otho; also called Herz- 
berger, because he was born in Herzberg, 1505] 
studied under Luther; served as pastor in 
Graefenthal, and from 1543 in Nordhausen, 
where he was deposed in 1568 for adherence 
to Flacius. However, when Otto, while an- 
tagonizing Majorism and synergism, in ser- 
mons on the Letter to the Galatians of 1565, 
rejected the Third Use of the Law, he was 
opposed also by Flacius, who reminded him of 


170 


the fact that here on earth the new man re- 
sembles a child, aye, an embryo, rather than 
a full-fledged man. 

In his zealous opposition to the Majorists, 
Andrew Musculus (Meusel, born 1514; studied 
at Leipzig 1532—1538, then at Wittenberg; 
became a zealous and passionate adherent of, 
Luther, whom he considered the greatest man 
since the days of the apostles; from 1540 till 
his death, September 29, 1581, professor and 
pastor, later on, General Superintendent, in 
Frankfurt -on-the-Oder) also made some ex- 
treme statements. Later on, however, he co- 
operated in preparing and revising the For- 
mula of Concord. Musculus wrote of Luther: 
“There is as great a difference between the 
dear old teachers and Luther as there is be- 
tween the light of the sun and that of the 
moon ; 
fathers, even the best and foremost among 
them, as Hilary and Augustine, had they lived 
contemporaneously with him, would not have 
hesitated to deliver the lamp to him, as the 
saying is.” (Meusel, Handl. 4, 709; Richard, 
450.) / t 

The most prominent opponents of these 
Antinomians were the well-known theologians 
_Moerlin, Flacius, Wigand, and Westphal 
(chiefly in letters to Poach). The contro- 
versy was carried on with moderation, and 
without any special efforts to cause trouble 
among the people. The main issue was not 
—as in the conflict with Agricola — whether 
the Law is necessary in order to effect con- 
trition and prepare men for the Gospel, but 
the so-called Third Use of the Law (tertius 
usus legis), 1.é€., whether the Law is, and is 
intended to be, of service to Christians after 
their regeneration; in particular, whether 
the regenerate still need the Law with respect 
to their new obedience. 

The conflict with Poach arose from the 
Majoristic controversy. Dealing in particular 
with the aberrations of Menius, the Synod at 
Hisenach, 1556, adopted seven theses which 
Menius was required to subscribe. The first 
‘declared: “Although the proposition, Good 
works are necessary to salvation, may be 
tolerated hypothetically and in an abstract 
way in the doctrine of the Law (in doctrina 
legis abstractive et de idea tolerari potest), 
nevertheless ‘there are many weighty reasons 
why it ought.and should be avoided no less 
than this one: Christ is a creature.” (Preger 
1,383.) While Flacius, Wigand, and Moerlin 
defended the thesis, Amsdorf (who first, too, 
adopted it, but later on withdrew his assent; 
Seeberg 4, 488), Aurifaber, and especially 
Poach rejected it. This marked the beginning 
of the so-called Second Antinomistic Contro- 
versy. Poach denied that the Law has any 
promise of salvation. Even the most perfect 
fulfilment of the Law, said he, is but the ful- 
filment of a duty which merits no reward. 
The only thing one may acquire by a perfect 
fulfilment is freedom from guilt and punish- 
ment. Fulfilment of our duty (solutio debiti) 
does not warrant any claim on salvation. Yet 
Poach was careful to declare that this did not 
aply to the fulfilment of the Law which Christ 
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rendered for us. Why? Poach answered: Be- 
cause Christ, being the Son of God, was not 
obliged to fulfil the Law. When, therefore, , 
He did fulfil it in our stead, He rendered 
satisfaction to divine justice, so that right- 
eousness can now be imputed to us and we be- 
come partakers of eternal life. 
Poach wrote: “It would not be correct to 
say: In the doctrine of the Law all the works 
commanded in the Law are necessary to salva- 
tion. In doctrina legis omnia opera mandata 
im lege sunt necessaria ad salutem.” (Schlues- 
selburg 4, 343.) Again: “The works of Christ, 
which are the fulfilment of the Law, are the 
merit of our salvation. Our works, which 
ought to have been the fulfilment of the Law, 
do not merit salvation, even though they were 
most perfect, as the Law requires, — which, 
however, is impossible. The reason is that we 
re debtors to the Law. Christ, however, is 
not a debtor to the Law. Even if we most 
perfectly fulfilled all the commandments of 
God and completely satisfied the righteousness. 
of God, we would not be worthy of grace and 
salvation on that account, nor would God be 
obliged to give us grace and salvation as a 
debt. He justly demands the fulfilment of His 
Law from us as obedience due Him from His 
creature, which is bound to obey its Creator. 
Etiamsi nos omnia mandata Der perfectissime 


‘umpleremus et iustitiae Dei penitus satisfa- 


ceremus, tamen non ideo digni essemus gratia 
et salute, nec Deus obligatus esset, ut nobis 
gratiam et salutem daret ex debito. Sed wre 
requirit impletionem legis suae a nobis, ut 
debitam obedientiam a sua creatura, quae con- 
ditort suo obedire tenetur.” (274.) Again: 
“The Law has not the necessity of salvation, 
but the necessity of obligation (non habet lea 
necessitatem salutis, sed necessitatem debiti). 
For, as said, even though a man would most 
perfectly do the works of the Law, he would 
not obtain salvation on account of these 
works. Nor is God under obligation to man, 
but man is under obligation to God. And in 
the Law God requires of man the obedience he 
owes; He does not require an obedience with 
the promise of salvation.” (276.) 

As to Otto, he distinguished, in a series of 
Latin theses, a double office of the Law, the 
ecclesiastical and political — officiwm ecclesia- 
sticum and officium politicum. The former is 
to give knowledge of sin; the latter, to coerce 
the old man and maintain order among the 
obstinate. He denied: that the Law in any 
way serves Christians with respect to good 
works. Otto declared: “The Law is useful 
and necessary neither for justification nor for 
any good works. But faith in Christ the 
Mediator alone is useful and necessary both 
for justification and the good works them- 
selves. Lex enim non modo ad iustificationem 
sed neque ad ulla bona opera utilis et neces- 
saria est. Sed sola fides in Ohristum media- 
torem utilis et necessaria est tam ad iustifica- 
tionem quam ad ipsa bona opera.” Quoting 
Luther, he said: “The highest art of Chris- 
tians is to know nothing of the Law, to ignore 
works. Swmma ars Christianorum est nescire 
legem, ignorare opera,” %.e., in the article of 
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justification, as Otto did not fail to add by 
way of explanation. (Luther, Weimar 40, 1, 
43; Tschackert, 485.) Seeberg remarks that, 
in reality, Poach and Otto were merely op- 
posed to such an interpretation of the Third 
Use of the Law as made the Law a motive of 
good works, and hence could not be charged 
with antinomianism proper. (4, 488 f.) 

Planck, Frank, and other historians have 
fathered upon Otto also a series of radical 
German theses, which, however, were com- 
posed, not by Otto, but probably by some 
of his adherents. ‘These theses, in which all 
of the errors of Agricola are revamped, were 
discussed at the Altenburg colloquy, 1568 to 
1569; their author, however, was not men- 
tioned. We submit the following: “1. The 
Law does not teach good works, nor should 
it be preached in order that we may do good 
works. 3. Moses knew nothing of our faith 
and religion. 5. Evangelical preachers are 
to preach the Gospel only, and no Law. 
7. A Christian who believes should do abso- 
lutely nothing, neither what is good nor what 
is evil. 10. We should pray God that we may 
remain steadfast in faith till our end, without 
all works. 14. The Holy Spirit does not work 
according to the norm or rule of the Law, but 
by Himself, without the assistance of the Law. 
16. A believing Christian is supra omnem ob- 
edientiam, above all Law and all obedience. 
17. The rebuking sermons of the prophets do 
not at all pertain to Christians. 21. The Law, 
good works, and new obedience have no place 
in the kingdom of Christ, but in the world, 
just as Moses and the government of the Pope. 
25. The Law has no place in the Church or in 
the pulpit, but in the court-house (Rathaus). 
28. The Third Use of the Law is a blasphemy 
in theology and a monstrosity in the realm of 
nature (portentwm in rerum natura). 29. No 
man can be saved if the Third Use of the Law 
is true and is to be taught in the Church. 
The Holy Spirit in man knows nothing of the 
Law; the flesh, however, is betimes in need 
of the Law.” (Tschackert, 485; Planck 5, 
1, 62.) Frank also quotes: “The Christians 
or the regenerate are deified (vergoettert) ; 
yea, they are themselves God and cannot sin. 
God has not given you His Word that you 
should be saved thereby (dass du dadurch 
sollst selig werden); and whoever seeks no 
more from God than salvation (NSeligkeit) 
seeks just as much as a louse in a scab. Such 
Christians are the devil’s own, together with 
all their good works.” (2, 326. 275.) 

Also Musculus is numbered among the theo- 
logians who were not always sufficiently dis- 
creet and guarded in their statements con- 
cerning the necessity of good works and the 
use of the Law. All expressions of the Apostle 
Paul regarding the spiritual use of the Law, 
said Musculus, must be understood as refer- 
ring to such only as are to be justified, not 
to those who are justified (de iustificandis, 
non de istificatis). But he added: “¥or 
these, in as far as they remain in Christ, are 
far outside of and above every law. Hi enim, 
quatenus in Christo manent, longe extra et 
supra omnem legem sunt.” (Tschackert, 486. ) 
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Michael Neander of Ilfeld, a friend of Otto, 
was also suspected of antinomianism. He de- 
nied that there is any relation whatever be- 
tween the Law and a regenerate Christian. 
But he, too, was careful enough to add: “in 
as far as he is just or lives by the spirit, 
quatenus est wstus sew spiritu vivit.” In a 
letter, Neander said: “I adhere to the opinion 
that the Law is not given to the just in any 
use or office whatsoever, in so far as he is just 
or lives by the spirit.... ‘For the Law,’ as 
Luther says in his marginal note to Jeremiah, 
chap. 31, ‘is no longer over us, but under us, 
and does not surround us any more.’ Love 
rules and governs all laws,-and frequently 
something is true according to the Law, but 
false according to love (saepeque aliquid lege 
verum, dilectione tamen falsum est). For 
love is the statute, measure, norm, and rule 
of all things on earth.... The Law only ac- 
cuses and damns, and apart from this it has 
no other use or office, i.¢., the Law remains 
the norm of good works to all eternity, also 
in hell after the Last Day, but for the unjust 
and reprobate, and for the flesh in every man. 
To the just, regenerated, and new man, how- 
ever, it is not the norm of good works; i.e., 
the Law does not govern, regulate, and teach 
the just man; i.e., it is not active with re- 
spect to him as it is with respect to an un- 
just man, but is rather regulated and goy- 
erned and taught by the just man. It no 
longer drives the just (as it did before con- 
version and as it still drives the flesh), but is 
now driven and suffers, since as just men we 
are no longer under the Law, but above the 
Law and lords of the Law. How, therefore, 
can the Law be a norm to the just man when 
he is the lord of the Law, commands the Law, 
and frequently does what is contrary to the 
Law (cum iustus legis sit dominus, legi im- 
peret et saepe legit contraria faciat)? ... 
When the just man meditates in the Law of 
the Lord day and night, when he establishes 
the Law by faith, when he loves the Law and 
admires the inexhaustible wisdom of the 
divine Law, when he does good works written 
and prescribed in the Law (as indeed he alone 
can), when he uses the Law aright, — all 
these are neither the third, nor the fourth, 
nor the twelfth, nor the fiftieth use or office 
of the Law, . . . but fruits of faith, of the 
Spirit, or regeneration. ... But the Old Man, 
who is not yet new, or a part of him which is 
not as yet regenerated, has need of this Law, 
and he is to be commanded: ‘Put on the new 
man; put off the old.” ” (Schluesselburg 4, 61; 
Tschackert, 484.) 


195. Melanchthon and the Philippists. 


A further controversy concerning the proper 
distinction between the Law and the Gospel 
was caused by the Philippists in Wittenberg, 
whose teaching was somewhat akin to that of 
Agricola. They held that the Gospel, in the 
narrow sense of the term, and as distinguished 
from the Law, is “the most powerful preach- 
ing of repentance.” (Frank 2, 327.) Taking 
his cue from Luther, Melanchthon, in his Loci 
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of 1521 as well as in later writings, clearly 
distinguished between Law and Gospel. (C.K. 
21, 139; 23,49; 12, 576.) True, he had taught, 
also in the Apology, that, in the wider sense, 
the Gospel is both a preaching of repentance 
and forgiveness of sin. But this, as the For- 
mula of Concord explains, was perfectly cor- 
rect and in keeping with the Scriptures. How- 
ever, in repeating the statement that the Gos- 
pel embraces both the preaching of repentance 
and forgiveness of sins, Melanchthon was not 
always sufficiently careful to preclude mis- 
apprehension and misunderstanding. Indeed, 
some of the statements he made after Lu- 
ther’s death are misleading, and did not es- 
cape the challenge of loyal Lutherans. 

During a disputation in 1548, at which Me- 
lanchthon presided, Flacius criticized the un- 
qualified assertion that the Gospel was a 
preaching of repentance, but was satisfied 
when Melanchthon explained that the term 
Gospel was here used in the wider sense, as 
comprising the entire doctrine of Christ. 
However, when Melanchthon, during another 
disputation, 1556, declared: The ministry of 
the Gospel “rebukes the other sins which the 
Law shows, as well as the saddest of sins 
which is revealed by the Gospel (hoc tristis- 
simum peccatum, quod in Hvangelio ostendi- 
tur), viz., that the world ignores and despises 
the Son of God,” Flacius considered it his 
plain duty to register a public protest. It 
was a teaching which was, at least in part, 
the same error that Luther, and formerly also 
Melanchthon himself, had denounced when 
espoused by Agricola, viz., that genuine con- 
trition is wrought, not by the Law, but by 
the Gospel; by the preaching, not of the vio- 
lation of the Law, but of the violation of the 
Son. (C. R. 12, 634. 640.) 

These misleading statements of Melanch- 
thon were religiously cultivated and zealously 
defended by the Wittenberg Philippists. With 
a good deal of animosity they emphasized 
that the Gospel in, its most proper sense is 
also a preaching of repentance (praedicatio 
poenitentiae, Busspredigt), inasmuch as it re- 
vealed the baseness of sin and the greatness 
of its offense against God, and, in particular, 
inasmuch as the Gospel alone uncovered, re- 
buked, and condemned the hidden sin (arca- 
num peccatum) and the chief sin of all, the 
sin of unbelief (incredulitas et neglectio 
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Filii), which alone condemns a man. These 
views, which evidently involved a commingling 
of the Law and the Gospel, were set forth by, 
Paul Crell in his Disputation against John 
Wigand, 1571, and were defended in the 
Propositions Concerning the Ohief Controver- 
sies of These Times (also of 1571), by Pezel 
and other Wittenberg theologians. (Frank 2, 
277. 323.) 

As a consequence, the Philippists, too, were 
charged with antinomianism, and were stren- 
uously opposed by such theologians as Fla- 
cius, Amsdorf, and Wigand. Wigand attacked 
the Wittenberg Propositions in his book of 
1571, Concerning Antinomianism, Old and 
New. Pezel answered in his Apology of the 
True Doctrine on the Definition of the Gospel, 
1571; and Paul Crell, in Spongia, or 150 
Propositions Concerning the Definition of the 


* Ceospel, Opposed to the Stupid Accusation of 


John Wigand, 1571. The teaching of the 
Philippists was formulated by Paul Crell as 
follows: “Since this greatest and chief sin 
[unbelief] is ‘revealed, rebuked, and con- 


‘ demned by the Gospel alone, therefore also 


the Gospel alone is expressly and particularly, 
truly and properly, a preaching and a voice 
of repentance or conversion in its true and 
proper sense. A solo evangelio, cum pecca- 
tum hoe summum et praecipuum monstretur, 
arguatur et damnetur, expresse ac nominatim 
solum etiam evangelium vere ac proprie prae- 
dicatio ac vox est poenitentiae sive conversio- 
mis vere et proprie ita dictae.” (277. 327.) 

This doctrine of the Philippists, according 
to which the Gospel in the narrow and proper 
sense, and as distinguished from the Law, is 
a preaching of repentance, was rejected by 
Article V of the Formula of Concord as fol- 
lows: “But if the Law and the Gospel, like- 
wise also Moses himself as a teacher of the 
Law and Christ as a preacher of the Gospel, 
are contrasted with one another, we believe, 
teach, and confess that the Gospel is not a 
preaching of repentance or reproof, but prop- 
erly nothing else than a preaching of conso- 
lation, and a joyful message which does not 
reprove or terrify, but comforts consciences 
against the terrors of the Law, points alone 
to the merit of Christ, and raises them up 
again by the lovely preaching of the grace 
and favor of God, obtained through Christ’s 
merit.” (803, 7.) 


XVIII. The Crypto-Calvinistic Controversy. 


196. Contents and Purpose of Articles VII 
and VIII. 


In all of its articles the Formula of Oon- 
cord is but a reaffirmation of the doctrines 
taught and defended by Luther. The fire of 
prolonged and hot controversies through 
which these doctrines passed after his death 
had but strengthened the Lutherans in their 
conviction that in every point Luther’s teach- 
ing was indeed nothing but the pure Word of 
God itself. .It had inereased the conscious- 
ness that, in believing and teaching as they 
did, they were not following mere human 


authorities, such as Luther and the Lutheran 
Confessions, but the Holy Scriptures, by which 
alone their consciences were bound. Articles 
VII and VIII of the Formula of Concord, too, 
reassert Luther’s doctrines on the Lord’s Sup- 
per and the person of Christ as being in every 
particular the clear and unmistakable teach- 
ing of the divine Word, — two doctrines, by 
the way, which perhaps more than any other 
serve as the acid test whether the fundamental 
attitude of a church or a theologian is truly 
Scriptural and fully free from every rational- 
istic and enthusiastic infection. 
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The Seventh Article teaches the real and 
substantial presence of the true body and 
blood of Christ; their sacramental union in, 
with, and under the elements of bread and 
wine; the oral mandueation, or eating and 
drinking of both substances by unbelieving as 
well as believing communicants. It main- 
tains that this presence of the body and blood 
of Christ, though real, is neither an impana- 
tion nor a companation, neither a local inclu- 
sion nor a mixture of the two substances, but 
illocal and transcendent. It holds that the 
eating of the body and the drinking of the 
blood of Christ, though truly done with the 
mouth of the body, is not Capernaitic, or 
natural, but supernatural. It affirms that 
this real presence is effected, not by any 
human power, but by the omnipotent power 
of Christ in accordance with the words of the 
institution of the Sacrament. 

The Eighth Article treats of the person of 
Christ, of the personal union of His two na- 
tures, of the communication of these natures 
as well as of their attributes, and, in par- 
ticular, of the impartation of the truly divine 
majesty to His human nature and the termi- 
nology resulting therefrom. One particular 
object of Article VIII is also to show that the 
doctrine of the real presence of the body and 
blood of Christ in the Holy Supper, as taught 
by the Lutheran Church, does not, as was con- 
tended by her Zwinglian and Calvinistic ad- 
versaries, conflict in any way with what the 
Scriptures teach concerning the person of 
Christ, His human nature, His ascension, and 
His sitting at the right hand of God the 
Father Almighty. The so-called Appendix, or 
Catalogus, a collection of passages from the 
Bible and from the fathers of the ancient 
Church, prepared by Andreae and Chemnitz, 
was added to the Formula of Concord (though 
not as an authoritative part of it) in further 
support of the Lutheran doctrine particularly 
concerning the divine majesty of the human 
nature of Christ. 

Both articles, the seventh as well as the 
eighth, were incorporated in the Formula of 
Concord in order thoroughly to purify the Lu- 
theran Church from Reformed errors concern- 
ing the Lord’s Supper and the person of 
Christ, which after Luther’s death had 
wormed their way into some of her schools 
and churches, especially those of Electoral 
Saxony, and to make her forever immune 
against the infection of Calvinism (Crypto- 
Calvinism) — a term which, during the con- 
troversies preceding the Formula of Concord, 
did not, as is generally the case to-day, refer 
to Calvin’s absolute decree of election and 
reprobation, but to his doctrine concerning 
the Lord’s Supper, as formulated by himself 
in the Consensus Tigurinus (Zurich Consen- 
sus), issued 1549. The subtitle of this con- 
fession reads: ‘“Consensio Mutua in Re Sa- 
cramentaria Ministrorum Tigurinae Ecclesiae, 
et D. Iohannis Calvini Ministri Genevensis 
Ecclesiae, iam nune ab ipsis autoribus edita.” 
In this confession, therefore, Calvin declares 
his agreement with the teaching of Zwingli 
as represented by his followers in Zurich, 
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notably Bullinger. Strenuous efforts were 
made by the Calvinists and Reformed every- 
where to make the Consensus Tigurinus the 
basis of a pan-Protestant union, and at the 
same time the banner under which to conquer 
all Protestant countries, Lutheran Germany 
included, for what must be regarded as being 
essentially Zwinglianism. The Consensus was 
adopted in Switzerland, England, France, and 
Holland. In Lutheran territories, too, its 
teaching was rapidly gaining friends, notably 
in Southern Germany, where Bucer had_pre- 
pared the way for it, and in Electoral Saxony, 
where the Philippists offered no resistance. 
Garnished as it was with glittering and seem- 
ingly orthodox phrases, the Consensus Tiguri- 
nus lent itself admirably for such Reformed 
propaganda. “The consequence was,” says the 
Formula of Concord, “that many great men 
were deceived by these fine, plausible words 
— splendidis et magnificis verbis.” (973, 6.) 
To counteract this deception, to establish Lu- 
ther’s doctrine of the real presence of the 
body and blood of Christ, and to defend it 


“against the sophistries of the Sacramenta- 


rians: Zwinglians, Calvinists, and. Crypto- 
Calvinists — such was the object of Articles 
VII and VIII of the Formula of Concord. 


197. John Calvin. 


Calvin was born July 10, 1509, in Noyon, 
France. He began his studies in Paris, 1523, 
preparing for theology. In 1529 his father 
induced him to take up law in Orleans and 
Bourges. In 1531 he returned to his theo- 
logical studies in Paris. Here he experienced 
what he himself describes as a “sudden con- 
version.” He joined the Reformed congrega- 
tion, and before long was its acknowledged 
leader. In 1533 he was compelled to leave 
France because of his anti-Roman testimony. 
In Basel, 1535, he wrote the first draft of his 
Institutio Religionis Christianae. In Geneva, 
where he was constrained to remain by Wil- 
liam Farel [born 1489; active as a fiery 
Protestant preacher in Meaux, Strassburg, 
Zurich, Bern, Basel, Moempelgard, Geneva, 
Metz, etc.; died 1565], Calvin developed and 
endeavored to put into practise his legalistic 
ideal of a theocratic and rigorous puritanical 
government. As a result he was banished, 
1538. He removed to Strassburg, where he 
was held and engaged by Bucer. He attended 
the conventions in Frankfort, 1539; Hagenau, 
1540; Worms, 1540; and Regensburg, 1541. 
Here he got acquainted with the Lutherans, 
notably Melanchthon. September 13, 1541, he 
returned to Geneva, where, woefully mixing 
State and Church, he continued his reforma- 
tory and puritanical efforts. One of the vic- 
tims of his theocratic government was the 
anti-Trinitarian Michael Servetus, who, at 
the instance of Calvin, was burned at the 
stake, October 27, 1553. In 1559 Calvin estab- 
lished the Geneva School, which exercised a 
far-reaching theological influence. He died 
May 27, 1564. 

Calvin repeatedly expressed his unbounded 
admiration for Luther as a “preeminent ser- 
vant of Christ — praeclarus Christi servus.”’ 
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(C. R. 37,54.) In his Answer of 1543 against 
the Romanist Pighius he said: “Concerning 
Luther we testify without dissimulation now 
as heretofore that we esteem him as a dis- 
tinguished apostle of Christ, by whose labor 
and service, above all, the purity of the Gos- 
pel has been restored at this time. De Lu- 
thero nunc quoque sicut hactenus non dissimu- 
lanter testamur, eum nos habere pro insign 
Christi apostolo, cuius maxime opera et mimi- 
sterio restituta hoc tempore fuerit Hvangelit 
puritas.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 169.) Even after 
Luther had published his Brief Confession, in 
which he unsparingly denounces the Sacra- 
mentarians (deniers of the real presence of 
Christ’s body and blood in the Lord’s Sup- 
per), and severs all connection with them, 
Calvin admonished Bullinger in a letter dated 
November 25, 1544, to bear in mind what a 


great and wonderfully gifted man Luther was, , 


and with what fortitude, ability, and power- 
ful teaching he had shattered the kingdom of 
Antichrist and propagated the salutary doc- 
trine. “I am frequently accustomed to say,” 
he declared, “that, even if he should call me 
a devil, I would accord him the honor of 
acknowledging him to be an eminent servant 
of God.” In the original the remarkable 
words of Calvin read as follows: “Sed haec 
cupio vobis in mentem venire, primum quan- 
tus sit vir Lutherus, et quantis dotibus ea- 
cellat, quanta animé fortitudine et constantia, 
quanta dexteritate, quanta doctrinae efficacia 
hactenus ad profligandum Antichristi regnum 
et simul propagandam salutis doctrinam in- 
cubuerit. Saepe dicere solitus sum, etiamsi 
me diabolum vocaret, me tamen hoc illi hono- 
ris habiturum, ut insignem Dei servum agno- 
scam, qui tamen, ut pollet eximiis virtutibus, 
ita magnis vittis laboret.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 169; 
C. R. 39 [Calvimi Opp. 11], 774.) 

However, though he admired the personality 
of Luther, Calvin, like Zwingli and Oecolam- 
padius at Marburg 1529, revealed a theolog- 
ical spirit which was altogether different from 
Luther’s. In particular, he was violently op- 
posed to Luther’s doctrines of the real pres- 
ence in the Lord’s Supper and of the majesty 
of the human nature of Christ. Revealing his 
animus, Calvin branded the staunch and ear- 
nest defenders of these doctrines as the “apes” 
of Luther. In his Second Defense against 
Westphal, 1556, he exclaimed: “O Luther, 
how few imitators of your excellences, but 
how many apes of your pious ostentation have 
you left behind! O Luthere, quam paucos 
tuae praestantiae imitatores, quam multas 
wero sanctae tuae iactantiae simias reliqui- 
sti!” (Gieseler 3, 2, 209.) 

True, when in Strassburg, Calvin signed the 
Augsburg Confession (1539 or 1540), and was 
generally considered a Lutheran. However, in 
his Last Admonition to Westphal, of 1557, 
and in a letter of the same year to Martin 
Schalling, Calvin wrote: “Nor do I repudiate 
the Augsburg Confession, to which I have 
previously subscribed, in the sense in which 
the author himself [Melanchthon in the 
Variata of 1540] has interpreted it. Nec vero 
Augustanam Oonfessionem repudio, cui pridem 
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volens.ac libens subscripsi, sicut eam auctor 
ipse interpretatus est.” (O. R. 37, 148.) Ac- 
cording to his own confession, therefore, Cal- 
vin’s subscription to the Augustana, at least 
as far as the article of the Lord’s Supper is 
concerned, was insincere and nugatory. In 
fact, Calvin must be regarded as the real 
originator of the second controversy on the 
Lord’s Supper between the Lutherans and the 
Reformed, even jas the first conflict on this 
question was begun, not by Luther, but by his ~ 
opponents, Carlstadt, Zwingli, and Oecolam- 
padius. For the adoption of the Consensus 
Tigurinus in 1549, referred to above, cannot 
but be viewed as an overt act by which the 
Wittenberg Concord, signed 1536 by represen- 
tative Lutheran and Reformed theologians, 
was publicly repudiated and abandoned by Cal- 
vin and his adherents, and whereby an anti- 
Meee propaganda on an essentially Zwing- 

an basis was inaugurated. Calvin confirmed 
the schism between the Lutherans and the Re- 
formed which Carlstadt, Zwingli, and Oeco- 
lampadius had originated. 


198. Calvin’s Zwinglianism. 


The doctrine of Calvin and his adherents 
concerning the Lord’s Supper is frequently 
characterized as a materially modified Zwing- 
lianism. Schaff maintains that “Calvin’s 
theory»took a middle course, retaining, on the’ 
basis of Zwingli’s exegesis, the religious sub- 
stance of Luther’s faith, and giving it a more 
intellectual and spiritual form, triumphed in 
Switzerland, gained much favor in Germany, 
and opened a fair prospect for union.” (Creeds 
1,280.) As a matter of fact, however, a fact 
admitted also by such Calvinists as Hodge 
and Shedd, Calvin’s doctrine was a denial 
in toto of the real presence as taught by Lu- 
ther. (Pieper, Dogm. 3, 354.) Calvin held that 
after His ascension Christ, according to His 
human nature, was locally enclosed in heaven, 
far away from the earth. Hence he denied 
also the real presence of Christ’s body and 
blood in the Holy Supper. In fact, Calvin’s 
doctrine was nothing but a polished form of 
Zwingli’s crude teaching, couched in phrases 
approaching the Lutheran terminology as 
closely as possible. Even where he paraded 
as Luther, Calvin was but Zwingli disguised 
(and poorly at that) in a seemingly orthodox 
garb and promenading with several imitation 
Lutheran feathers in his hat. 

In the Formula of Concord we read: “AI- 
though some Sacramentarians strive to em- 
ploy words that come as close as possible to 
the Augsburg Confession and the form and 
mode of speech in its churches, and confess 
that in the Holy Supper the body of Christ 
is truly received by believers, still, when we 
insist that they state their meaning properly, 
sincerely, and clearly, they all declare them- 
selves unanimously thus: that the true essen- 
tial body and blood of Christ is absent from 
the consecrated bread and wine in the Holy 
Supper as far as the highest heaven is from 
the earth.... Therefore they understand this 
presence of the body of Christ not as a pres- 
ence here upon earth, but only respectu fidei 
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(with respect to faith), that is, that our 
faith, reminded and excited by the visible 
signs, just as by the Word preached, elevates 
itself and ascends above all heavens, and re- 
eeives and enjoys the body of Christ, which 
is there in heaven present, yea, Christ Him- 
self, together with all His benefits, in a man- 
ner true and essential, but nevertheless spir- 
itual only; ... consequently nothing else is 
received by the mouth in the Holy Supper 
than bread and wine.” (971,2f.) This is, and 
was intended to be, a presentation of Calvin- 
ism as heing nothing but Zwinglianism clothed 
in seemingly orthodox phrases. 

That this picture drawn by the Formula of 
Concord is not a caricature or in any point 
a misrepresentation of Calvinism appears 
from the Consensus Tigurinus itself, where 
we read: “In as far as Christ is a man, He 
is to be sought nowhere else than in heaven 
and in no other manner than with the mind 
and the understanding of faith. Therefore it 
is a perverse and impious superstition to in- 
elude Him under elements of this world. 
Christus, quatenus homo est, non alibi quam 
in coelo nec aliter quam mente et fidei intelli- 
gentia quaerendus est. Quare perversa et 
ampia superstitio est, ipsum sub elementis 
huius mundi includere.’” Again: “We repu- 
diate those [who urge the literal interpreta- 
tion of the words of institution] as preposter- 
ous interpreters.” “For beyond controversy, 
they are to be taken figuratively, ... as when 
by metonymy the name of the symbolized 
thing is transferred to the sign — ut per me- 
tonymiam ad signum transferatur rei figura- 
tae nomen.” Again: “Nor do we regard it as 
less absurd to place Christ under, and to 
unite Him with, the bread than to change the 
bread into His body. Neque enim minus ab- 
surdum wdicamus, Christum sub pane locare 
vel cum pane copulare, quam panem trans- 
substantiare in corpus eius.” Again: “When 
we say that Christ is to be sought in heaven, 
this mode of speech expresses a distance of 
place, . . . because the body of Christ,... 
being finite and contained in heaven, as in 
a place, must of necessity be removed from 
us by as great a distance as the heaven is 
removed from the earth — necesse est, a nobis 
tanto locorum intervallo distare, quanto cae- 
lum abest a terra.” (Niemeyer, Collectio Con- 
fessionum, 196.) Such was the teaching cun- 
ningly advocated by Calvin and his adherents, 
the Crypto-Calvinists in Germany included, 
but boldly and firmly opposed by the loyal 
Lutherans, and finally disposed of by Articles 
VII and VIII of the Formula of Concord. 


199. Melanchthon’s Public Attitude. 


As stated, Calvin’s doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper was received with increasing favor 
also in Lutheran territories, notably in South- 
ern Germany and Electoral Saxony, where the 
number, of theologians and laymen who 
secretly adopted and began to spread it was 
rapidly increasing. They were called Crypto- 
Calvinists (secret or masked Calvinists) be- 
cause, while they subscribed to the Augsburg 
Confession, claimed to be loyal Lutherans, and 
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occupied most important positions in the Lu- 
theran Church, they in reality were propa- 
gandists of Calvinism, zealously endeavoring 
to suppress Luther’s books and doctrines, and 
to substitute for them the views of Calvin. 
Indeed, Calvin claimed both privately and 
publicly that Melanchthon himself was his 
ally. And, entirely apart from what the lat- 
ter may privately have confided to him, there 
can be little doubt that Calvin’s assertions 
were not altogether without foundation. In 
fact, theologically as well as ethically, Me- 
lanchthon must be regarded as the spiritual 
father also of the Crypto-Calvinists. 

True, originally Melanchthon fully shared 
Luther’s views on the Lord’s Supper. At Mar- 
burg, 1529, he was still violently opposed to 
the Zwinglians and their “profane” teaching. 
In an Opinion on Carlstadt’s doctrine, of Octo- 
ber 9, 1525, he affirms that Christ, both as 
God and man, 7. e., with His body and blood, 
is present in the Supper. (OC. R. 1, 760.) In 
September of the following year he wrote to 
Philip Eberbach: “Know that Luther’s teach- 
ing [concerning the Lord’s Supper] is very 
old in the Church. Hoe scito, Lutheri senten- 
tiam perveterem in ecclesia esse.” (823.) 
This he repeats in a letter of November 11, 
also to Eberbach. In an Opinion of May 15, 
1529: “I am satisfied that I shall not agree 
with the Strassburgers all my life, and I know 
that Zwingli and his compeers write falsely 
concerning the Sacrament.” (1067.) June 20, 
1529, to Jerome Baumgaertner: “I would 
rather die than see our people become con- ~° 
taminated by the society of the Zwinglian 
cause. Nam mori malim, quam societate 
Cinglianae causae nostros contaminant. M 
dear Jerome, it is a great cause, but few con- 
sider it. I shall be lashed to death on account 
of this matter.” (C. R. 1, 1077; 2, 18.) No- 
vember 2, 1529, to John Fesel: “I admonish 
you most earnestly: to avoid the Zwinglian 
dogmas. Your Judimagister [Eberbach], 
I fear, loves these profane disputations too 
much. I know that the teaching of Zwingli 
can be upheld neither with the Scriptures nor 
with the authority of the ancients. Concern- 
ing the Lord’s Supper, therefore, teach as Lu- 
ther does.” (1,1109.) In February, 1530, he 
wrote: “The testimonies of ancient writers 
concerning the Lord’s Supper which I have 
compiled are now being printed.” (2,18.) In 
this publication Melanchthon endeavored to 
show by quotations from Cyril, Chrysostom, 
Vulgarius, Hilary, Cyprian, Irenaeus, and 
Augustine that Zwingli’s interpretation of 
the words of institution does not agree with 
that of the ancient Church. (23, 732.) <Ac- 
cording to his own statement, Melanchthon 
embodied Luther’s doctrine in the Augsburg 
Confession and rejected that of the Zwing- 
lians. (2, 142. 212.) 2 

At Augsburg, Melanchthon was much pro- 
voked also when he heard that Bucer claimed 
to be in doctrinal agreement with the Lu- 
therans. In his Opinion Concerning the Doc- 
trine of the Sacramentarians, written in 
August, 1530, we read: “1. The Zwinglians 
believe that the body of the Lord can be 
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present in but one place. 2. Likewise that 
the body of Christ cannot be anywhere except 
locally only. They vehemently contend that 
it is contrary to the nature of a body to be 
anywhere in a manner not local; also, that 
it is inconsistent with the nature of a body 
to be in different places at the same time. 
8. For this reason they conclude that the body 
of Christ is circumscribed in heaven in a cer- 
tain place, so that it can in no way be else- 
where at the same time, and that in truth 
and reality it is far away from the bread, and 
not in the bread and with the bread. 4. Bucer 
is therefore manifestly wrong in contending 
that they [the Zwinglians] are in agreement 
with us. For we say that it is not necessary 
for the body of Christ to be in but one place. 
We say that it can be in different places, 
whether this occurs locally or in some other 
secret way by which different places are as 
one point present at the same time to the 
person of Christ. We, therefore, affirm a true 
and real presence of the body of Christ with 
the bread. 5. If Bucer wishes to accept the 
opinion of Zwingli and Oecolampadius, he will 
never dare to say that the body of Christ is 
really with the bread without geometric dis- 
tance. 9. Here they [the Zwinglians] wish 
the word ‘presence’ to be understood only con- 
cerning efficacy and the Holy Spirit. 10. We, 
however, require not only the presence of 
power, but of the body. This Bucer purposely 
disguises. 11. They simply hold that the body 
of Christ is in heaven, and that in reality 
- it is neither with the bread nor in the bread. 
12. Nevertheless they say that the body of 
Christ is truly present, but by contemplation 
of faith, i. ¢. by imagination. 13. Such is 
simply their opinion. They deceive men by 
saying that the body is truly present, yet add- 
ing afterwards, ‘by contemplation of faith, 
7. @., by imagination. 14. We teach that 
Christ’s body is truly and really present with 
the bread or in the bread. 15... . Although 
we say that the body of Christ is really 
present, Luther does not say that it is present 
locally, namely, in some mass, by circumserip- 
tion; but in the manner by which Christ’s 
person or the entire Christ is present to all 
creatures. ... We deny transubstantiation, 
and that the body is locally in the bread,” ete. 
(2, 222. 311. 315.) 

Such were the views of Melanchthon in and 
before 1530. And publicly and formally he 
continued to adhere to Luther’s teaching. In 
an Opinion written 1534, prior to his conven- 
tion with Bucer at Cassel, he said: “If Christ 
were a mere creature and not God, He would 
not be with us essentially, even if He had the 
government; but since He is God, He gives 
His body as a testimony that He is essentially 
with us always. This sense of the Sacrament 
is both simple and comforting. ... There- 
fore I conclude that Christ’s body and blood 
are truly with the bread anf wine, that is to 
say, Christ essentially, not figuratively. But 
here we must cast aside the thoughts proffered 
by reason, viz., how Christ ascends and de- 
scends, hides Himself in the bread, and is no- 
where else.” (2, 801.) In 1536 Melanchthon 
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signed the Wittenberg Concord, which plainly 
taught that the body and blood of Christ are 
received also by unworthy guests. (CONC. . 
TricL. 977, 12 ff.) In 1537 he subscribed to 
the Smalcald Articles, in which Luther 
brought out his doctrine of the real presence 
in most unequivocal terms, declaring that 
“bread and wine in the Supper are the true 
body and blood of Christ, and are given and 
received not only by the godly, but also by 
wicked Christians.” (Conc. Trict, 493,1.) In 
his letter to Flacius of September 5, 1556, 
Melanchthon solemnly declared: “I have never 
changed the doctrine of the Confession.” 
(O. R. 8,841.) September 6, 1557, he wrote: 
“We all embrace and retain the Confession 
together with the Apology and the confession 
of Luther written previous to the Synod at 
Mantua.” (9, 260.) Again, in November of 
the same year: “Regarding the Lord’s Sup- 


Wper, we retain the Augsburg Confession and 


Apology.” (9,371.) In an Opinion of March 
4, 1558, Melanchthon declared that in the 
Holy Supper the Son of God is truly and sub- 
stantially present in such a manner that when 
we use it, He gives us with the bread and wine 
His body,” ete., and that Zwingli was wrong 
when he declared “that it is a mere outward 
sign, and that Christ is not essentially present 
in it, and that it is a mere sign by which 
Christians know each other.” (9,472f.) Sev- 


“eral months before his death, in his preface 


to the Corpus Philippicum, Melanchthon de- 
clared that in the Holy Supper “Christ is 
truly and substantially present and truly ad- 
ministered to those who take the body and 
blood of Christ,” and that in it “He gives His 
body and blood to him who eats and drinks.” 
(Richard, 389.) 


200. Melanchthon’s Private Views. 


While Melanchthon, in a public and formal 
way, continued, in the manner indicated, to 
maintain orthodox appearances till his death, 
he had inwardly and in reality since 1530 
come to be more and more of a stranger to 
Luther’s firmness of conviction, also with re- 
spect to the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. 
Influenced by an undue respect for the 
authority of the ancient fathers and misled 
by his reason or, as Luther put it, by his 
philosophy, he gradually lost his firm hold on 
the clear words of the institution of the Holy 
Supper. As a result he became a wavering 
reed, driven to and fro with the wind, now 
verging toward Luther, now toward Calvin. 
Always oscillating between truth and error;- 
he was unable to rise to the certainty of firm 
doctrinal conviction, and the immovable stand 
which characterized Luther. In a letter dated 
May 24, 1538, in which he revealed the tor- 
ments of his distracted and doubting soul, he 
wrote to Veit Dietrich: “Know that for ten 
years neither a night nor a day has passed in 
which I did not reflect on this matter,” the 
Lord’s Supper. (0. R. 3,537.) And his doubts 
led to a departure from his own former posi- 
tion, — a fact for which also sufficient evi- 
dences are not wholly lacking. “Already in 
1531,” says Seeberg, “Melanchthon secretly 
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expressed his opinion plainly enough to the 
effect that it was sufficient to acknowledge 
a presence of the divinity of Christ in the 
Lord’s Supper, but not a union of the body 
and the bread. Hp., p. 85.” (Dogg. 4, 2, 447.) 

That Melanchthon’s later public statements 
and protestations concerning his faithful ad- 
herence to the doctrine of the Augsburg Con- 
fession must be more or less discounted, ap- 
pears, apart from other considerations, from 
his own admission that he was wont to dis- 
simulate in these and other matters; from 
his private letters, in which he favorably re- 
fers to the symbolical interpretation of the 
words of institution; from his communication 
to Philip of Hesse with regard to Luther’s 
article on the Lord’s Supper at Smalcald, re- 
ferred to in a previous chapter; from the 
changes which he made 1540 in Article X of 
the Augsburg Confession; from his later in- 
definite statements concerning the real pres- 
ence in the Holy Supper; from his intimate 
relations and his cordial correspondence with 
Calvin; from his public indifference and neu- 
trality during the eucharistic controversy 
with the Calvinists; and from his unfriendly 
attitude toward the champions of Luther in 
this conflict. 


201. Misled by Oecolampadius and Bucer. 


That Melanchthon permitted himself to be 
guided by human authorities rather than by 
the clear Word of God alone, appears from 
the fact that Oecolampadius’s Dialogus of 
1530 — which endeavored to show that the 
symbolical interpretation of the words of in- 
stitution is found also in the writings of the 
Church Fathers, notably in those of St. Augus- 
tine, and which Melanchthon, in a letter to 
Luther (0. &. 2,217), says, was written “with 
greater exactness (accuratius) than he is 
otherwise wont to write’ — made such a pro- 
found impression on him that ever since, as 
is shown by some of his private letters, to 
which we shall presently refer, he looked with 
increasing favor on the figurative interpre- 
tation. - 

As a result, Melanchthon’s attitude toward 
the Southern Germans and the Zwinglians 
also underwent a marked change. When he 
left to attend the conference with Bucer at 
Cassel, in December, 1534, Luther in strong 
terms enjoined him to defend the sacramental 
union and the oral eating and drinking; 
namely, that in and with the bread the body 
of Christ is truly present, distributed, and 
eaten. Luther’s Opinion in this matter, dated 
December 17, 1534, concludes as follows: 
“Und ist Summa das unsere Meinung, dass 
wahrhaftig in und mit dem’ Brot der. Leib 
Christi gegessen wird, also dass alles, was das 
Brot wirkt und leidet, der Leib Christi wirke 
und leide, dass er ausgeteilt [ge]gessen und 
mit den Zaehnen zerbissen werde.” (St. L. 17, 
2052.) Self-evidently, when writing thus, 
Luther had no Capernaitic eating and drink- 
ing in mind, his object merely being, as stated, 
to emphasize the reality of the sacramental 
union. January 10, 1535, however, the day 
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after his return from Cassel, Melanchthon 
wrote to his intimate friend Camerarius that 
at Cassel he had been the messenger, not of 
his own, but of a foreign opinion. (0. &. 2, 
822.) 

As a matter of fact, Melanchthon returned 
to Wittenberg a convert to the compromise 
formula of Bucer, according to which Christ’s 
body and blood are truly and substantially 


‘received in the Sacrament, but are not really 


connected with the bread and wine, the signs 
or signa exhibitiva, as Bucer called them. 
Stating the difference between Luther and 
Bucer, as he now saw it, Melanchthon said: 
The only remaining question therefore is the 
one concerning the physical union of the bread 
and body, — and of what need is this ques- 
tion? TYantum igitur reliqua est quaestio de 
physica coniunctione panis et corporis, qua 
quaestione quid opus est?” (OC. R. 2, 827. 842; 
St. L. 17, 2057.) To Erhard Schnepf he had 
written: “He [Bucer] confesses that, when 
these things, bread and wine, are given, Christ 
is truly and substantially present. As for me, 
I would not demand anything further.” (0. R. 
2, 787.) In February he wrote to Brenz: 
“T plainly judge that they [Bucer, etc.] are 
not far from the view of our men; indeed, 
in the matter itself they agree with us (reipsa 
convenire) ; nor do I condemn them.” (2, 843; 
St. L. 17, 2065.) This, however, was not Lu- 
ther’s view. In a following letter Melanch- 
thon said: “Although Luther does not openly 
condemn it [the formula of Bucer], yet he did 
not wish to give his opinion upon it as yet. 
Lutherus, etsi non plane damnat, tamen non- 
dum voluit pronuntiare.” (C. R. 2,843; St. L. 
17, 2062.) <A-letter of February 1, 1535, to 
Philip of Hesse and another of February 3, to 
Bucer, also both reveal, on the one hand, Me- 
lanchthon’s desire for a union on Bucer’s plat- 
form and, on the other, Luther’s attitude of 
aloofness and distrust. (C. R. 2, 836. 841.) 


202. Secret Letters and the Variata 
of 1540. 


In the letter to Camerarius of January 10, 
1535, referred to in the preceding paragraph, 
Melanchthon plainly indicates that his views 
of the Holy Supper no longer agreed with 
Luther’s. “Do not ask for my opinion now,” 
says he, “for I was the messenger of an 
opinion foreign to me, although, forsooth, 
I will not hide what I think when I shall 
have heard what our men answer. But con- 
cerning this entire matter either personally, 
or when I shall have more reliable messengers. 
Meam sententiam noli nune requirere; fui 
eum nuntius alienae, etsi profecto non dis- 
simulabo, quid sentiam, ubi audiero, quid re- 
spondeant nostri. Ac de hac re tota aut 
coram, aut cum habebo certiores tabellarios.” 
(2, 822.) Two days later, January 12, 1535, 
Melanchthon wrote a letter to Brenz (partly 
in Greek, which language he employed when 
he imparted thoughts which he regarded as 
dangerous, as, e. g., in his defamatory letter to 
Camerarius, July 24, 1525, on Luther’s mar- 
riage; O. R. 1,754), in which he lifted the 
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veil still more and gave a clear glimpse of his 
own true inwardness. From this letter it 
plainly appears that Melanchthon was no 
longer sure of the correctness of the literal 
interpretation of the words of institution, the 
very foundation of Luther’s entire doctrine 
concerning the Holy Supper. 

The letter reads, in part, as follows: “You 
have written several times concerning the 
Sacramentarians, and you disadvise the Con- 
cord, even though they should incline towards 
Luther’s opinion. My dear Brenz, if there are 
any who differ from us regarding the Trinity 
or other articles, I will have no alliance with 
them, but regard them as such who are to be 
execrated.... Concerning the Concord, how- 
ever, no action whatever has as yet been 
taken. I have only brought Bucer’s opinions 
here [to Wittenberg]. But I wish that I could 
talk to you personally concerning the contro- 
versy. I do not constitute myself a judge, and 
readily yield to you, who govern the Church, 
and I affirm the real presence of Christ in the 
Supper. I do not desire to be the author or 
defender of a new dogma in the Church, but 
I see that there are many testimonies of the 
ancient writers who without any ambiguity 
explain the mystery typically and tropically 
[xeol téxov xal toomna@s], while the- oppos- 
ing testimonies are either more modern or 
spurious. You, too, will have to investigate 
whether you defend the ancient opinion. But 
I do wish earnestly that the pious Church 
would decide this case without sophistry and 
tyranny. In France and at other places many 
are_killed on account of this opinion. And 
many applaud such judgments without any 
good reason, and strengthen the fury of the 
tyrants. To tell the truth, this matter pains 
me not a little. Therefore my only request is 
that you do not pass on this matter rashly, 
but consult also the ancient Church. I most 
fervently desire that a concord be effected 
without any sophistry. But I desire also that 
good men may be able to confer on this great 
matter in a friendly manner. Thus a con- 
cord might be established without sophistry. 
For I do not doubt that the adversaries would 
gladly abandon the entire dogma if they be- 
lieved that it was new. You know that 
among them are many very good men. Now 
they incline toward Luther, being moved by 
a few testimonies of ecclesiastical writers. 
What, then, do you think, ought to be done? 
Will you forbid also that we confer together? 
As for me, I desire that we may be able fre- 
quently to confer, together on this matter as 
well as on many others. You see that in other 
articles they as well as we now explain many 
things more skilfully (dewterius) since they 
have begun to be agitated among us more dili- 
gently. However, I conclude and ask you to 
put the best construction on this letter, and, 
after reading it, to tear it up immediately, 
and to show it te nobody.” (0. R. 2, 823f.; 
Luther, St. L. 17, 2060.) 

In a letter to Veit Dietrich, dated April 23, 
1538, Melanchthon declares: ‘In order not to 
deviate too far from the ancients, I have main- 
tained a sacramental presence in the use, and 
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said that, when these things are given, Christ 
is truly present and efficacious. That is cer- 
tainly enough. I have not added an inclusion 
or a connection by which the body is affixed 
to, concatenated or mixed with, the bread. 
Sacraments are covenants [assuring us] that 
something else is present when the things are 
received. Nec addidi inclusionem aut con- 
iunctionem talem, qua affigeretur 1 dot@m to 
o@ma, aut ferruminaretur, aut misceretur. 
Sacramenta pacta sunt, wt rebus sumptis ad- 
sit aliud.... What more do you desire? And 
this will have to be resorted to lest you de- 
fend what some even now are saying, viz., 
that the body and blood are tendered sepa- 
rately — separatim tradi corpus et sanguinem. 
This, too, is new and will not even please the 
Papists. Error is fruitful, as the saying goes. 
That physical connection (illa physica con- 


. dynctio) breeds many questions: Whether the 


parts are separate; whether included; when 
[in what moment] they are present; whether 
[they are present] apart from the use. Of 
this nothing is read among the ancients. Nor 
do I, my dear Veit, carry these disputations 
into the Church; and in the Loci I have 
spoken so sparingly on this matter in order 
to lead the youth away from these questions. 
Such is in brief and categorically what 
I think. But I wish that the two most cruel 
tyrants; animosity and sophistry, would be re- 
moved for a while, and a just deliberation 
held concerning the entire matter. If I have 
not satisfied you by this simple answer, I shall 
expect of you a longer discussion. I judge 
that in this manner I am speaking piously, 
carefully, and modestly concerning the sym- 
bols, and approach as closely as possible to 
the opinion of the ancients.” (0. R. 3,514 f.) 
A month later, May 24, Melanchthon again 
added: “I have simply written you what 
I think, nor do I detract anything from the 
words. For I know that Christ is truly and 
substantially present and efficacious when we 
use the symbols. You also admit a synecdoche. 
But to add a division and separation of the 
body and blood, that is something altogether 
new and unheard of in the universal ancient 
Church.” (3,536; 7, 882.) 

Evidently, then, Melanchthon’s attitude 
toward the Reformed and his views concern- 
ing the Lord’s Supper had undergone remark- 
able changes since 1530. And in order to 
clear the track for his own changed senti- 
ments and to enable the Reformed, in the 
interest of an ultimate union, to subscribe the 
Augsburg Confession, Melanchthon, in 1540, 
altered its Tenth Article in the manner set 
forth in a previous chapter. Schaff remarks: 
Calvin’s view of the Lord’s Supper “was in 
various ways officially recognized in the Augs- 
burg Confession of 1540.” (1, 280.) Such at 
any rate was the construction the Reformed 
everywhere put on the alteration. It was gen- 
erally regarded by them to be an essential con- 
cession to Calvinism. Melanchthon, too, was 
well aware of this; but he did absolutely 
nothing to obviate this interpretation — no 
doubt, because it certainly was not very far 
from the truth. 


XVIII. The Crypto-Calvinistic Controversy. 


2038. Not in Sympathy with Lutheran 
Champions. 


When Westphal, in 1552, pointed out the 
Calvinistic menace and sounded the tocsin, 
loyal Lutherans everywhere enlisted in the 
controversy to defend Luther’s doctrine con- 
cerning the real presence and the divine 
majesty of Christ’s human nature. But Me- 
lanchthon again utterly failed the Lutheran 
Church both as a leader and a private. For 
although Lutheranism in this controversy was 
fighting for its very existence, Master Philip 
remained silent, non-committal, neutral. 
Viewed in the light of the conditions then 
prevailing, it was impossible to construe this 
attitude as pro-Lutheran. Moreover, when- 
ever and wherever Melanchthon, in his letters 
and opinions written during this controversy, 
did show his colors to some extent, it was but 
too apparent that his mind and heart was 
with the enemies rather than with the cham- 
pions of Lutheranism. For while his letters 
abound with flings and thrusts against the 
men who defended the doctrines of the sacra- 
mental union and the omnipresence of the 
human nature of Christ, he led Calvin and his 
adherents to believe that he was in sympathy 
with them and their cause. 

Melanchthon’s animosity ran high not only 
against such extremists as Saliger (Beatus) 
and Fredeland (both were deposed in Lue- 
beck 1568, and Saliger again in Rostock 1569), 
who taught that in virtue of the consecration 
before the use (ante wswm) bread and wine 
are the body and blood of Christ, denouncing 
all who denied this as Sacramentarians 
(Gieseler 3, 2,257), but also against all those 
who faithfully adhered to, and defended, Lu- 
ther’s phraseology concerning the Lord’s Sup- 
per. He rejected the teaching of Westphal and 
the Hamburg ministers, according to which, 
in the Lord’s Supper, the bread is properly 
called the body of Christ and the wine the 
blood of Christ, and stigmatized their doc- 
trine as “bread-worship, aotolatosia.” (C.R, 
8, 362. 660. 791; 9, 470. 962.) 

In a similar manner Melanchthon ridiculed 
the old Lutheran teaching of the omnipresence 
of Christ according to His human nature as 
a new and foolish doctrine. Concerning the 
Confession and Report of the Wuerttemberg 
Theologians, framed by Brenz and. adopted 
1559, which emphatically asserted the real 
presence, as well as the omnipresence of 
Christ also according to His human nature, 
Melanchthon remarked contemptuously in a 
letter to Jacob Runge, dated February 1, 1560, 
and in a letter to G. Cracow, dated Febru- 
ary 3, 1560, that he could not characterize 
“the decree of the Wuerttemberg Fathers 
(Abbates Wirtebergenses) more aptly than as 
Hechinger Latin (Hechingense Latinum, He- 
chinger Latewm),” i.e., as absurd and insipid 
teaching. (9, 1035f.; 7, 780. 884.) 


204. Melanchthon Claimed by Calvin. 


In 1554 Nicholas Gallus of Regensburg re- 
published, with a preface of his own, Philip 
Melanchthon’s Opinions of Some Ancient 
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Writers Concerning the Lord’s Supper. The 
timely reappearance of this book, which Me- 
lanchthon, in 1530, had directed against the 
Zwinglians, was most embarrassing to him as 
well as to his friend Calvin. The latter, there- 
fore, now urged him to break his silence and 
come out openly against his public assailants. 
But Melanchthon did not consider it expedient 
to comply with this request. Privately, how- 
ever, he answered, October 14, 1554: “As re- 
gards your admonition in your last letter that 
I repress the ignorant clamors of those who 
renew the strife concerning the bread-worship, 
know that some of them carry on this dispu- 
tation out of hatred toward me in order to 
have a plausible reason for oppressing me. 
Quod me hortaris, ut reprimam ineruditos 
clamores illorum, qui renovant certamen seot 
aotohatoslas, scito, quosdam praecipue odio 
mei eam disputationem movere, ut habeant 
plausibilem causam ad me opprimendwm.” 
(8, 362.) 

Fully persuaded that he was in complete 
doctrinal agreement with his Wittenberg 
friend on the controverted questions, Calvin 
finally, in his Last Admonition (Ultima Ad- 
monitio) to Westphal, 1557, publicly claimed 
Melanchthon as his ally, and implored him to 
give public testimony “that they [the Cal- 
vinists and Zwinglians] teach nothing foreign 
to the Augsburg Confession, nihil alienwm nos 
tradere a Confessione Augustana.” “TI con- 
firm,” Calvin here declared, “that in this cause 
[concerning the Lord’s Supper] Philip can no 
more be torn from me than from his own 
bowels. Confirmo, non magis a me Philippum 
quam a propriis visceribus in hac causa posse 
divelli.” (0. R. 387 [Calvini Opp. 9], 148. 149. 
193. 466; Gieseler 3, 2, 219; Tschackert, 536.) 
Melanchthon, however, continued to preserve © 
his sphinxlike silence, which indeed declared 
as loud as words could have done that he 
favored the Calvinists, and was opposed to 
those who defended Luther’s doctrine. To 
Mordeisen he wrote, November 15, 1557: “If 
you will permit me to live at a different place, 
I shall reply, both truthfully and earnestly, 
to these unlearned sycophants, and say things 
that are useful to the Church.” (C. R. 9, 374.) 

After the death of Melanchthon, Calvin 
wrote in his Dilucida Explicatio against Hess- 
husius, 1561: “O Philip Melanchthon! For 
it is to you that I appeal, who art living with 
Christ in the presence of God and there wait- 
ing for us until we shall be assembled with 
you into blessed rest. A hundred times you 
have said, when, fatigued with labor and over- 
whelmed with cares, you, as an intimate 
friend, familiarly laid your head upon my 
breast: Would to God I might die on this 
bosom! But afterwards I have wished a thou- 
sand times that we might be granted to be to- 
gether. You would certainly have been more 
courageous to engage in battle and stronger to 
despise envy, and disregard false accusations. 
In this way, too, the wickedness of many 
would have been restrained whose audacity to 
revile grew from your pliability, as they 
called it. O Philippe Melanchthon! Te enim 
appello, qui apud Dewm cum Ohristo vivis, 
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nosque illic exspectas, donec tecum in beatam 
quietem colligamur. Diwisti centies, quum 
fessus laboribus et molestiis oppressus caput 
familiariter in sinum mewm deponeres: Uti- 
nam, utinam moriar in hoc sinu! Hgo vero 
millies postea optavi nobis contingere, ut 
simul essemus. COerte animosior fuisses ad 
obeunda certamina et ad spernendam invidiam 
falsasque criminationes pro nihilo ducendas 
fortior. Hoc quoque modo cohibita fuisset 
multorum improbitas, quibus ew tua mollitie, 
quam vocabant, crevit insultandi audacia.” 
(O. R. 87 [Calvini Opp. 9], 461 f.) It was not 
Melanchthon, but Westphal, who disputed Cal- 
vin’s claim by publishing (1557) extracts 
from Melanchthon’s former writings under 
the title: Olarissimi Viri Ph. Melanchthonis 
Sententia de Coena Domini, ex scriptis eius 
collecta. But, alas, the voice of the later Me- 
lanchthon was not that of the former! 


205, Advising the Crypto-Calvinists. 


In various other ways Melanchthon showed 
his impatience with the defenders of Luther’s 
doctrine and his sympathy with their Cal- 
vinistic opponents. When Timann of Bremen, 
who sided with, Westphal, opposed Harden- 
berg, a secret, but decided Calvinist, Melanch- 
thon admonished the latter not to rush into 
a conflict with his colleagues, but to dissimu- 
late. He says-in a letter of April 23, 1556: 
“Te autem oro, ne properes ad certamen cum 
collegis. Oro etiam, ut multa dissimules.” 
(C. R. 8,736.) Another letter (May 9, 1557), 
in which he advises Hardenberg how to pro- 
ceed against his opponents, begins as follows: 
“Reverend Sir and Dear Brother. As you see, 
not only the controversy, but also the mad- 
ness (rabies) of the writers who establish the 
bread-worship is growing.” (9, 154.) He 
meant theologians who, like Timann and 
Westphal, defended Luther’s doctrine that in 
the Lord’s Supper the bread is truly the body 
of Christ and the wine truly the blood of 
Christ, and that Christ is truly present also 
according to His human nature. Again, when 
at Heidelberg, in 1559, Hesshusius refused to 
acknowledge the Calvinist Klebitz (who had 
publicly defended the Reformed doctrine) as 
’ his assistant in the distribution of the Lord’s 
Supper, and Elector Frederick III, the patron 
of the Crypto-Calvinists, who soon after 
joined the Reformed Church, demanded that 
Hesshusius come to an agreement with Kle- 
bitz, and finally deposed the former and dis- 
missed the latter, Melanchthon approved of 
the unionistie methods of the Elector, and 
prepared ambiguous formulas to satisfy both 
parties. 

In the Opinion requested by the Plector, 
dated November 1, 1559, Melanehthon said: 
“To answer is not difficult, but dangerous. ... 
Therefore I approve of the measure of the 
illustrious Elector, commanding silence to the 
disputants on both sides [Hesshusius and the 
Calvinist Klebitz], lest dissension occur in 
the weak church... . The contentious men 
having been removed, it will be profitable that 
the rest agree on one form of words. It would 
be best in this controversy to retain the words 
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of Paul: ‘The bread which we break is the 
communion (xowwria) of Christ. Much 
ought to be said concerning the fruit of the 
Supper to invite men to love this pledge and 
to use it frequently. And the word ‘com- 
munion’ must be explained: Paul does’ not 
say that the nature of the bread is changed, 
as the Papists say; He does not say, as those 
of Bremen do, that the bread is the substan- 
tial body of Christ; he does not say that the 
bread is the true body of Christ, as Hess- 
husius does; but that it is the communion, 
i.e. that by which the union occurs (con- 
sociatio fit) with the body of Christ, which 
occurs in the use, and certainly not without 
thinking, as when mice gnaw the bread... . 
The Son of God is present in the ministry of 
the Gospel, and there He is certainly effica- 
cious in the believers, and He is present not 


. OW account of the bread, but on account of 


man, as He says, ‘Abide in Me and I in you.’ 
Again: ‘I am in My Father, and you in Me, 
and I in you.’ And in these true consolations 
He makes us members of His, and testifies 
that He will raise our bodies. Thus the 
ancients explain the Lord’s Supper.” (0. R. 9, 
961.) No doubt, Calvin, too, would readily 
have subscribed to these ambiguous and in- 
definite statements. C.P.Krauth pertinently 
remarks: “Whatever may he the meaning of 
Melanehthon’s words in the disputed cases, 
this much is certain, that they practically 
operated as if the worse sense were the real 
one, and their mischievousness was not dimin- 
ished, but aggravated, by their obscurity and 
double meaning. They did the work of avowed 
error, and yet could not be reached as candid 
error might.” (Cons. Ref., 291.) 


206. Historians on Melanchthon’s 
Doctrinal Departures. 


Modern historians are generally agreed that 
also with respect to the Lord’s Supper the 
later Melanchthon was not identical with the 
earlier. Tschackert: ‘“Melanchthon had long 
ago [before the outbreak of the second contro- 
versy on the Lord’s Supper] receded from the 
peculiarities of the Lutheran doctrine of the 
Lord’s Supper; he was satisfied with main- 
taining the personal presence of Christ dur- 
ing the Supper, leaving the mode of His pres- 
ence and efficacy in doubt.” (532.) Seeberg, 
who maintains that Melanchthon as early as 
1531 departed from Luther’s teaching con- 
cerning the Lord’s Supper, declares: ‘“Me- 
lanchthon merely does not want to admit that 
the body of Christ is really eaten in the Sup- 
per, and that it is omnipresent as such.” (4, 2, 
449.) Theo. Kolde: “It should never have 
been denied that these alterations in Article X 
of the Augustana involved real changes. . . 
In view of his gradually changed conception 
of the Lord’s Supper, there can be no doubt 
that he sought to leave open for himself and 
others the possibility of associating also with 
the Swiss.” (25.) Schaff: ‘Melanchthon’s 
later view of the Lord’s Supper agreed essen- 
tially with that of Calvin.” (1, 280.) 

Such, then, being the attitude of Melanch- 
thon as to the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, 
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it was but natural and consistent that his 
pupils, who looked up to Master Philip with 
unbounded admiration, should become decided 
Calvinists. Melanchthon, chiefly, must be 
held responsible for the Calvinistic menace 
which threatened the Lutheran Church after 
the death of Luther. In the interest of fra- 
ternal relations with the Swiss, he was ready 
to compromise and modify the Lutheran truth. 
Had he had his way, and had not the tendency 
which he inaugurated been checked, the Lu- 
theran Church would have lost its character 
and been transformed into a Reformed or, at 
least, a unionistie body. In a degree, this 
guilt was shared also by his older Wittenberg 
colleagues: Caspar Cruciger, Sr., Paul Eber, 
John Foerster, and others, who evidently in- 
clined toward Melanchthon’s view and atti- 
tude also in the matter concerning the Lord’s 
Supper. Caspar Cruciger, for example, as ap- 
pears from his letter to Veit Dietrich, dated 
April 18, 1538, taught the bodily presence of 
Christ in the use of the Lord’s Supper, -but 
not “the division or separation of the body 
and blood.” (OC. R. 3,510.) Shortly before his 
death} as related in a previous chapter, Lu- 
ther had charged these men with culpable 
silence with regard to the truth, declaring: 
“Tf you believe as you speak in my presence, 
then speak the same way in church, in public 
lectures, in sermons, and in private discus- 
sions, and strengthen your brethren, and lead 
the erring back to the right way, and contra- 
dict the wilful spirits; otherwise your con- 
fession is a mere sham and will be of no value 
whatever.” (Walther, 40.) Refusal to confess 
the truth will ultimately always result in re- 
jection of the truth. Silence here is the first 
step to open denial. 


207. Westphal First to Sound Tocsin. 


Foremost among the men who saw through 
Calvin’s plan of propagating the Reformed 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper under phrases 
coming as close as possible to the Lutheran 
terminology, and who boldly, determinedly, 
and ably opposed the Calvinistic propaganda, 
was Joachim Westphal of Hamburg [born 
1510; 1527 in Wittenberg; since 1541 pastor 
in Hamburg; died January 16, 1574]. Fully 
realizing the danger which threatened the en- 
tire Lutheran Church, he regarded it as his 
sacred duty to raise his voice and warn the 
Lutherans against the Calvinistic menace. 
He did so in a publication entitled: “Farrago 
Confusanearum et inter se Dissidentium Opi- 
nionum de Ooena Domini — Medley of Con- 
fused and Mutually Dissenting Opinions on 
the Lord’s Supper, compiled from the books 
of the Sacramentarians,” 1552. In it he 
proved that in reality Calvin and his ad- 
herents, despite their seemingly orthodox 
phrases, denied the real presence of the body 
and blood of Christ in the Lord’s Supper just 
as emphatically and decidedly as Zwingli had 
done., At the same time he refuted in strong 
terms the Reformed doctrine in the manner 
indicated by the title, and maintained the 
Lutheran doctrine of the real presence, the 
oral eating and drinking (manducatio oralis), 
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also of unbelievers. Finally he appealed to 
the Lutheran theologians and magistrates 
everywhere to guard their churches against 
the Calvinistie peril. “The Farrago,” says 
Kruske, “signified the beginning of the end 
of Calvin’s domination in Germany.” Schaff: ~ 
“The controversy of Westphal against Calvin 
and the subsequent overthrow of Melanch- 
thonianism completed and consolidated the 
separation of the two Confessions,” Lutheran 
and Reformed. (Creeds 1, 280.) 

Thus Westphal stands preeminent among 
the men who saved the Lutheran Church from 
the Calvinistic peril. To add fuel to the anti- 
Calvinistic movement, Westphal, in the year 
following, published a second book: “Correct 
Faith (Recta Fides) Concerning the Lord’s 
Supper, demonstrated and confirmed from the 
words of the Apostle Paul and the Evan- 
gelists,” 1553. Here he again called upon all 
true disciples of Luther to save his doctrine 
from the onslaughts of the Calvinists, who, 
he declared, stooped to every method in order 
to conquer Germany for Zwinglianism. 

Westphal’s fiery appeals for Lutheran 
loyalty received a special emphasis and wide 
publicity when the Pole, John of Lasco 
(Laski), who in 1553, together with 175 mem- 
bers of his London congregation, had -been 
driven from England by Bloody Mary, reached 
the Continent. The liberty which Lasco, who 
in 1552 had publicly adopted the Consensus 
Tigurinus, requested in Lutheran territories 
for himself and his Reformed congregation, 
was refused: in Denmark, Wismar, Luebeck, 
and Hamburg, but finally granted in Frank- 
fort-on-the-Main. Soon after, in 1554, the 
Calvinistic preacher Micronius, who also 
sought refuge in Hamburg, was forbidden to 
make that city the seat of Reformed activity 
and propaganda. As a result, Calvin decided 
to enter the arena against Westphal. In 1555 
he published his Defensio Sanae et Orthodoxae 
Doctrinae de Sacramentis, “Defense of the 
Sound and Orthodox Doctrine Concerning the 
Sacraments and Their Nature, Power, Pur- 
pose, Use, and Fruit, which the pastors and 
ministers of the churches in Zurich and 
Geneva before this have comprised into a 
brief formula of the mutual Agreement” (Con- 
sensus Tigurinus). In it he attacked West- 
phal in such an insulting and overbearing 
manner (comparing him, e.g., with “a mad 
dog”) that from the very beginning the con- 
troversy was bound\to assume a personal and 
acrimonious character, 


208. Controversial Publications. 


After Calvin had, entered the controversy, 
Westphal was joined by such Lutherans as 
John Timann, Paul vy. Hitzen, Erhard Schnepf, 
Alber, Gallus, Flacius, Judex, Brenz, Andreae, 
and others. Calvin, on the other hand, was 
supported by asco, Bullinger, Ochino, Vale- 
randus Polanus, Beza (the most scurrillous of 
all the opponents of Lutheranism), and Bibli- 
ander. In 1555 Westphal published three ad- 
ditional books: Collection (Collectanea) of 
Opinions of Aurelius Augustine Concerning 
the Lord’s Supper, and Faith (Fides) of Oyril, 


182 


Bishop of Alexandria, Concerning the Pres- 
ence of the Body and Blood of Christ, and 
Adversus cuiusdam Sacramentaru Falsam 
Criminationem Iusta Defensio, “Just Defense 
against the False Accusation of a Certain 
Sacramentarian.” The last publication was 
a personal defense against the insults and in- 
vectives of Calvin and a further proof of the 
claim that the Calvinists were united only in 
their denial of the real presence of Christ in 
the Lord’s Supper. Coming to the support of 
Westphal, John Timann, Pastor in Bremen, 
published in 1555: “Medley (Farrago) of 
Opinions Agreeing in the True and Catholic 
Doctrine Concerning the Lord’s Supper, which 
the churches of the Augsburg Confession have 
embraced with firm assent and in one spirit 
according to the divine Word.” 

In the following year Calyin wrote his 
Secunda Defensio .. . 
Calumnias, “Second Defense of the Pious and 
Orthodox Faith, against the Calumnies of 
J. Westphal,” a vitriolic book, dedicated to 
the Crypto-Calvinists, viz., “to all ministers 
of Christ who cultivate and follow the pure 
doctrine of the Gospel in the churches of 
Saxony and Lower Germany.” In it Calvin 
declared: “I teach that Christ, though absent 
according to His body, is nevertheless not only 
present with us according to His divine power, 
but also makes His flesh vivifying for us.” 
(CO. R. 37 [Calvini Opp. 9], 79.) Lasco also 
wrote two books against Westphal and Ti- 
mann, defending his congregation at Frank- 
fort, and endeavoring to show the agreement 
between the Calvinian doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper and the Augsburg Confession. In 
1556 Henry Bullinger appeared on the battle- 
field with his Apologetical Exposition, Apolo- 
getica Hapositio, in which he endeavored to 
show that the ministers of the churches in 
Zurich do not follow any heretical dogma in 
the doctrine concerning the Lord’s Supper. 

In the same year, 1556, Westphal published 
Epistola, qua Breviter Respondet ad Oonvicia 
I. Calvini — “Letter in which He [Westphal] 
Answers Briefly to the Invectives of J. Cal- 
vin,” and “Answer (Responsum) to the Writ- 
ing of John of Lasco, in which he transforms 
the Augsburg Confession into Zwinglianism.” 
In the same year Westphal published ‘“Confes- 
sion of Faith (Confessio Fidei) Concerning 
the Sacrament of the Bucharist, in which the 
ministers of the churches of Saxony maintain 
the presence of the body and blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ in the Holy Supper, and 
answer regarding the book of Calvin dedicated 
to them.” This publication contained opinions 
which Westphal had secured from the minis- 
teriums of Magdeburg (including Wigand and 
Flacius), of Mansfeld, Bremen, Hildesheim, 
Hamburg, lLuebeck, Lueneburg, Brunswick 
(Moerlin and Chemnitz), Hannover, Wismar, 
Schwerin, ete. All of these ministeriums de- 
clared themselves unanimously and definitely 
in favor of Luther’s doctrine, appealing to 
the words of institution as they read. In 1557 
Erhard Schnepf [born 1595; active in Nas- 
sau, Marburg, Speier, Augsburg; attended 
convents in Smalcald 1537; in Regensburg 
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1546; in Worms 1557; died 1558], then in 
Jena, published his Confession Concerning the 
Supper. In the same year Paul von Hitzen 
[born 1522; died 1598; refused to sign For- 
mula of Concord] published his Defense of the 
True Doctrine Concerning the Supper of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ. Westphal also made a 
second attack on Lasco in his “Just Defense 
against the Manifest Falsehoods of J. A. Lasco 
which he spread in his letter to the King of 
Poland against the Saxon Churches,” 1557. 
In it he denounces Lasco and his congregation 
of foreigners, and calls upon the magistrates 
to institute proceedings against them. 

Calvin now published his Ultima Admonitio, 
“Last Admonition of John Calvin to J. West- 
phal, who, if he does not obey (obtemperet), 
must thenceforth be held in the manner as 
Paul commands us to hold obstinate heretics; 
in this writing the vain censures of the Mag- 

burgians and others, by which they endeav- 
ored to wreck heaven and earth, are also 
refuted,” 1557. Here Calvin plainly reveals 
his Zwinglianism and says: “This is the sum- 
mary of our doctrine, that the flesh of Christ 
is a vivifying bread because it truly nourishes 
and feeds our souls when by faith we coalesce 
with it. This, we teach, occurs spiritually 
only, because the bond of this sacred unity is 
the secret and incomprehensible power of the 
Holy Spirit.” (0. R. 37 [Calvini Opp. 9], 162.) 
In this book Calvin also, as stated above, ap- 
peals to Melanchthon to add his testimony 
that “we [the Calvinists] teach nothing that 
conflicts with the Augsburg Confession.” 

Though Calvin had withdrawn from the 
arena, Westphal continued to give public testi- 
mony to the truth. In 1558 he wrote several 
books against the Calvinists. One of them 
bears the title: “Apologetical Writings (Apo- 
logetica Scripta) of J.W., in which he both 
defends the sound doctrine concerning the 
Eucharist and refutes the vile slanders of the 
Sacramentarians,” ete. Another is entitled: 
Apology of the Confession Concerning the 
Lord’s Supper against the Corruptions and 
Calumnies of John Calvin. In 1559 Theodore 
Beza donned the armor of Calvin and entered 
the controversy with his “Treatise (Tractatio) 
Concerning the Lord’s Supper, in which the 
calumnies of J. Westphal are refuted.” Lasco’s 
Reply to the. Virulent Letter of That Furious 
Man J. Westphal, of 1560, appeared post- 
humously, he having died shortly before in 
Poland. 


209. Brenz and Chemnitz. 


Foremost among the influential theologians 
who, besides Westphal, took a decided stand 
against the Calvinists and their secret abet- 
tors in Lutheran territories were John Brenz 
in Wuerttemberg and Martin Chemnitz in 
Brunswick. John Brenz [born 1499, perse- 
cuted during the Interim, since 1553 Provost 
at Stuttgart, died 1570], the most influential 
theologian in Wuerttemberg, was unanimously 
supported in his anti-Calvinistie attitude by 
the whole ministerium of the Duchy. He is 
the author of the Confession and Report (Be- 
kenntnis und Bericht) of the Theologians in 
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Wuerttemberg Concerning the True Presence 
of the Body and Blood of Christ in the Holy 
Supper, adopted at the behest of Duke Chris- 
topher by the synod assembled in Stuttgart, 
1559. The occasion for drafting and adopting 
this Confession had been furnished by Bar- 
tholomew Hagen, a Calvinist. At the synod 
in Stuttgart he was required to dispute on 
the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper with Jacob 
Andreae, with the result that Hagen admitted 
that he was now convinced of his error, and 
promised to return to the Lutheran teaching. 

The Confession thereupon adopted teaches 
in plain and unmistakable terms that the 
body and blood of Christ are orally received 
by all who partake of the Sacrament, and that 
Christ, by reason of the personal union, is 
omnipresent also according to His human na- 
ture, and hence well able to fulfil the promise 
He gave at the institution of the Holy Supper. 
It teaches the real presence (praesentia rea- 
lis), the sacramental union (wnio sacramen- 
talis), the oral eating and drinking (mandu- 
. eatio oralis), also of the wicked (manducatio 
impiorum). It holds “that in the Lord’s Sup- 
per the true body and the true blood of our 
Lord Jesus Christ are, through the power of 
the word [of institution], truly and essen- 
tially tendered and given with the bread and 
wine to all men who partake of the Supper 
of Christ; and that, even as they are tendered 
by the hand of the minister, they are at the 
same time also received with the mouth of 
him who eats and drinks it,” Furthermore, 
“that even as the substance and the essence 
of the bread and wine are present in the 
Lord’s Supper, so also the substance and the 
essence of the body and blood of Christ are 
present and truly tendered and received with 
the signs of bread and wine.” (Tschackert, 
541.) It protests: “We do not assert any 
mixture of His body and blood with the bread 
and wine, nor any local inclusion in the 
bread.” Again: ‘We do not imagine any dif- 
fusion of the human nature or expansion of 
the members of Christ (ullam hwmanae na- 
turae diffusionem aut membrorum Christi dis- 
tractionem), but we explain the majesty of 
the man Christ by which He, being placed at 
the right hand of God, fills all things not only 
by His divinity, but also as the man Christ, 
in a celestial manner and in a way that to 
human reason is past finding out, by virtue 
of which majesty His presence in the Supper 
is not abolished, but confirmed.” (Gieseler 3, 
2,239f.) Thus, without employing the term 
“ubiquity,” this Confession prepared by Brenz 
restored, in substance, the doctrine concerning 
the Lord’s Supper and the person of Christ 
which Luther had maintained over against 
Zwingli, Carlstadt, and the Sacramentarians 
generally. 

As stated above, Melanchthon ridiculed this 
Confession as “Hechinger Latin.” In 1561 
Brenz was attacked by Bullinger in his T'rea- 
tise (Tractatio) on the Words of St. John 14, 
In the same year Brenz replied to this attack 
in two writings: Opinion (Sententia) on the 
Book of Bullinger and On the Personal Union 
(De Personali Unione) of the Two Natures in 
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Christ and on the Ascension of Christ into 
Heaven and His Sitting at the Right Hand 
of the Father, etc. This called forth renewed 
assaults by Bullinger, Peter Martyr, and Beza. 
Bullinger wrote: “Answer (Responsio), by 
which is shown that the meaning concerning 
‘heaven’ and the ‘right hand of God’ still 
stands firm,” 1562. Peter Martyr: Dialogs 
(Dialogi) Concerning the Humanity of Christ, 
the Property of the Natures, and Ubiquity, 
1562. Beza: Answers (Responsiones) to the 
Arguments of Brenz, 1564. Brenz answered 
in two of his greatest writings, Concerning 
the Divine Majesty of Christ (De Divina Ma- 
iestate Ohristi), 1562, and Recognition (Re- 
cognitio) of the Doctrine Concerning the True 
Majesty of Christ, 1564. In the Dresden Con- 
sensus (Consensils Dresdensis) of 1571 the 
Philippists of Electoral Saxony also rejected 
the omnipresence (which they termed ubiq- 
uity) of the human nature of Christ. 

In order to reclaim the Palatinate (which, 
as will be explained later, had turned Re- 
formed) for Lutheranism, the Duke of Wuert- 
temberg, in April, 1564, arranged for the 
Religious Discussion at Maulbronn between 
the theologians of Wuerttemberg and the 
Palatinate. But the only result was a further 
exchange of polemical publications. In 1564 
Brenz published Hpitome of the Maulbronn 
Colloquium ... Concerning the Lord’s Supper 
and the Majesty of Christ. And in the follow- 
ing year the Wuerttemberg theologians pub- 
lished Declaration and Confession (Declaratio 
et Confessio) of the Tuebingen Theologians 
Concerning the Majesty of the Man Christ. 
Both of these writings were answered by the 
theologians of the Palatinate. After the death 
of Brenz, Jacob Andreae was the chief cham- 
pion in Wuerttemberg of the doctrines eset 
forth by Brenz. 

In his various publications against the 
Calvinists, Brenz, appealing to ‘Luther, taught 
concerning the majesty of Christ that by 
reason of the personal union the humanity of 
Christ is not only omnipotent and omniscient, 
but also- omnipresent, and that the human 
nature of Christ received these as well as 
other divine attributes from the first moment 
of the incarnation of the Logos. Following 
are some of his statements: “Although the 
divine substance [in Christ] is not changed 
into the human, and each has its own proper- 
ties, nevertheless these two substances are 
united in one person in Christ in such a man- 
ner that the one is never in reality separated 
from the other.” “Wherever the deity is, there 
is also the humanity of Christ.” “We do not 
ascribe to Christ many and various bodies, 
nor do we ascribe to His body local extension 
or diffusion; but we exalt Him beyond this 
corporeal world, outside of every creature and 
place, and place Him in accordance with the 
condition of the hypostatie union in celestial 
majesty, which He never lacked, though at 
the time of His flesh in this world He hid it 
or, as Paul says, He humbled Himself (qwam 
etsi tempore carnis suae in hoc saeculo dis- 
simulavit, sew ea sese, ut Paulus loquitur, 
exinanivit, tamen numquam ea caruit).” Ac- 
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cording to Brenz the man Christ was om- 
nipotent, almighty, omniscient while He lay 
in the manger. In His majesty He darkened 
the sun, and kept alive all the living while 
in His humiliation He was dying on the cross. 
When dead in the grave, He at the same time 
was filling and ruling heaven and earth with 
His power, (Gieseler 3, 2, 240 f.) 

In Brunswick, Martin Chemnitz (born 1522; 
died 1586), the Second Martin (alter Marti- 
nus) of the Lutheran Church, entered the con- 
troversy against the Calvinists in 1560 with 
his Repetition (Repetitio) of the Sound Doc- 
trine Concerning the True Presence of the 
Body and Blood of Christ in the Supper, in 
which he based his arguments for, the real 
presence on the words of institution. Ten 
years later he published his famous book, 
Concerning the Two Natures in Christ (De 


Duabus Naturis in Christo), ete., — preemi- , 


nently the Lutheran classic on the subject it 
treats. Appealing also to Luther, he teaches 
that Christ, according to His human nature, 
was anointed with all divine gifts; that, in 
consequence of the personal union, the human 
nature of Christ can be and is present where, 
when, and in whatever way Christ will; that 
therefore, in accordance with His promise, He 
is in reality present in His Church and in His 
Supper. Chemnitz says: “This presence of 
the assumed nature in Christ of which we now 
treat is not natural or essential [flowing from 
the nature and essence of Christ’s humanity], 
but voluntary and most free, depending on the 
will and power of the Son of God (non est vel 
naturalis vel essentialis, sed voluntaria et 
liberrima, dependens a voluntate et potentia 
Filii Dei); that is to say, when by,a definite 
word He has told, promised, and &sseverated 
that He would be present with His human 
nature, ... let us retain this, which is most 
certainly true, that Christ can be with His 
body wherever, whenever, and in whatever 
manner He wills (Christwm suo corpore esse 
posse, ubicunque, quandocunque et quwomodo- 
cunque vult). But we must judge of His will 
from a definite, revealed word.” (Tschackert, 
544; Gieseler 3, 2, 259.) 

The Formula of Concord plainly teaches, 
both that, in virtue of the personal union by 
His incarnation, Christ according to His 
human nature possesses also the divine attri- 
bute of omnipresence, and that He can be and 
is present wherever He will. In the Epitome 
we read: This majesty Christ always had ac- 
cording to the personal union, and yet He ab- 
stained from it in the state of His humilia- 
tion until His resurrection, ‘“‘so that now not 
‘only as God, but also as man He knows all 
things, can do all things, is present with all 
creatures, and has under His feet and in His 
hand everything that is in heaven and on 
earth and under the earth.... And this His 
power He, being present, can exercise every- 
where, and to Him everything is possible and 
everything is known.” (821, 16.27.30.) The 
Thorough Declaration declares that Christ 
“truly fills all things, and, being present 
everywhere, not only as God, but also as man, 
rules from sea to sea and to the ends of the 
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earth.” (1025, 27 ff.) Again: “We hold... 
that also according to His assumed human 
nature and with the same He [Christ] can be, 
and also is, present where He will, and es- — 
pecially that in His Church and congregation 
on earth He is present as Mediator, Head, 
King, and High Priest, not in part, or one- 
half of Him only, but the entire person of 
Christ, to which both natures, the divine and 
the human, belong, is present not only accord- 
ing to His divinity, but also according to, and 
with, His assumed human nature, according 
to which He is our Brother, and we are flesh 
of His flesh and bone of His bone.” (1043, 
78 f.) In virtue of the personal union Christ 
is present everywhere also according to His 
human nature; while the peculiarly eee 
manner of His presence in the Gospel, in th 
Church, and in the Lord’s Supper depends 
ee will and is based upon His definite 
omises. 


210. Bremen and the Palatinate Lost for 
Lutheranism. 


The indignation of the Lutherans against 
the Calvinistic propaganda, roused by West- 
phal and his comrades in their conflict with - 
Calvin and his followers, was materially in- 
creased by the success of the crafty Calvinists 
in Bremen and in the Palatinate. In 1547 
Hardenberg [Albert Rizaeus from Hardenberg, 
Holland, born 1510] was appointed Dome- 
preacher in Bremen. He was a former priest 
whom Lasco had won for the Reformation. 
Regarding the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 
he inclined towards Zwingli. Self-evidently, 
when his views became known, the situation 
in Bremen became intolerable for his Lutheran 
colleagues. How could they associate with, 
and fellowship, a Calvinist! To acknowledge 
him would have been nothing short of sur- 
rendering their own views and the character 
of the Lutheran Church. The result was that 
John Timann [pastor in Bremen; wrote a 
tract against the Interim; died February 17, 
1557], in order to compel Hardenberg to un- 
mask and reveal his true inwardness, de- 
manded that all the ministers of Bremen sub- 
scribe to the Farrago Sententiarum Consen- 
tientium in Vera Doctrina et Coena Domini, 
which he had published in 1555 against the 
Calvinists. Hardenberg and two other minis- 
ters refused to comply with the demand. In 
particular, Hardenberg objected to the omni- 
presence of the human nature of Christ 
taught in Timann’s Farrago. In his Doe- 
trinal Summary (Summaria Doctrina) Har- 
denberg taught: “St. Augustine and many 
other fathers write that the body of Christ 
is circumscribed by.a certain space in heaven, 
and I regard this as the true doctrine of the 
Church.” (Tschackert, 191.) Hardenberg also 
published the fable hatched at Heidelberg 
(Heidelberger Landluege, indirectly referred 
to also in the Formula of Concord, 981, 28), 
but immediately refuted by Joachim Moerlin, 
according to which Luther is said, toward the 
end of his life, to have confessed to Melanch- 
thon that he had gone too far and overdone 
the matter in his controversy against the 
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Sacramentarians; that he, however, did not 
want to retract his doctrine concerning the 
Lord’s Supper himself, because that would 
cast suspicion on his whole teaching; that 
therefore after his death the younger theo- 
logians might make amends for it and settle 
this matter. . In 1556 Timann began to 
preach against Hardenberg, but died the fol- 
lowing year. The Lower Saxon Diet, how- 
ever, decided February 8, 1561, that Harden- 
berg be dismissed within fourteen days, yet 
‘Without infamy or condemnation, citra im- 
famiam et condemnationem.” Hardenberg 
submitted under protest and left Bremen 
February 18, 1561 (he died as a Reformed 
preacher at Emden, 1574). Simon Musaeus, 
who had just been expelled from Jena, was 
called as Superintendent to purge Bremen of 
Calvinism. Before long, however, the burgo- 
master of the city, Daniel von Bueren, whom 
Hardenberg had secretly won for the Reformed 
doctfine, succeeded in expelling the Lutheran 
ministers from the city and in filling their 
places with Philippists, who before long 
joined the Reformed Church. Thus ever since 
1562 Bremen has been a Reformed city. 

A much severer blow was dealt Lutheranism 
when the Palatinate, the home of Melanch- 
thon, where the Philippists were largely 
represented, was Calvinized by Elector Fred- 
erick III. Tileman Hesshusius [Hesshusen, 
born 1527; 1553 superintendent at Goslar; 
1556 professor and pastor at Rostock; 1557 
at Heidelberg; 1560 pastor at Magdeburg; 
1562 court-preacher at Neuburg; 1569 pro- 
fessor at Jena; 1573 bishop of Samland, at 
Koenigsberg; 1577 professor at Helmstedt, 
where he died 1588] was called in 1557 by 
Elector Otto Henry to Heidelberg both as pro- 
fessor and pastor and as superintendent of 
the Palatinate. Here the Calvinists and 
Crypto-Calvinists had already done much to 
undermine Lutheranism; and after the death 
of Otto Henry, February 12, 1559, Hesshusius, 
who endeavored to stem the Crypto-Calvinistic 
tide, was no longer able to hold his. own. 
Under Elector Frederick III, who succeeded 
Otto Henry, the Calvinists came out into the 
open. This led to scandalous clashes, of which 
the Klebitz affair was a typical and conse- 
quential instance. In order to obtain the de- 
gree of Bachelor of Divinity, William Klebitz, 
the deacon of Hesshusius, published, in 1560, 
a number of Calvinistic theses. As a result, 
Hesshusius most emphatically forbade him 
henceforth to assist at the distribution of the 
Holy Supper. When Klebitz nevertheless ap- 
peared at the altar, Hesshusius endeavored 
to wrest the cup from his hands. Elector 
Frederick ordered both Hesshusius and Kle- 
bitz to settle their trouble in accordance with 
the Augustana (Variata). Failing to comply 
with this unionistic demand, Hesshusius was 
deposed, September 16, 1559, and Klebitz, too, 
was dismissed. In a theological opinion, re- 
ferred to above, Melanchthon approved of the 
action. Hereupon Hesshusius entered the pub- 
lic controversy against Calvinism. In 1560 he 
published Concerning the Presence (De Prae- 
sentia) of the Body of Christ in the Lord’s 
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Supper and his Answer (Responsio) to the 
Prejudicial Judgment (Praeiudicium ) of Philip 
Melanchthon on the Controversy Concerning 
the Lord’s Supper {with Klebitz]. 

After the dismissal of Hesshusius, Elector 
Frederick III,/who had shortly before played 
a conspicuous role in endeavoring to win the 
day for Melanchthonianism at the Lutheran 
Assembly of Naumburg, immediately began to 
Calvinize his territory. In reading the con- 
troversial books published on the Lord’s Sup- 
per, he suffered himself to be guided by the 
renowned physician Thomas Erastus [died 
1583], who was a Calvinist and had himself 
published Calvinistic books concerning the 
Lord’s Supper and the person and natures of 
Christ. As a result the Elector, having be- 
come a decided Reformedist, determined “to 
de-Lutheranize the Palatinate in every par- 
ticular, regarding practise and divine service 
as well as with respect to confessional books, 
doctrines, and teachers. The large number of 
Philippists, who had been secret Calvinists be- 
fore, was increased by such Reformed theo- 
logians as Caspar Olevianus (1560), Zacha- 
rias Ursinus (1561), and Tremellius (1561). 
Images, baptismal fonts, and altars were re- 
moved from the churches; wafers were 
replaced by bread, which was broken; the 
organs were closed; the festivals of Mary, 
the apostles, and saints were abolished. Min- 
isters refusing to submit to the new order of 
things were deposed and their charges filled 
with Reformed men from the Netherlands. 
The Calvinistic Heidelberg Catechism, com- 
posed by Olevianus and Ursinus and published 
1563 in German and Latin, took the place of 
Luther’s Catechism. This process of Calvini- 
zation was completed by the introduction of 
the new Church Order of November 15, 1563. 
At the behest of Frederick III the Swiss Con- 
fession (Confessio Helvetica) was published in 
1566, in order to prove by this out-and-out 
Zwinglian document, framed by Bullinger, 
“that he [the Elector of the Palatinate] enter- 
tained no separate doctrine, but the very same 
that was preached also in many other and 
populous churches, and that the charge was 
untrue that the Reformed disagreed among 
themselves and were divided into sects.” Thus 
the Palatinate was lost to the Lutheran Con- 
fession, for though Ludwig VI (1576—1583), 
the successor of Frederick III, temporarily re- 
stored Lutheranism, Frederick IV (1583 to 
1610) returned to Calvinism. 


211. Saxony in the Grip of Crypto- 
Calvinists. 


It was a severe blow to the Lutheran 
Chureh when Bremen and the Palatinate fell 
a prey to Calvinism. And the fears were not 
unfounded that before long the Electorate of 
Saxony would follow in their wake, and Wit- 
tenberg, the citadel of the Lutheran Reforma- 
tion, be captured by Calvin. That this mis- 
fortune, which, no doubt, would have dealt 
a final and fatal blow to Lutheranism, was 
warded off, must be regarded as a special 
providence of God. For the men (Melanch- 
thon, Major, etc.) whom Luther had accused 
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of culpable silence regarding the true doctrine 
of the Lord’s Supper, were, naturally enough, 
succeeded by theologians who, while claiming 
to be true Lutherans adhering to the Augs- 
burg Confession and, in a shameful manner, 
deceiving and misleading Elector August, zeal- 
ously championed and developed the Melanch- 
thonian aberrations, in particular with respect 
to the doctrines concerning the Lord’s Supper 
and the person of: Christ, and sedulously 
propagated the views of Calvin, at first 
secretly and guardedly, but finally with bold- 
ness and abandon. Gieseler says of these 
Philippists in Wittenberg: “Inwardly they 
were out-and-out Calvinists, although they 
endeavored to appear as genuine Lutherans 
before their master,” Elector August. (3, 2, 
250.) 

The most prominent and influential of these 
so-called Philippists or Crypto-Calvinists were, 
Dr. Caspar Cruciger, Jr., Dr. Christopher Pe- 
zel, Dr. Frederick Widebram, and Dr. Henry 
Moeller. The schemes of these men were 
aided and abetted by a number of non- 
theological professors: Wolfgang Crell, pro- 
fessor of ethics; Esrom Ruedinger, professor 
of philosophy; George Cracow, professor of 
jurisprudence and, later, privy councilor of 
Elector August; Melanchthon’s son-in-law, 
Caspar Peucer, professor of medicine and phy- 
sician in ordinary of the Elector, who natu- 
rally had a great influence on August and the 
ecclesiastical affairs of the Electorate. He 
held that Luther’s doctrine of the real pres- 
ence had no more foundation in the Bible 
than did the Roman transubstantiation. To 
these must be added John Stoessel, confessor 
to the Elector and superintendent at Pirna; 
Christian Schuetze, court-preacher at Dres- 
den; Andrew Freyhub and Wolfgang Harder, 
professors in Leipzig; and others. The real 
leaders of these Philippists were Peucer and 
Cracow. Their scheme was to prepossess the 
Elector against the loyal adherents of Luther, 
especially Flacius, gradually to win him over 
to their liberal views, and, at the proper mo- 
ment, to surrender and deliver Hlectoral 
Saxony to the Calvinists. In prosecuting this 
sinister plan, they were unscrupulous also ‘in 
the choice of their means. Thus Wittenberg, 
during Luther’s days the fountainhead of the 
pure Gospel and the stronghold of uncompro- 
mising fidelity to the truth, had become a 
veritable nest of fanatical Crypto-Calvinistic 
schemers and dishonest anti-Lutheran plotters, 
who also controlled the situation in the en- 
tire Electorate. 

The first public step to accomplish their 
purpose was the publication of the Oorpus 
Doctrinae Ohristianae, or Corpus Doctrinae 
Misnicum, or Philippicum, as it was also 
called. This collection of symbolical books 


was published 1560 at Leipzig by Caspar | 


Peucer, Melanchthon’s son-in-law, with a pref- 
ace to both the German and Latin editions 
written by Melanchthon and dated Septem- 
ber 29, 1559, and February 16, 1560, respec- 
tively, —an act by which, perhaps without 
sufficiently realizing it, Melanchthon immod- 
estly assumed for himself and his views the 
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place within the Lutheran Church which be- 
longed not to him, but to Luther. The title, 
which reveals the insincerity and the purpose 
of this publication, runs as follows: “Corpus: 
Doctrinae, 1. e., the entire sum of the true and 
Christian doctrine ...as a testimony of the 
steadfast and unanimous confession of the 
pure and true religion in which the schools. 
and churches of these Electoral Saxon and 
Meissen territories have remained and perse- 
vered in all points according to the Augsburg 
Confession for now almost thirty years 
against the unfounded false charges and ac- 
cusations of all lying spirits, 1560.” As a 
matter of fact, however, this Corpus con- 
tained, besides the Ecumenical Symbols, only 
writings of Melanchthon, notably the altered 
Augsburg Confession and the altered Apology 
of 1542, the Saxon Confession of 1551, the 
hanged Loci, the Hxamen Ordinandorum of 


G 
N54, and the Responsiones ad Impios Articu- 


los Inquisitionis Bavaricae. 

Evidently this Corpus Philippicum, which 
was introduced also in churches outside of 
Electoral Saxony, particularly where the 
princes or leading theologians were Melanch- 
thonians, was intended to alienate the Elec- 
torate from the old teaching of Luther, to 
sanction and further the Melanchthonian tend- 
ency, and thus to pave the way for Cal- 


.Vinism; It was foisted upon, and rigorously 


enforced in, all- the churches of Electoral 
Saxony. All professors, ministers, and teach- 
ers were pledged by an oath to teach accord- 
ing to it. Such as refused to subscribe were» 
deposed, imprisoned, or banished. Among the 
persecuted pastors we find the following 
names: Tettelbach, superintendent in Chem- 
nitz; George Herbst, deacon in Chemnitz and 
later superintendent in Hisleben; Graf, super- 
intendent in Sangerhausen; Schade, Heine,. 
and Schuetz, pastors in Freiberg. When min- 
isters who refused their signatures appealed 
to Luther’s writings, they were told that Lu- 
ther’s books must be understood and explained 
according to Melanchthon’s Corpus. At (Wit- 
tenberg the opposition to Luther and his. 
teaching bordered on fanaticism. When, for 
example, in 1568 Conrad Schluesselburg and 
Albert Schirmer, two Wittenberg students, 
entered a complaint against Professors Pezel 
and Peucer because of their deviations from 
Luther in the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, 
and refused to admit that Peucer and his col- 
leagues represented the pure doctrine in this 
matter, they were expelled from the univer- 
sity, anathematized, and driven from the city. 
Jscbinesneleurg 13, 609. 730; Gieseler 8, 2, 
250.) 

Immediately after its appearance, the Cor- 
pus Philippicum was denounced by loyal Lu- 
therans, notably those of Reuss, Schoenfeld, 
and Jena. When the charges of false teach- 
ing against the Wittenberg theologians in- 
creased in number and force, Elector August 
arranged a colloquy between the theologians. 
of Jena and Wittenberg. It was held at Alten- 
burg and lasted from October, 1568, to March, 
1569, because the Wittenbergers, evidently- 
afraid of compromising themselves, insisted om 
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its-being conducted in writing only. The re- 
sult of this colloquy was a public declaration 
on the part of Wigand, Coelestinus, Kirchner, 
Rosinus, and others to the effect that the Wit- 
tenberg and Leipzig theologians had unmis- 
takably revealed themselves as false teachers. 
At the colloquy the Jena theologians objected 
in particular also to the Corpus Misnicum be- 
cause it contained the altered Augustana, con- 
cerning which they declared: Melanchthon 
“has changed the said Augsburg Confession 
so often that finally he has opened a window 
through which the Sacramentarians and Cal- 
vinists can sneak into it. One must watch 
carefully, lest in course of time the Papists 
also find such a loophole to twist themselves 
into it.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 252.) 

The Philippists of Leipzig and Wittenberg, 
in turn, denounced the Jena theologians as 
Flacian fighting cocks (Flacianische Hader- 
katgen). ‘They also succeeded in persuading 
Elector August to adopt more rigorous meas- 
ures against the malcontents in his territories. 
For in addition to the adoption of the Corpus 
Philippicum the ministers were now required 
to subscribe to a declaration which was tanta- 
mount to an endorsement of all of the false 
doctrines entertained by the Wittenbergers. 
The declaration read: “I do not adhere to 
the dangerous Flacian Illyrian errors, conten- 
tions, poisonous backbitings, and fanaticism 
(zaenkischem Geschmeiss, giftigem Gebeiss 
und Schwaermerei) with which the schools 
and churches of this country are burdened 
[by Flacius] concerning the imagined adi- 
aphorism, synergism, and Majorism and other 
false accusations, nor have I any pleasure in 
it [the quarreling], and in the future I in- 
tend, by the help of God, to abstain from it 
altogether, to damn, flee, and avoid it, and, 
as much as I am able, to prevent it.” (Giese- 
ler 3, 2, 253; Walther, 49.) 


212. Bold Strides Forward. 


Feeling themselves firm and safe in the 
saddle, the Wittenberg Philippists now de- 
cided on further public steps in the direction 
of Calvinism. In 1570 they published Propo- 
sitions (Propositiones) Concerning the Chief 
Controversies of This Time, in which the Lu- 
theran doctrine regarding the majesty of the 
human nature of Christ was repudiated. In 
the following year they added a new Cate- 
chism, entitled: “Catechesis continens expli- 
cationem simplicem et brevem decalogi, Sym- 
boli Apostolici, orationis dominicae, doctrinae 
Christianae, quod amplectuntur ac tuentur Ee- 
clesiae regionum Saxonicarum et Misnicarum, 
quae sunt subiectae ditioni Ducis Electoris 
Saxoniae, edita in Academia Witebergensi et 
accommodata ad usum scholarum puerilium. 
1571.” 

This Catechism, written, according to Wi- 
gand, by Pezel, appeared anonymously. Its 
preface, signed by the Wittenberg theological 
faculty, explains that the new Catechism was 
an epitome of the Corpus Doctrinae Misnicum 
and merely intended as a supplement of Lu- 
ther’s Catechism for progressed scholars who 
were in need of additional instruction. As a 
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matter of fact, however, its doctrine concern- 
ing the person of Christ and the Lord’s Sup- 
per was in substantial agreement with the 
feaching of Calvin. Under the odious name of 
‘ubiquity’ it rejected the omnipresence of 
Christ according to His human nature, and 
sanctioned Calvin’s teaching concerning the 
local inclusion of Christ in heaven. Acts 3, 21 
was rendered in Beza’s translation: “Quem 
oportet coelo capi. Who must be received by 
the heaven.” 

The Catechism declares: “The ascension 
was visible and corporeal; the entire An- 
tiquity has always written that Christ’s body 
is restricted to a certain place, wherever He 
wishes it to be; and a bodily ascension was 
made upwards. Ascensio fuit visibilis et cor- 
poralis, et semper ita scripsit tota antiquitas, 
Ohristum corporali locatione in aliquo loco 
esse, ubicumque vult, et ascensio corporalis 
facta est sursum.” Concerning the real pres- 
ence, the Catechism merely states: ‘The 
Lord’s Supper is the communication of the 
body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ as 
it is instituted in the words of the Gospel; 
in which eating (sumptione) the Son of God 
is truly and substantially present, and testi- 
fies that He applies His benefits to the be- 
lievers. He also testifies that He has assumed 
the human nature for the purpose of making 
us, who are ingrafted into Him by faith, His 
members. He finally testifies that He wishes 
to be in the believers, to teach, quicken and 
govern them.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 263.) The sacra- 
mental union, oral eating and drinking, and 
the eating and drinking of the wicked are not 
mentioned. ‘Tschackert remarks that every 
Calvinist would readily have subscribed to 
the teaching of this Catechism. (545.) 

When the Wittenberg Catechism was warned 
against and designated as Calvinistic by Chem- 
nitz, Moerlin, and other theologians of Bruns- 
wick; Lueneburg, Mansfeld, Jena, and Halle, 
the Wittenbergers answered and endeavored 
to defend their position in the so-called 
Grundfeste, Firm Foundation, of 1571. It 
was a coarse and slanderous publication, as 
even the title indicates, which reads: “Firm 
Foundation of the True Christian Church Con- 
cerning the Person and Incarnation of Our 
Lord Jesus Christ against the Modern Mar- 
cionites, Samosatenes, Sabellians, Arians, Nes- 
torians, Eutychians, and Monothelites among 
the Flacian Rabble Published by the Theo- 
logians in Wittenberg.” In this Grundfeste 
the Wittenbergers present the matter as 
though the real issue were not the Lord’s Sup- 
per, but Christology. They enumerate as her- 
etics also the “Ubiquitists,” including Brenz, 
Andreae, and Chemnitz. With respect to their 
own agreement with Calvin, they remark that 
their teaching is the doctrine of the early 
Church, in which point, they said, also Calvin 
agreed. (Tschackert, 546.) 

This daring Calvinistie publication again 
resulted in numerous protests against the 
Wittenbergers on the part of alarmed Lu- 
therans everywhere outside of Electoral Sax- 
ony, which induced Elector August to require 
his theologians to deliver at Dresden, Octo- 
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ber 10, 1571, a definite statement of their 
faith. The confession which they presented 
was entitled: Brief Christian and Simple 
Repetition of the Confession of the Ohurches 
of God in the Territories of the Elector of 
Saxony Concerning the Holy Supper,’ etc. 
The Consensus Dresdensis, as the document 
was called, satisfied the Elector at least tem/ 
porarily, and was published also in Latin and 
Low German. Essentially, however, the in- 
definite and dubious language of the Cate- 
chism was here but repeated. Concerning the 
majesty of Christ the Dresden Oonsensus de- 
clares that after the resurrection and ascen- 
sion the human nature of Christ “was adorned 
with higher gifts than all angels and men.” 
In His ascension, the Consensus continues, 
Christ “passed through \the visible heavens 
and occupied the heavenly dwelling, where He 
in glory and splendor retains the essence, 
property, form, and shape of His true body, 
and from there He, at the last day, will come 
again unto Judgment in great splendor, 
visibly.” 

In a similar vague, ambiguous, and mis- 
leading manner Christ’s sitting at the right 
hand of God is spoken of. Omitting the oral 
eating and drinking and the eating and drink- 
ing of the wicked, the Consensus states con- 
cerning the Lord’s Supper that “in this Sacra- 


ment Christ gives us with the bread and wine « 


His true body sacrificed for us on the cross, 
and His true blood shed for us, and thereby 
testifies that He receives us, makes us mem- 
bers of His body, washes us with His blood, 
presents forgiveness of sins, and wishes truly 
to dwell and to be efficacious in us.” (Tschack- 
ert, 546.) The opponents of the Wittenbergers 
are branded as unruly men, who, seeking 
neither truth nor peace, excite offensive dis- 
putations concerning the real presence in the 
Lord’s Supper as well as with regard to other 
articles. Their doctrine of the real communi- 
cation (“realis seu physica communicatio” ) 
is characterized as a corruption of the article 
of the two natures in Christ and as a revamp- 
ing of the heresies of the Marcionites, Valen- 
tinians, Manicheans, Samosatenes, Sabellians, 
Arians, Nestorians, Hutychians, and Monoth- 
elites. (Gieseler 3, 2, 264 f.) 


213. Apparently Victorious. 


All the Crypto-Calvinistic publications of 
the Wittenberg and Leipzig Philippists were 
duly unmasked by the Lutherans outside of 
Electoral Saxony, especially in Northern Ger- 
many. ‘Their various opinions were published 
at Jena, 1572, under the title: “Unanimous 
Confession (Hinhelliges Bekenntnis) of Many 
Highly Learned Theologians and Prominent 
Churches 1. concerning the New Catechism of 
the New Wittenbergers, and 2. concerning 
their New Foundation (Grundfeste), also 
3. concerning their New Confession (Consen- 
sus Dresdensis), thereupon adopted.” How- 
ever, all this and the repeated warnings that 
came from every quarter outside of his own 
territories, from Lutheran princes as well as 
theologians, do not seem to have made the 
least impression on Hlector August. Yet he 
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evidently was, and always intended to be, 

a sincere, devoted, true-hearted, and single- 

minded Lutheran. When, for example, in 

1572 Beza, at the instance of the Wittenberg 

Philippists, dedicated his book against Sel- 

neccer to Elector August, the latter advised 

him not to trouble him any further with such 
writings, as he would never allow any other 
doctrine in his territory than that of the 
Augsburg Confession. ie 
However, blind and credulous as he was, 
and filled with prejudice and suspicion against 
Flacius and the Jena theologians generally, 
whom he, being the brother of the usurper 
Maurice, instinctively feared as possibly also 
political enemies, Elector August was easily 
duped and completely hypnotized, as it were, 
by the men surrounding him, who led him to 
believe that they, too, were in entire agree- 
ment with Luther and merely opposed the 
trouble-breeding Flacians, whom they never 
tired of denouncing as zealots, fanatics, big- 
ots, wranglers, barkers, alarmists, etc. While 
in reality they rejected the doctrine that the 
true body and blood of Christ is truly and 
essentially present in the Holy Supper, these 
Crypto-Calvinists pretended (and Elector 
August believed them) that they merely ob- 
jected to a local presence and to a Caper- 
naitic eating and drinking of the body and 
blood*of Christ in the Holy Supper. And 
while in reality they clearly repudiated Lu- 
ther’s teaching, according to which the divine 
attributes (omnipotence, omnipresence, etc.) 
are communicated to the human nature of 
Christ, they caused the Elector to believe that 
they merely opposed a delusion of the “Ubiq- 
uitists,” who, they said, taught that the body 
of Ghrist was locally extended over the entire 
universe, This crass localism, they main- 
tained, was the teaching of their opponents, 
While they themselves faithfully adhered to 
the teachings of Luther and Philip, and, in 
general, were opposed only to the exaggera- 
tions and excrescences advocated by the big- 
oted Flacians. (Walther, 43.) : 

Such was the manner in which the Elector 
allowed himself to be duped by ‘the Philip- 
pists, who surrounded him,—men who grad- 
ually developed the art of dissimulation to 
premeditated deceit, falsehood, and perjury. 
liven the Reformed theologian Simon Stenius, 
a student at Wittenberg during the Crypto- 
Calvinistic period, charges the Wittenbergers 
with dishonesty and systematic dissimulation. 
The same accusation was raised 1561 by the 
jurist Justus Jonas in his letters to Duke 
Albrecht of Prussia. (Gieseler 3, 2, 249.) And 
evidently believing that Elector August could 
be fooled all the time, they became increas- 
ingly bold in their theological publications, 
and in their intrigues as well. 

To all practical purposes the University of 
Wittenberg was already Calvinized. Calvin- 
istic books appeared and were popular. Even- 
the work of a Jesuit against the book of 
Jacob Andreae on the Majesty of the Person 
of Christ was published at Wittenberg. The 
same was done with a treatise of Beza, al- 
though, in order to deceive the public, the 


XVIII. The Orypto-Calvinistic Controversy. 


title-page gave Geneva as the place of publi- 
cation. Hans Lufft, the Wittenberg printer, 
later declared that during this time he did 
not know how to dispose of the books of Lu- 
ther which he still had in stock, but that, if 
he had printed twenty or thirty times as many 
Calvinistie books, he would have sold all of 
them very rapidly. 

Even Providence seemed to bless and favor 
the plans of the plotters. For when on 
March 3, 1578, Duke John William, the pa- 
tron and protector of the faithful Lutherans, 
died, Elector August became the guardian of 
his two sons. And fanaticized by his ad- 
visers, the Elector, immediately upon taking 
hold of the government in Ducal Saxony, ban- 
ished Wigand, Hesshusius, Caspar Melissander 
[born 1540; 1571 professor of theology in 
Jena; 1578 superintendent in Altenburg; 
died 1591], Rosinus [born 1520; 1559 super- 
intendent in Weimar; 1574 superintendent in 
Regensburg; died 1586], Gernhard, court- 
preacher in Weimar, and more than 100 
preachers and teachers of Ducal Saxony. The 
reason for this cruel procedure was their re- 
fusal to adopt the Oorpus Philippicwm, and 
because they declined to promise silence with 
respect to the Philippists. 


214. “Exegesis Perspicua.”’ 


In 1573, the Calvinization of Electoral and 
Ducal Saxony was, apparently, an accom- 
plished fact. But the very next year marked 
the ignominious downfall and the unmasking 
of the dishonest Philippists. For in this year 
appeared the infamous Haegesis, which finally 
opened the eyes of Elector August. Its com- 
plete title ran: “Haxegesis Perspicua et ferme 
Integra Controversiae de Sacra Coena — Per- 
spicuous and Almost Complete Explanation of 
the Controversy Concerning the Holy Supper.” 
The contents and make-up of the book as well 
as the secre{ methods adopted for its circula- 
tion clearly revealed that its purpose was to 
deal a final blow to Lutheranism in order to 
banish it forever from Saxony. Neither the 
author, nor the publisher, nor the place and 
date of publication were anywhere indicated 
in the book. The paper bore Geneva mark 
and the lettering was French. The prima 
facie impression was that it came from 
abroad. 

Before long, however, it was established 
that the Haegesis had been published in Leip- 
zig by the printer Voegelin, who at first also 
claimed its authorship. But when the im- 
possibility of this was shown, Voegelin, in a 
public hearing, stated that Joachim Curaeus 
of Silesia, a physician who had left Saxony 
and died 1573, was the author of the book. 
Valentin Loescher, however, relates (Historia 
Motuum 3,195) that probably Pezel and the 
son-in-law of Melanchthon, Peucer, had a hand 
in it; that the Crypto-Calvinist Esram Rue- 
dinger [born 1523, son-in-law of Camerarius, 
professor of physics in Wittenberg, died 1591] 
was its real author; that it was printed at 
Leipzig in order to keep the real originators 
of it hidden; and that, for the same purpose, 
the Silesian Candidate of Medicine Curaeus 
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had taken the responsibility of its authorship 
upon himself. (Tschackert, 547.) 

Self-evidently, the Wittenberg theologians 
disclaimed any knowledge of, or any connec- 
tion with, the origin of the Haegesis. How- 
ever, they were everywhere believed to share 
its radical teachings, and known to have 
spread it among the students of the univer- ~ 
sity, and suspected also of having before this 
resorted to tactics similar to those employed 
in the Hawegesis. As early as 1561, for ex- 
ample, rhymes had secretly been circulated in 
Wittenberg, the burden of which was that 
faith alone effects the presence of Christ in 
the Lord’s, Supper, and that the mouth re- 
ceives nothing but natural bread. One of 
these ran as follows: “Allein der Glaub’ an 
Jesum Christ Schafft, dass er gegenwaertig 
ist, Und speist uns mit sei’m Fleisch und Blut 
Und sich mit uns einigen tut. Der Mund 
empfaeht natuerlich Brot, Die Seel’ aber 
speist selber Gott.” (Walther, 46.) Of course, 
the purpose of such dodgers was to prepare 
the way for Calvinism. And on the very face 
of it, the Exegesis Perspicua was intended to 
serve similar secret propaganda. 

The chief difference between the preceding 
publications of the Philippists and the Hze- 
gesis was that here they came out in clear 
and unmistakable language. The sacramental 
union, the oral eating and drinking (mandu- 
catio oralis), and the eating and drinking of 
the wicked, which before were passed by in 
silence, are dealt with extensively and repu- 
diated. The Haegesis teaches: The body of 
Christ is inclosed in heaven; in the Holy 
Supper it is present only according to its 
efficacy; there is no union of the body of 
Christ with the bread and wine; hence, there 
neither is nor can be such a thing as oral 
eating and drinking or eating and drinking of 
unbelievers. The “ubiquity,” as the Haxegesis 
terms the omnipresence of Christ’s human na- 
ture, is condemned as Eutychian heresy. The 
Exegesis declared: “In the use of the bread 
and wine the believers by faith become true 
and living members of the body of Christ, 
who is present and efficacious through these 
symbols, as through a ministry inflaming and 
renewing our hearts by His Holy Spirit. The 
unbelieving, however, do not become partakers, 
or xowwyvol, but because of their contempt are 
guilty of the bady of Christ.” (Seeberg, Grund- 
riss 146.) 

After fulsome praise of the Reformed, whose 
doctrine, the Hwegesis says, is in agreement 
with the symbols of the ancient Church, and 
who as to martyrdom surpass the Lutherans, 
and after a corresponding depreciation of Lu- 
ther, who in the heat of the controversy was 
said frequently to have gone too far, the Hae- 
gesis recommends that the wisest thing would 
be to follow the men whom God had placed at 
the side of Luther, and who had spoken more 
correctly than Luther. Following Melanch- 
thon, all might unite in the neutral formula, 
“The bread is the communion of the body of 
Christ,” avoiding all further definition regard- 
ing the ubiquity [the omnipresence of Christ’s 
human nature] and the eating of the true 
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body of Christ, until a synod had definitely 
decided these matters. (Tschackert, 547.) 

All purified churches (all churches in .Ger- 
many, Switzerland, ete., purified from Roman 
errors), the Hwegesis urges, “ought to be in 
accord with one another; and this pious con- 
cord should not be disturbed on account of 
this difference [regarding the Holy Supper]. 
Let us be united in Christ and discontinue 
those dangerous teachings concerning the 
ubiquity, the eating of the true body on the 
part of the wicked, and similar things. The 
teachers should agree on a formula which 
could not create offense. They should employ 
the modes of speech found in the writings of 
Melanchthon. It is best to suppress public 
disputations, and when contentious men cre- 
ate strife and disquiet among the people, the 
proper thing to do, as Philip advised [in his 
opinion to the Elector of the Palatinate], is 
to depose such persons of either party, and to 
fill their places with more modest men. The 
teachers must promote unity, and recommend 
the churches and teachers of the opposite 
party.” (Walther, 51.) Such was the teaching 
and the theological attitude of the Haxegesis. 
It advocated a union of the Lutherans and 
the Reformed based on indifferentism, and a 
surrender in all important doctrinal points to 
Calvinism, the Lutherans merely retaining 
their name. 
Exegesis has been generally, also in America, 
termed Melanchthonianism. 


215. Plotters Unmasked. 
The plain and unmistakable language of 


the LEaegesis cleared the atmosphere, and- 


everywhere dispelled all doubts as to the real 
nature of the theological trend at Wittenberg 
and Leipzig. Now it was plain to everybody 
beyond the shadow of a doubt that Electoral 
Saxony was indeed infested with decided Cal- 
And before long also the web of de- 
ceit and falsehood which they had spun 
around the HKlector was torn into shreds. The 
appearance of the Haegesis resulted in a cry 
of indignation throughout Lutheran Germany 
against the Wittenberg and Leipzig Philip- 
pists. Yet, in 1574, only few books appeared 
against the document, which, indeed, was not 
in need of a special refutation. Wigand pub- 
lished Analysis of the New H«egesis, and 
Hesshusius: Assertion (Assertio) of the True 
Doctrine Concerning: the Supper, against the 
Calwiman Haegesis. At the same time Elector 
August was again urged by Lutheran princes, 
notably the King of Denmark and Duke Lud- 
wig of Wuerttemberg, also by private per- 
sons, to proceed against the Calvinists in his 
country and not to spare them any longer. 
(Gieseler 3, 2,267.) The aged Count of Henne- 
berg made it a point to see the Elector per- 
sonally in this matter. But there was little 
need for further admonitions, for the Hwegesis 
had opened the Elector’s eyes. And soon after 
its publication discoveries were made which 
filled August with deep humiliation and burn- 
ing indignation at the base deception prac- 
tised on him by the very men whom he had 
trusted implicitly and placed in most im- 
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portant positions. By lying and deceit the 
Philippists had for a long period succeeded in 
holding the confidence of Elector August; but 
now the time for their complete and inglorious 
unmasking had arrived. 

Shortly after the Hxegesis had appeared, 
Peucer wrote a letter to the Crypto-Calvinist 
Christian Schuetze, then court-preacher in 
Dresden [who studied pt Leipzig; became 
superintendent at Chemnitz in 1550; court- 
preacher of Elector August in 1554; when he 
was buried, boys threw a black hen over his 
coffin, crying, ‘Here flies the Calvinistic devil’; 
Joecher, Lewicon 4, 372], which he had ad- 
dressed to the wife of the court-preacher in 
order to avoid suspicion. By ‘mistake the 
letter was delivered to the wife of the court- 
preacher Lysthenius [born 1532; studied in 
Wittenberg; became court-preacher of Elector 
August in 1572 and later on his confessor; 
opposed Crypto-Calvinism; was dismissed 
1590 by Chancellor Crell; 1591 restored to 
his position in Dresden; died 1596]. After 
opening the letter and finding it to be written 
in Latin, she gave it to her husband, who, in 
turn, delivered it te the Elector. In it Peucer 
requested Schuetze dexterously to slip into 
the hands of Anna, the wife of the Elector, 
a Calvinistie prayer-book which he had sent 
with the letter. Peucer added: “If first we 
have Mother Anna on our side, there will be 
no difficulty in winning His Lordship [her 
husband] too.” 

’ Additional implicating material-was dis- 
covered when Augustus now confiscated the 
correspondence of Peucer, Schuetze, Stoessel, 
and Cracow. The letters*found revealed the 
consummate perfidy, dishonesty, cunning, and 
treachery of the men who had been the trusted 
advisers of the Elector, who had enjoyed his 
implicit confidence, and who by their false- 
hoods had caused him to persecute hundreds 
of innocent and faithful Lutheran ministers. 
The fact was clearly established_that these 
Philippists had been systematically plotting 
to Calvinize Saxony. The very arguments 
with which Luther’s doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper and the Person of Christ might best 
be refuted were enumerated in these letters. 
However, when asked by the Elector whether 
they were Calvinists, these self-convicted de- 
ceivers are said to have answered that “they 
would not see the face of God in eternity if 
in any point they were addicted to the doc- 
trines of the Sacramentarians or deviated in 
the least from Dr. Luther’s teaching.” (Wal- 
ther, 56.) The leaders of the conspiracy were 
incarcerated. Cracow died in prison, 1575; 
Stoessel, 1576. It was as late as 1586 that 
Peucer regained his liberty, Schuetze in 1589. 


216. Lutheranism Restored. 


In all the churches of Saxony thanksgiving 
services were held to praise God for the final 
triumph of genuine Lutheranism. A memorial 
coin celebrating the victory over the Crypto- 
Calvinists, bearing the date 1574, was struck 
at Torgau. The obverse exhibits Elector 
August handing a book to Elector John George 
of Brandenburg. The inscription above reads: 
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“Oonserva Apud Nos Verbum Tuum, Domine. 
Preserve Thy Word among Us, O Lord.” Be- 
low, the inscription runs: “Augustus, Dei 
Gratia Dux Saxoniae et Elector. Augustus, 
by the Grace of God Duke of Saxony and 
Elector.” The reverse represents Torgau and 
its surroundings, with Wittenberg in the dis- 
tance. The Elector, clad in his armor, is 
standing on a rock bearing the inscription: 
“Schloss Hartenfels” (castle at Torgau). In 
his right hand he is holding a sword, in his 
left a balance, whose falling scale, in which 
the Child Jesus is sitting, bears the inscrip- 
tion: “Die Allmacht, Omnipotence.” The 
lighter and rising pan, in which four Wit- 
tenberg Crypto-Calvinists are vainly exerting 
themselves to the utmost in pulling on the 
chains of their pan in order to increase its 
weight, and on the beam of which also the 
devil is sitting, is inscribed: “Die Vernunft, 
Reason.” Above, God appears, saying to the 
Elector, “Joshua 1, 5. 6: Confide, Non Dere- 
Unquam Te. Trust, I will not forsake thee.” 
Below we read: “Apud Dewm Non Est Impos- 
sibile Verbum Ullum, Lucae 1. Conserva 
Apud Nos Verbum Tuwm, Domine. 1574. 
Nothing is impossible with God, Luke 1. 
Preserve Thy Word among us, Lord. 1574.” 

The obverse of a smaller medal, also of 
1574, shows the bust of Elector August with 
the inscription: “Augustus, Dei Gratia Dux 
Saxoniae Et Elector.” The reverse exhibits 
a ship in troubled waters with the crucified 
Christ in her expanded sails, and the Elector, 
in his armor and with the sword on his 
shoulder, standing at the foot of the mast. 
In the roaring ocean are enemies, shooting 
with arrows and striking with swords, mak- 
ing-an assault upon the ship. The fearless- 
ness of the Elector is expressed in the inscrip- 
tion: “Te Gubernatore, Thou [Christ] being 
the pilot.” Among the jubilee medals of 1617 
there is one which evidently, too, celebrates 
the victory over Zwinglianism and Calvinism. 
Its obverse exhibits Frederick in his electoral 
garb pointing with two fingers of his right 
hand to the name Jehovah at the head of the 
medal. At his left Luther is standing with 
a burning light in his right hand and point- 
ing with the forefinger of his left hand to a 
book lying on a table and bearing the title: 
“Biblia Sacra: V[erbum] D[ei] Manet] I[n] 
Ae[ternum].” The reverse represents the 
Elector standing on a rock inscribed: “Schloss 
Hartenfels, Castle Hartenfels.” In his right 
hand he is holding the sword and in his left 
a balance. Under the falling scale, containing 
the Child Jesus, we read: “Die Allmacht, 
Omnipotence,” and under the rising pan, in 
which the serpent is lying: “Die Vernunft, 


Reason.” The marginal inscription runs: 
“Tosua 1: Confide. Non Derelinquam Te. 
Joshua 1: Trust. I will not forsake thee.” 


(Ch. Junker, Hhrengedaechtnis Dr. M. Lu- 
thers, 353. 383.) 

Self-evidently, Elector August immediately 
took measures also to reestablish in his terri- 
tories Luther’s doctrine of the Lord’s Supper. 
The beginning was made by introducing a 
confession prepared by reliable superintend- 
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ents, and discussed, adopted, and subscribed 
at the Diet of Torgau, September, 1574, and 
published simultaneously in German and 
Latin. Its German title ran: “Brief Oon- 
fession (Kure Bekenntnis) and Articles Oon- 
cerning the Holy Supper of the Body and 
Blood of Christ, from which may clearly be 
seen what heretofore has been publicly taught, 
believed, and confessed concerning it in both 
universities of Leipzig and Wittenberg, and 
elsewhere in all churches and schools of the 
Elector of Saxony; also what has been re- 
buked and is still rebuked as Sacramentarian 
error’ and enthusiasm.” The Torgau Confes- 
sion, therefore, does not reject the Corpus 
Doctrinae Misnicum of 1560 nor even the Con- 
sensus Dresdensis of 1571, and pretends that 
Melanchthon was in doctrinal agreement with 
Luther, and that only a few Crypto-Calvin- 
ists had of late been discovered in the Elect- 
orate. This pretense was the chief reason why 
the Corifession did not escape criticism. In 
1575 Wigand published: ‘Whether the New 
Wittenbergers had hitherto always taught 
harmoniously and agreeably with the Old, and 
whether Luther’s and Philip’s writings were 
throughout in entire harmony and agree- 
ment.” 

As for its doctrine, however, the Torgau 
Confession plainly upholds the Lutheran 
teaching. Article VII contends that in the 
distribution of the Lord’s Supper the body 
and blood of Christ “are truly received also 
by the unworthy.” Article VIII maintains 
the “oral eating and drinking, oris mandu- 
catio.” Calvin, Beza, Bullinger, Peter Martyr, 
and the Heidelberg theologians are rejected, 
and their names expressly mentioned. On the 
other hand, the “ubiquity [local extension] of 
the flesh of Christ’ is disavowed and a dis- 
cussion of the mode and possibility of the 
presence of the body and blood of Christ is 
declined as something inscrutable. The Latin 
passage reads: “Ac ne carnis quidem ubiqui- 
tatem, aut quidquam, quod vel veritatem cor- 
poris Christi tollat, vel ulli fidei articulo re- 
pugnet, propter praesentiam in Coena fingimus 
aut probamus. Denique de modo et possibili- 
tate praesentiae corporis et sanguinis Domim 
plane nihil disputamus. Nam omnia haec vm- 
perscrutabilia statwimus.” (Gieseler 3, 2, 268.) 

Caspar Cruciger, Jr., Henry Moeller, Chris- 
topher Pezel, and Frederick Widebram, who 
refused to subscribe the Brief Confession, were 
first arrested, then, after subscribing with a 
qualification, released, but finally (1574) ban- 
ished. Widebram and Pezel removed to Nas- 
sau, Moeller to Hamburg, and Cruciger to 
Hesse. At Leipzig, Andrew Freyhub, who, 
appealing to the Consensus Dresdensis, taught 
that Christ was exalted according to both na- 
tures, that divine properties were not com- 
municated to His humanity, and that His 
body was inclosed in a certain place in heaven, 
was deposed in 1576. 

Thus ended the Crypto-Calvinistic drama in 
Electoral Saxony. Henceforth such men as 
Andreae, Chemnitz, and Selneccer were the 
trusted advisers of August, who now became 
the enthusiastic, devoted, and self-sacrificing 
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leader of the larger movement for settling all 
of the controversies distracting the Lutheran 
Church, which finally resulted in the adoption 
of the Formula of Concord. 


217. Visitation Articles. 


Elector August, the stanch defender of gen- 
uine Lutheranism, died 1586. Under his suc- 
cessor, Christian I, and Chancellor Nicholas 
Crell, Crypto-Calvinism once more raised its 
head in Electoral Saxony. But it was for a 

‘short period only, for Christian I died Sep- 
tember 25, 1591, and during the regency of 
Duke Frederick William, who acted as guard- 
ian of Christian II, Lutheranism was reestab- 
lished. In order effectually and permanently 
to suppress the Crypto-Calvinistic intrigues, 
the Duke, in February of 1592, ordered a gen- 
eral visitation of all the churches in the en- 
tire Electorate. For this purpose Aegidius 
Hunnius [born 1550; 1576 professor in Mar- 
burg and later superintendent and professor 
in Wittenberg; attended colloquy at Regens- 
burg 1601; wrote numerous books, particu- 
larly against Papists and Calvinists; died 
1603], Martin Mirus [born 1532, died 1593], 
George Mylius [born 1544; 1584 expelled 
from Augsburg because he was opposed to the 
Gregorian almanac; since 1585 professor in 
Wittenberg and Jena; died 1607], Wolfgang 
Mamphrasius [born 1557; 


to the Symbolical Books. eth 


superintendent in * 


Wurtzen; died 1616], and others, who were 
to conduct the visitation, composed the so- 
called Visitation Articles, which were printed ~ 
in 1593. The complete title of these articles 
runs: “Visitation Articles in the Entvre 
Electorate of Saxwony, together with the Nega- 
tive and Contrary Doctrines of the Calvinists, 
and the Form of Subscription, as Presented 
to be Signed by Both Parties.” . 

As a result of the visitation, the Crypto- 
Calvinistic professors in Wittenberg and Leip- 
zig were exiled. John Salmuth [born 1575 : 
court-preacher in Dresden since 1584; died 
1592] and Prierius, also a minister in Dres- 
den, were imprisoned. As a bloody finale of 
the Crypto-Calvinistic drama enacted in Elect- 
oral Saxony, Chancellor Crell was beheaded, 
October 9, 1601, after an imprisonment of ten 
years. Crell was punished, according to his 

epitaph, as “an enemy of peace and a dis- 
turber of the publie quiet —hostis pacis et 
quietis publicae turbator,” or, as Hutter re- 
marks in his Concordia Concors, “not on ac- 
count of his religion, but on account of his 
manifold perfidy — non ob religionem, sed ob 
perfidiam multiplicem.” (448. 1258.) For a 
long period (till 1836) all teachers and minis- 
ters in Electoral Saxony were required to sub- 
scribe also to the Visitation Articles as a 
doctrinal norm. Self-evidently they are not 
anvifitegral part of the Book of Concord. 


XIX. Controversy on Christ’s Descent into Hell. 


218. Luther’s Doctrine. 


While according to medieval theologians 
the descent into hell was regarded as an act 
by which Christ, with His soul only, entered 
the abode of the dead; and while according 
to Calvin. and the Reformed generally the 
descent into hell is but a figurative expression 
for the sufferings of Christ, particularly of 
His soul, on the cross, Luther, especially in 
a sermon delivered 1533 at Torgau, taught in 
accordance with the Scriptures that Christ, 
the God-man, body and soul, descended into 
hell as Victor over Satan and his host. With 
special reference to Ps. 16,10 and Acts 2, 
24. 27, Luther explained: After His burial 
the whole person of Christ, the God-man, de- 
scended into hell, conquered the devil, and 
destroyed the power of hell and Satan. The 
mode and manner, however, in which this was 
done can no more be comprehended by human 
reason than His sitting at the right hand of 
the Father, and must therefore not be investi- 
gated, but believed and accepted in simple 
faith. It is sufficient if we retain the conso- 
lation that neither hell nor devil are any 
longer able to harm us. Accordingly, Luther 
did not regard the descent into hell as an act 
belonging to the state of humiliation, by 
which He paid the penalty for our sins, but 
as an act of exaltation, in which Christ, as it 
were, plucked for us the fruits of His suf- 
ferings which were finished when He died 
upon the cross. 

Luther’s sermon at Torgau graphically de- 
scribes the descent as a triumphant march of 


our victorious Savior into the stronghold of 
the dismayed infernal hosts. From it we 
quote the following: “Before Christ arose 
and ascended into heaven, and while yet lying 
in the grave, He also descended into hell in 
order to deliver also us from it, who were to 
be held in it as prisoners. . .. However, 
I shall not discuss this article in a profound 
and subtle manner, as to how it was done or 
what it means to ‘descend into hell,’ but ad- 
here to the simplest meaning conveyed by 
these words, as we must represent it to chil- 
dren and uneducated people.” ‘Therefore, 
whoever would not go wrong or stumble had 
best adhere to the words and understand them 
in a simple way as well as he can. Accord- 
ingly, it is customary to represent Christ in 
paintings on walls, as He descends, appears 
before hell, clad in a priestly robe and with 
a banner in His hand, with which. He beats 
the devil and puts him to flight, takes hell 
by storm, and rescues those that are His. 
Thus it was also acted the night before Easter 
as a play for children. And I am well pleased 
with the fact that it is painted, played, sung, 
and said in this manner for the benefit - of 
simple people. We, too, should let it go at 
that, and not trouble ourselves with profound 
and subtle thoughts as to how it may have 
happened, since it surely did not oceur bodily, 
inasmuch as He remained in the grave three 
days.” 

Luther continues: ‘However, since we can- 
not but conceive thoughts and images of what 
is presented to us in words, and are unable to 
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think of or understand anything without such 
images, it is appropriate and right that we 
view it literally, just as it is painted, that 
He descends with the banner, shattering and 
destroying the gates of hell; and we should 
put aside thoughts that are too deep and in- 
comprehensible for us.” “But we ought... 
simply to fix and fasten our hearts and 
thoughts on the words of the Creed, which 
says: ‘I believe in the Lord Jesus Christ, the 
Son of God, dead, buried, and descended into 
hell,’ that is, in the entire person, God and 
man, with body and soul, undivided, ‘born of 
the Virgin, suffered, died, and buried’; in like 
manner I must not divide it here either, but 
believe and say that the same Christ, God 
and man in one person, descended into hell, 
but did not remain in it; as Ps. 16,10 says 
of Him: ‘Thou wilt not leave My soul in hell, 
nor suffer Thine Holy One to see corruption.’ 
By the word ‘soul,’ He, in accordance with the 
language of the Scripture, does not mean, as 


we do, a being separated from the body, but ~ 


the entire man, the Holy One of God, as He 
here calls Himself. But how it may have oc- 
curred that the man lies there in the grave, 
and yet descends into hell — that, indeed, we 
shall and must leave unexplained and uncom- 
prehended; for it certainly did not take place 
in a bodily and tangible manner, although 
we can only paint and conceive it in a coarse 
and bodily way and speak of it in pictures.” 
“Such, therefore is the plainest manner to 
speak of this article, that we may adhere to 
the words and cling to this main point, that 
for us, through Christ, hell has been torn to 
pieces and the devil’s kingdom and power 
utterly destroyed, for which purpose He died, 
was buried, and descended, — so that it should 
no longer harm or overwhelm us, as He Him- 
self says, Matt. 16,18... .” (Conc. TRIGL., 
1050.) 


219. Aepinus in Hamburg. 


The two outstanding features of Luther’s 
sermon are that Christ descended into hell, 
body and soul, and that He descended as a 
triumphant Victor, and not in order to com- 
plete His suffering and the work of atone- 
ment. The denial of these two points, in 
particular, caused a new controversy, which, 
however, was of brief duration only, and 
practically confined to the city of Hamburg, 
hence also called the Hamburg Church Con- 
troversy, der Hamburger Kirchenstreit. Its 
author was John Aepinus [Huck or Hoeck; 
born 1499; studied under Luther; persecuted 
in Brandenburg and banished; rector’ in 
Stralsund; 1532 pastor and later superintend- 
ent in Hamburg; wrote 1547 against the In- 
terim; sided with Flacius against the Philip- 
pists; published books in Latin and Low 
German; dealt with Christ’s descent to hell 
especially in his Commentary on Psalm 16, 
of 1544, and in his Haplanation of Psalm 68, 
of 1553; died May 13, 1553]. 

Aepinus taught that Christ’s descent is a 
part of His suffering and atonement. While 
the body was lying in the grave, His soul 
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descended into hell in order to suffer the 
qualms and pangs required to satisfy the 
wrath of God, complete the work of redemp- 
tion, and render a plenary satisfaction, satis- 
factio plenaria. The descent is the last stage 
of Christ’s humiliation and suffering, His 
triumph first beginning with the resurrection. 
Though we know His sufferings in hell to 
have been most sad and bitter, yet we are un- 
able to say and define what they were in par- 
ticular, or to deseribe them concretely, because 
Scripture is silent on this question. 

But while Aepinus originally held that the 
soul of Christ suffered in hell the punishment 
of eternal death, he later on distinguished be- 
tween the first and the second death (eternal 
damnation), asserting the suffering Christ en- 
dured in hell to have been a part of the pun- 
ishment of the first death, and that He did 
not suffer the cruciatus AETERNI tartarei ignis. 
— Such were the views advocated, developed, 
and variously modified by Aepinus in his theo- 
logical lectures and publications. From the 
Latin “Consummatum est, It is finished,” the 
teaching that Christ fmished His suffering 
and the work of atonement by His death on 
the cross was stigmatized by Aepinus as 
“error consummaticus,” and its advocates as 
“Consummatists,” while these, in turn, dubbed 
Aepinus and his adherents “Infernalists.” 
(Frank 3, 440.) 

Among the statements of Aepinus are the 
following: “I believe that hell is a place pre- 
pared by divine justice to punish the devils 
and wicked men according to the quality of 
their sins.” (487.) “On account of our re- 
demption Christ descended to hell, just as He 
suffered and died for us.” (437.) “Theo- 
logians who either deny that the soul of 
Christ descended into hell, or say that Christ 
was present in hell only in effect and power, 
and not by His presence, deprive the Church 
of faith in the sufficient, complete, and per- 
fect. satisfaction and redemption of Christ, 
and leave to Satan the right over pious souls 
after their separation from the body. For by 
denying that Christ sustained and bore those 
punishments of death and hell which the souls 
were obliged to bear after their separation 
from the body, they assert that complete satis- 
faction has not been made for them.” (439.) 
“T believe that the descent of the soul of 
Christ to hell is a part of the Passion of 
Christ, 7. e., of the struggles, dangers, anguish, 
pains, and punishments which He took upon 
Himself and bore in our behalf; for, in the 
Scriptures, to descend to hell signifies to be 
involved in the highest struggles, pain, and 
distress. I believe that the descent of Christ 
to hell is a part of His obedience foretold by 
the prophets and imposed on Him because of 
our sins.” (440.) “I believe that the descent 
of Christ pertains to His humiliation, not to 
His glorification and triumph.” (441.) “The 
descent to hell was by God’s judgment laid 
upon Christ as the last degree of His humilia- 
tion and exinanition and as the extreme part 
of His obedience and satisfaction.” (441.) 
“Peter clearly teaches, Acts 2, that the soul of 
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Christ felt the pangs of hell and death while 
His body was resting in the sepulcher.” (441.) 
“What Christ experienced when He descended 
into hell is known to Himself, not to us; may 
we acknowledge and accept with grateful 
minds that He descended into hell for us. But 
let us not inquire what it was that He ex- 
perienced for us in His descent, for we may 
piously remain ignorant of matters which God 
did not reveal to His Church, and which He 
does not demand that. she know.” (444.) 


220. Opposed by His Colleagues. 


The views of Aepinus, first presented in lec- 
tures delivered 1544 before the ministers of 
Hamburg, called forth dissent and opposition 
on the part of his colleagues. Before long, 
however (1549), the controversy began to as- 
sume a virulent character. While the con- 
duct of Aepinus was always marked by dig- 
nity, moderation, and mildness, his opponents, 
Tileman Epping, John Gartz, and Caspar 
Hackrott, ventilated and assailed his teaching 
in their pulpits. . 

The chief argument against Aepinus was 
that his doctrine conflicted with, and invali- 
dated, the words of Christ, “It is finished,” 
“To-day shalt thou be with Me in Paradise.” 
Aepinus rejoined that the word “to-day” is 
an ambiguous term, denoting both the im- 
mediate presence and the indefinite near 
future (pro praesenti et imminente tempore 
indefinito). (414.) However, it was not in 
every respect Luther’s position which was 
occupied by some of the opponents of Aepinus. 
Gratz is reported to have taught that the 
article concerning the descent of Christ was 
not necessary to salvation; that descendere 
(descend) was identical with sepeliri (to be 
buried); that the descent to hell referred to 
the anguish and temptation of Christ during 
His life; that Christ immediately after His 
death entered paradise together with the male- 
factor; that the work of atonement and satis- 
faction was completed with His death. (446.) 

In 1550 the city council of Hamburg asked 
Melanchthon for his opinion. But Melanch- 
_ thon’s answer of September, 1550, signed also 
by Bugenhagen, was rather indefinite, vague, 
and evasive. He said, in substance: Although 
we have frequently heard the Reverend Doctor 
7 Luther speak on this matter and read his 
writings, yet, since a controversy has now 
been raised, we have written also to others 
for their views, in order to present a unani- 
mous opinion, and thus avoid dissensions 
later on. In his Commentary on Genesis and 
in his Torgau sermon, Luther referred Descent 
only to the victory of the Son of God, indicat- 
ing that the rest must not be searched out. 
The Son of God did indeed overcome the tor- 
ments of hell; but the Psalms show that the 
pains of hell are not to be restricted only to 
the time after the separation of the soul 
(dolores inferorum non restringendos esse tan- 
tum ad tempus post animae separationem). 
Luther, said Melanchthon, expressed it as his 
opinion “that this article concerning the 
Descent must be retained even when referred 
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only to the victory of Christ, confessing that 
the tyranny of the devil and hell is destroyed, 
i.e., that all who believe in Christ are liber- 
ated from the power of the devil and hell, 
according to the word: ‘No one shall pluck 
My sheep out of My hands.’ And in a certain 
way the Son of God manifested this victory 
to the devils, and, no doubt, the devils felt 
that their power was broken by this Victor, 
and that the head of the serpent was truly 
bruised by the Seed of the Woman, by Christ, » 
God and man. And among the signs of His 
victory was the resurrection of many dead.” 
With respect to the controverted point, con- 
cerning the sufferings of the soul of Christ 
after its separation from the body, Melanch- 
thon advised that the council of Hamburg 
“enjoin both parties to await the opinions of 
others also, and in the mean time to avoid 


‘mentioning this question in sermons, schools, 


or other public meetings.” Not the article 
concerning the Descent itself, but “only the 
investigation of this particular point, concern- 
ing the suffering of His departed soul in hell, 
is to be omitted, an inquiry which also 
Dr. Luther did not consider necessary.” (C. BR. 
7, 667.) 

Before this Melanchthon had written in a 
similar vein of compromise to Aepinus and his 
colleague, John Gartz. “I wish,” said he in 


“a ‘lettér of April 4, 1550, “that there would 


be an amnesty between you in this entire 
strife” about the descent of Christ. “Let us 
cultivate peace with one another, and cover up 
certain wounds of ours, lest sadder disputa- 
tions originate.” (7,569; compare 6,116.) In 
the following year the Hamburg Council, act- 
ing on the advice of Melanchthon, deposed and 
expelled the leaders of the opposition to Aepi- 
nus, which, however, was not intended as a 
decision in favor of the doctrine of Aepinus, 
but merely as a measure to restore peace ands 
silence in the city. 


221. Other Participants in This 
Controversy. 


Though the controversy was suppressed in 
Hamburg, and Aepinus died May 13, 1553, the 
theological questions involved were not settled, 
nor had all of the advocates of the views set 
forth by Aepinus disappeared from the scene. 
Even such theologians as Westphal, Flacius, 
Gallus, and»Osiander were partly agreed with 
him. Osiander says in an opinion: “I am 
asked whether the descent of Christ pertains 
to the satisfaction made for us or only to His 
triumph over the enemies. I answer briefly 
that the descent of Christ into hell pertained 
to the satisfaction He merited for us as well 
as to the triumph over the enemies, just as 
His death on the cross does not belong to the 
one only, but to both.... Thus by descending 
into hell He rendered satisfaction for us who 
merited hell, according to Ps. 16.” On the 
other hand, a synod held July 11, 1554, at 
Greifswald made it a point expressly to deny 
that the descent of Christ involved any suf- 
fering of His soul, or that it was of an ex- 
piatory nature, or that this article referred 
to the anguish of His soul before His death, 
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or that it was identical with His burial. They 
affirmed the teaching of Luther, viz., that the 
entire Christ, God and man, body and soul, 
descended into hell after His burial and be- 
fore His resurrection, ete. (Frank, 446f.; 416.) 

Furthermore, in a letter to John Parsimo- 
» nius, court-preacher in Stuttgart, dated Feb- 
ruary 1, 1565, John Matsperger of Augsburg 
taught that, in the article of the descent of 
Christ, the word “hell” must not be taken 
figuratively for torments, death, burial, etc., 
but literally, as the kingdom of Satan and 
the place of the damned spirits and souls, 
wherever that might be; that the entire 
Christ descended into this place according to 
both divinity and humanity, with His body 
and soul, and not only with the latter, while 
the former remained in the grave; that this 
occurred immediately after His vivification or 
the reunion of body and soul in the grave and 
before His resurrection; that the Descent was 
accomplished in an instant, viz., in the mo- 
ment after His vivification and before His 
resurrection; and that Christ descended, not 
to suffer, but, as a triumphant Victor, to de- 
stroy the portals of hell for all believers. 
Parsimonius, too, maintained that Christ did 
not in any way suffer after His death, but 
denied emphatically that “hell” was a definite 
physical locality or place in space, and that 
the descent involved a local motion of the 
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body: Brenz assented to the views of Parsi- 
monius, and the preachers of Augsburg also 
assented to them. In order to check his zeal 
against his opponents, Matsperger was de- 
posed and imprisoned. (Frank, 450 f.) 

Such being the situation’ within the Lu- 
theran Church concerning the questions in- 
volved in the Hamburg Controversy, which, 
by the way, had been mentioned also in the 
Imperial Instruction for the Diet at Augs- 
burg, 1555, the Formula of Concord consid- 
ered it advisable to pass also on this matter. 
It did so, in Article IX, by simply repro- 
ducing what Luther had taught in the sermon 
referred to above. Here we read: “We simply 
believe that the entire person, God and man, 
after the burial, descended into hell, con- 
quered the devil, destroyed the power of hell, 
and took from the devil all his might.” 
(1051, 3.) “But how this occurred we should 
[not curiously investigate, but] reserve until 
the other world, where not only this point 
[this mystery], but also still others will be 
revealed, which we here, simply believe, and 
cannot comprehend with our blind reason.” 
(827, 4.) Tschackert remarks: “Ever since 
[the adoption of the Ninth Article of the 
Formula of Concord] Lutheran theology has 
regarded the Descent of Christ as the begin- 
ning of the state of exaltation of the human 
nature of the God-man.” (559.) 


xX. The Eleventh Article of the Formula of Concord: 
On Predestination. 


222. Why Article XI was Embodied in 
the Formula. 


The reason why Article XI was embodied in 
the Formula of Concord is stated in the open- 
ing paragraph of this article: “Although 
among the theologians of the Augsburg Oon- 
fession there has not occurred as yet any pub- 
lic dissension whatever concerning the eternal 
election of the children of God that has caused 
offensé, and has become wide-spread, yet since 
this article has been brought into very pain- 
ful controversy in other places, and even 
among our theologians there has been some 
agitation concerning it; moreover, since the 
same expressions were not always employed 
concerning it by the theologians: therefore, 
in order, by the aid of divine grace, to pre- 
vent disagreement and separation on its ac- 
count in the future among our successors, we, 
as much as in us lies, have desired also to 
present an explanation of the same here, so 
that every one may know what is our unani- 
mous doctrine, faith, and confession also con- 
cerning this article.” (1063, 1.) 

The statements contained in these intro- 
ductory remarks are in agreement with the 
historical facts. For, while serious dissen- 
sions pertaining to election did occur in Re- 
formed countries, the Lutheran Church, ever 
since the great conflict with Erasmus on free 
will, in 1525, had not been disturbed by any 
general, public, and offensive controversy on 
this question, neither ad intra among them- 


selves, nor ad extra with the Calvinists. 
Hence the chief purpose for embodying Ar- 
ticle XI in the Formula was not to settle past 
or present disputes, but rather, as stated in 
the paragraph quoted, to be of service in 
avoiding future differences and conflicts. 

This earnest concern for the future peace 
of our\Church, as well as for the maintenance 
of its doctrinal purity, was partly due to 
apprehensions, which, indeed, were not with- 
out foundation. As a matter of fact, long be- 
fore the Formula was drafted, the theological 
atmosphere was surcharged with . polemical 
possibilities and probabilities regarding pre- 
destination, — a doctrine which is simple 
enough as long as faith adheres to the plain 
Word of God, without making rationalistic 
and sophistical inferences, but which in pub- 
lic controversies has always proved to be a 
most intricate, crucial, and dangerous ques- 
tion. 

Calvin and his adherents boldly rejected the 
universality of God’s grace, of Christ’s re- 
demption, and of the Spirit’s efficacious opera- 
tion through the means of grace, and taught 
that, in the last analysis, also the eternal 
doom of the damned was solely due to an ab- 
solute decree of divine reprobation (in their 
estimation the logical complement of elec- 
tion), and this at the very time when they 
pretended adherence to the Augsburg Confes- 
sion and were making heavy inroads into Lu- 
theran territory with their doctrine concern- 
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ing the Lord’s Supper and the person of 
Christ, — which in itself was sufficient reason 
for a public discussion and determined resent- 
ment of their absolute predestinarianism. The 
Synergists, on the other hand, had long ago 
been busy explaining that the only way to es- 
cape the Stoic dogma of Calvinism, and to ac- 
count for the difference why some are accepted 
and elected, while the rest are rejected, was 
to assume a different conduct in man — aliqua 
actio dissimilis in homine. And as for their 
Lutheran opponents, it cannot be denied that 
some of their statements were not always suf- 
ficiently guarded to preclude all misapprehen- 
sions and false inferences. 

Thus controversial material had been every- 
where heaped up in considerable quantities. 
Considering these factors, which for decades 
had been making for a theological storm, one 
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et agere in perniciem. Quid igitur indignum 
Deo, dicere, etiam statuisse antea, ut illos in 
sensum reprobum traderet et ageret im per- 
niciem?” (Frank 4, 264.) The Formula of 
Concord, however, is careful jto explain: 
“Moreover, it is to be diligently considered 
that when God punishes sin with sins, that 
is, when He afterwards punishes with ob- 
duracy and blindness those who had been con- 
verted, because of their subsequent security, 
impenitence, and wilful sins, this should not 
be interpreted to mean that it never had been 
God’s good pleasure that such persons should 
come to the knowledge of the truth and be 
saved.” (1001, 83.) 

Brenz had said: ‘To the one of the entire 
mass of the human race God gives faith in 
Christ, whereby he is justified and saved, while 
He leaves the other in his incredulity that he 


may feel rather surprised that a controversy “may perish. Deus ew wniversa generis humam 


on predestination had not arisen long ago. 
Tschackert says: “They [the Lutheran theo- 
logians] evidently feared an endless debate if 
the*intricate question concerning predestina- 
tion were made a subject of discussion.” 
(559.) Sooner or later, however, the conflict 
was bound to come with dire results for the 
Church, unless provisions were made to es- 
cape it, or to meet it in the proper way. Well 
aware of this entire critical situation and the 
imminent dangers lurking therein, the framers 
of the Formula of Concord wisely resolved to 
embody in it also an article on election in 
order to clear the theological atmosphere, 
maintain the divine truth, ward off a future 
controversy, and insure the peace of our 
Church. 


223. Unguarded Statements of Anti- 
. Synergists. 


That the occasional dissimilar and inade- 
quate references to eternal election and re- 
lated subjects made by some opponents of 
the Synergists were a matter of grave con- 
cern to the authors of the Formula of Con- 
cord appears from the passage quoted from 
Article XJ, enumerating, among the reasons 
why the article on predestination was em- 
bodied in the Formula, also the fact that “the 
same expressions were not always employed 
concerning it [eternal election] by the theo- 
logians.” These theologians had stanchly de- 
fended the sola gratia doctrine, but not always 
without some stumbling in their language. 
In their expositions they had occasionally em- 
ployed phrases which, especially when torn 
from their context, admitted a synergistic or 
Calvinistie interpretation. The framers of 
the Formula probably had in mind such in- 
adequate and unguarded statements of Bucer, 
Amsdorf,'and others as the following. 

Bucer had written: “The Scriptures do not 
hesitate to say that God delivers some men 
into a reprobate mind and drives them to per- 
dition. Why, then, is it improper to say that 
God has afore-determined to deliver these into 
a reprobate mind and to drive them to per- 
dition? Scriptura non veretur dicere, Deum 
tradere quosdam homines in sensum reprobum 


massa alteri quidem donat fidem in Christum, 
qua wstificetur et salvetur, alterum autem 
relinquit in sua incredulitate, ut pereat.” 
(Frank 4, 256.) Again: It was God’s will to 
elect Jacob and to leave Esau in his sin. 
What is said of these two must be understood 
of the election and rejection of all men in 
general. ‘“Potuisset Deus optimo wre ambos 
abwicere; . sed sic proposuerat Deus, sic 
visum est Deo, sic erat voluntas Det, sic erat 
bene placitum Dei, ut Iacobum eligeret, Hsau 
autem in peccato suo relinqueret; quod de 
his duobus dictum est, hoc intelligendum erit 
generaliter de omnium hominum electione et 
abiectione.” (256.) Hesshusius: “In this re- 
spect God does not will that all be saved, for 
He has not elected all. Hoc respectu Deus 
non vult, ut omnes salventur; non enim 
omnes elegit.” (Schluesselburg 5, 320. 548.) 
Such statements, when torn from their con- 
text, gave color to the inference that God’s 
grace was not universal. The Formula of 
Concord, therefore, carefully urges that God 
earnestly endeavors to save all men, also those 
who are finally lost, and that man alone is the 
cause of his damnation. 

In his Sententia de Declaratione Victorini 
of 1562 Nicholas Amsdorf said: “God has but 
one mode of working in all creatures... . 
Therefore God works in the same way in man 
who has a will and intellect as in all other 
creatures, rocks and blocks included, viz., 
through His willing and saying alone... . 
As rocks and blocks are in the power of God, 
so and in the same manner man’s will and in- 
tellect are in the will of God, so. that man can 
will and choose absolutely nothing else than 
what God wills and says, be it from grace or 
from wrath. Non est nisi unus modus agendi 
Dei cum omnibus creaturis.... Quare eodem 
modo cum homine volente et intelligente agit 
Deus, quemadmodum cum omnibus creaturis 
reliquis, lapide et trwnco, per solum suum velle 
et dicere.... Sicwt lapides et trunci sunt in 
potestate Dei, ita et eodem modo voluntas et 
intellectus hominis sunt in voluntate Dei, ut 
homo nihil prorsus velle et eligere possit nisi - 
id, quod vult et dicit Deus, sive ex gratia, sive 
ex wa, derelinquens eum in manu consilii 
eius.” (Schlb. 5, 547; Gieseler 3, 2,230; Frank 
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4, 259.) This, too, was not embodied in the 
Formula of Concord, which teaches that, al- 
though man before his conversion has no mode 
of working anything good in spiritual things, 
God nevertheless has a different way of work- 
ing in rational creatures than in irrational, 
and that man is not coerced, neither in his 
sinning nor in his conversion. (905, 60 ff.) 


224. Synergistic Predestination. 


The connection between the doctrines of con- 
version and election is most intimate. A cor- 
rect presentation of the former naturally leads 
to a correct presentation of the latter, and 
vice versa. Hence Melanchthon, the father of 
synergism in conversion, was also the author 
of a synergistic predestination. In his first 
period he speaks of predestination as Luther 
did, but, as Frank puts it, “with less of 
mysticism, conformably to reason, following 
the same line of thought as Zwingli (mit we- 
niger Mystik, auf verstandesmaessige, Zwing- 
lis Ausfuehrungen aehnliche Weise.” (1, 125; 
C. R. 21, 88. 93.) In reality he probably had 
never fully grasped the truly religious and 
evangelical view of Luther, which, indeed, 
would account for his later synergistic devia- 
tions as well as for the charges of Stoicism 
he preferred against Luther. After abandon- 
ing his former doctrine, he, as a rule, was non- 
committal as to his exact views on election. 
But whenever he ventured an opinion, it sa- 
vored of synergism. September 30, 1531, he 
wrote to Brenz: “But in the entire Apology 
I have avoided that long and inexplicable dis- 
putation concerning predestination. Every- 


where I speak as though predestination fol-° 


lows our faith and works. And this I do 
intentionally; for I do not wish to perturb 
consciences with these inexplicable labyrinths. 
Sed ego in tota Apologia fugi illam longam 
et inexplicabilem disputationem de praedesti- 
natione. Ubique sic loquor, quast praedesti- 
natio sequatur nostram fidem et opera. Ac 
facio hoc certo consilio; non enim volo con- 
scientias perturbare illis inexplicabitlibus laby- 
rinthis. (C.R. 2,547.) 

In the third, revised edition of his Hxplana- 
tion of the Hpistle to the Romans, 1532, he 
suggests “that divine compassion is ‘truly the 
cause of election, but that there is some cause 
also in him who accepts, namely, in as far as 
he does not repudiate the grace offered. Vere- 
cundius est, quod aliquamdiu placwit Augu- 
stino, misericordiam Dei vere causam electio- 
mis esse, sed tamen eatenus aliquam causam 
in accipiente esse, quatenus promissionem ob- 
latam non repudiat, quia malum ex nobis est.” 
(Gieseler 3, 2,192; Seeberg 4, 2, 442.) In an 
addition to his Loci in 1533, Melanchthon 
again speaks of a cause of justification and 
election residing in man, in order to harmo- 
nize the statements that the promise of the 
Gospel is both gratis and universal. (0. 2. 21, 
332.) In. the Loci edition of 1543 we read: 
“God elected because He had decreed to call 
us to the knowledge of His Son, and desires 
His will and benefits to be known to the 
human race. He therefore approves and 
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elected those who obey the call. Hlegit Deus, 
quia vocare nos ad Pilii agnitionem decrevit 
et vult generi humano suam voluntatem et 
sua beneficia innotescere. Approbat igitur ac 
elegit obtemperantes vocation.” (21, 917.) 
The bold synergistic views concerning con- 
version later on developed by Melanchthon 
plainly involve the doctrine that there must . 
be in man a cause of discrimination why some 
are elected while others are rejected. In his 
Loci of 1548 he had written: “Since the 
promise is universal, and since there are no 
contradictory wills in God, some cause of dis- 
crimination must be in us why Saul is re- 
jected and David accepted (cur Saul abvicia- 
tur, David recipiatur), that is, there must 
be some dissimilar action in these two.” 
(21,659.) Self-evidently Melanchthon would 
not have hesitated to replace the phrase, “why 
Saul was rejected and David accepted,” with, 
“why Saul was rejected and David elected.” 
Melanchthon held that the sole alternative 
of, and hence the only escape from, the doc- 
trine of absolute necessity (Stoica avayxn) 
and from the absolute decree, which makes 
God responsible also for sin and eternal dam- 
nation, was the synergistic assumption of 
man’s “ability to apply himself to grace — 
facultas applicandi se ad gratiam.” Accord- 
ingly, as he dubbed those who opposed his 
Calvinizing views on the Lord’s Supper as 
‘pread-worshipers,” so he stigmatized as 
Stoics all Lutherans who opposed his syner- 
gistic tendencies. (C. R. 8, 782. 783. 916; 
9, 100. 565. 733; 23, 392.) Seeberg sum- 
marizes Melanchthon’s doctrine as follows: 
“Grace alone saves, but it saves by imparting 
to man the freedom to decide for himself. 
This synergistic element reappears in his doc- 
trine of election.” (4, 2,446.) “God elects all 
men who desire to believe.” (Grundriss, 144.) 
Naturally the Synergists of Wittenberg and 
other places followed Master Philip also in the 
doctrine of election. In 1555, John Pfeftinger 
declared in his Quaestiones Quinque (exten- 
sively quoted from in the chapter on the 
Synergistic Controversy), thesis 17: “If the 
will were idle or purely passive [in conver- 
sion], there would be no distinction between 
the pious and the impious, or the elect and 
the damned, as between Saul and David, be- 
tween Judas and Peter. God would become a 
respecter of persons and the author of con- 
tumacy in the wicked and damned. Moreover, 
contradictory wills would be ascribed to God, 
which conflicts with the entire Scripture. 
Hence it follows that there is in us some 
cause why some assent while others do not 
assent.” Thesis 23: “For we are elected and 
received because we believe in the Son. (Ideo 
enim electi sumus et recepti, quia credimus in 
Filium.) But our apprehension must concur. 
For since the promise of -grace is universal, 
and we must obey the promise, it follows that 
between the elect and the rejected some dif- 
ference must be inferred from our will, viz., 
that those are rejected who resist the promise, 
while contrariwise those are accepted who em- 
brace the promise.” 
The Synergists argued: If in every respect 
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grace alone is the cause of our salvation, con- 
version, and election, grace cannot be uni- 
versal. Or, since man’s contempt of God’s 
Word is the cause of his reprobation, man’s 
acceptance of God’s grace must be regarded as 
a cause of his election. Joachim Ernest of 
Anhalt, for instance, in a letter to Landgrave 
William of Hesse, dated April 20, 1577, criti- 
cized the Formula of Concord for not allow- 
ing and admitting this argument. (Frank 4, 
135. 267.) ; 


225. Calvinistic Predestination. 


While the Synergists, in answering the ques- 
tion why only some are saved, denied the sola 
gratia and taught a conversion and predesti- 
nation conditioned by the conduct of man, 
John Calvin and his adherents, on the other 
hand, made rapid progress in the opposite 
direction, developing with increasing clearness 
and boldness an absolute, bifurcated predesti- 
nation, 7.¢., a capricious election to eternal 
damnation as well as to salvation, and in ac- 
cordance therewith denied the universality of 
God’s grace, of Christ’s redemption, and of 
the efficacious operation of the Holy Spirit 
through the means of grace. In his “Jnsti- 
tutio Religionis Christianae, Instruction in 
the Christian Religion,” of which the first 
edition appeared 1535, the second in 1539, and 
the third in 1559, Calvin taught that God cre- 
ated and foreordained some to eternal life, 
others to eternal damnation. Man’s election 
means that he has been created for eternal 
life; man’s reprobation, that he has been 
created for eternal damnation. We read 
(Lib. 3, cap. 21,5): “Praedestinationem voca- 
mus aeternum Dei decretum, quo apud se con- 
stitutum habuit, quid de wnoquoque homine 
fieri vellet. Non enim pari conditione crean- 
tur omnes; sed aliis vita aeterna, aliis 
damnatio aeterna praecordinatur. [taque prout 
im alterutrum finem quisque conditus est, ita 
vel ad vitam, vel ad mortem praedestinatum 
dicimus.” (Tholuck, Calvini Institutio 2, 133.) 
In the edition of 1559 Calvin says that eter- 
nal election illustrates the grace of God by 
showing “that He does not adopt all pro- 
miscuously unto the hope of salvation, but be- 
stows on some what He denies to others — 
quod non omnes promiscue adoptat in spem 
salutis, sed dat aliis, quod alvis negat.” (Gie- 
seler 3, 2,172.) Again: “I certainly admit 
that all the sons of Adam have fallen by the 
will of God into the miserable condition of 
bondage, in which they are now fettered; for, 
as I said in the beginning, one must always 
finally go back to the decision of the divine 
will alone, whose cause is hidden in itself. 
Fateor sane, in hance qua nune illigati sunt 
conditionis miseriam Dei voluntate cecidisse 
universos filios Adam; atque id est, quod prin- 
cipio dicebam, redeundum tandem semper esse 
ad solum divinae voluntatis arbitrium, ewius 
causa sit im ipso abscondita.” (173.) Cal- 
vin’s successor in Geneva, Theodore Beza, was 
also a strict supralapsarian. At the colloquy 
of Moempelgard (Montheliard), 1586, in dis- 
puting with Andreae, he defended the propo- 
sition “that Adam had indeed of his own 
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accord fallen into these calamities, yet, never- 
theless, not only according to the prescience, 
but also according to the ordination and de- 
cree of God — sponte quidem, sed tamen non 
modo praesciente, sed etiam iuste ordinante et 
decernente Deo.” (186.) “There never has 
been, nor is, nor will be a time,” said he, 
“when God has wished, wishes, or will wish 
to have compassion on every individual per- 
son. Nullum tempus fuit vel est vel erit, quo 
voluerit, velit aut voliturus sit Deus singu- 
lorum misereri.” (Pieper, Dogm. 2, 25. 50.) 


In foisting his ‘doctrine of election on the 
Reformed churches, Calvin met with at least 
some opposition. The words in the paragraph 
of the Formula of Concord quoted above: 
“Yet, since this article [of predestination] has 
been brought into very painful controversy in 
other places,” probably refer to the conflicts 


in Geneva and Switzerland. October 16, 1551, 


Jerome Bolsec [a Carmelite in Paris; secretly 
spread Pelagianism in Geneva; sided with the 
Protestants in Paris and Orleans after his 
banisipent from Geneva; reembraced Roman- 
ism when persecution set in; wrote against 
Calvin and Beza; died 1584] was imprisoned 
in Geneva because of his opposition to Cal- 
vin’s doctrine of predestination. Melanch- 
thon remarks in a letter of February 1, 1552: 
“Laelius [Socinus] wrote me that in Geneva 
the struggle concerning the Stoic necessity is 
so great that a certain one who dissented from 
Zeno [Calvin] was incarcerated. What a mis- 
erable affair! The doctrine of salvation is ob- 
scured by disputations foreign to it.” (C.R. 
7, 932.) Although the German cantons (Zu 
rich, Bern, Basel) advised moderation, Bolsee 
was banished from Geneva, with the result, 
however, that he continued his agitation 
against Calvin in other parts of Switzerland. 
In Bern all discussions on predestination were 
prohibited by the city council. Calvin com- 
plained in a letter of September 18, 1554: 
“The preachers of Bern publicly declare that 
I am a heretic worse than all the Papists.” 
(Gieseler 3, 2,178.) January 26, 1555, the 
council of Bern renewed its decree against 
public doctrinal discussions, notably those on 
predestination — “principalement touchant la 
matiére de la divine prédestination, qui nous 
semble non étre nécessaire,” etc. (179.) Later 
on the doctrine of Calvin was opposed by the 
Arminians from Semi-Pelagian principles. 


226. Calvinistic Confessions. 


The essential features of Calvin’s doctrine 
of predestination were embodied in most of 
the Reformed confessions. The Consensus 
Genevensis of January 1, 1552, written by Cal- 
vin against Albert Pighius [a fanatical de- 
fender of Popery against Luther, Bucer, Cal- 
vin; died December 26, 1542] and adopted by 
the pastors of Geneva, is entitled: “Concern- 
ing God’s Eternal Predestination, by which 
He has elected some to salvation and left the 
others to their perdition — qua in salutem 
alios ex hominibus elegit, alios suo exitio re- 
liquit.” (Niemeyer, Collectio Confessionum, 
218.221.) The Confessio Belgica, of 1559, and 
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the Confessio Gallicana, of 1561, teach the 
same absolute predestinarianism. In Article 
XVI of the Belgie Confession we read: In 
predestination God proved Himself to be what 
He is in reality, viz., merciful and just. “Mer- 
ciful by liberating and saving from damnation 
and perdition those whom .. . He elected; 
just, by leaving the others in their fall and 
in the perdition into which they precipitated 
themselves. Justwm vero, alios in illo suo 
lapsu et perditione relinquendo, in quam sese 
ipsi praecipites dederunt.” (Niemeyer, 370.) 
The Gallic Confession [prepared by Calvin and 
~ his pupil, De Chandieu; approved by a synod 
at Paris 1559; delivered by Beza to Charles 
IX, 1561; translated into German, 1562, and 
into Latin, 1566; adopted 1571 by the Synod 
of La Rochelle] maintains that God elected 
some, but left the others in their corruption 
and damnation. In Article XII we read: “We 
believe that from this corruption and general 
damnation in which all men are plunged, God, 
according to His eternal and immutable coun- 
sel, calls those whom He has chosen by His 
goodness and mercy alone in our Lord Jesus 
Christ, without consideration of their works, 
to display in them the riches of His mercy, 
leaving the rest in this same corruption and 
condemnation to show in them His justice. 
Credimus ex hac corruptione et damnatione 
universali, in qua omnes homines natura sunt 
submersi, Deum alios quidem eripere, quos 
videlicet aeterno et immutabili suo consilio 
sola sua bonitate et misericordia, nulloque 
operum ipsorum respectu in Iesu Christo ele- 
git; alios vero im ea corruptione et damna- 
tione relinquere, in quibus nimirum iuste suo 
tempore damnandis iustitiam suam demon- 
stret, sicut in aliis divitias misericordiae suae 
declarat.” (Niemeyer, 332; Schaff 3, 366.) 

The Formula Consensus Helveticae of 1675 
says, canon 13: “As from eternity Christ was 
elected Head, Leader, and Heir of all those 
who in time are saved by His grace, thus also 
in the time of the New Covenant He has been 
the Bondsman for those only who by eternal 
election were given to Him to be His peculiar 
people, seed, and heredity. Sicut Christus ab 
aeterno electus est ut Oaput, Princeps et 
Haeres omniwm eorum, qui wm tempore per 
gratiam eius salwantur, ita etiam in tempore 
Novi Foederis Sponsor factus est pro vis solis, 
qui per aeternam electionem dati ipsi sunt ut 
populus peculii, semen et haereditas eius,” ete. 
(Niemeyer, 733.) 

The same Calvinistic doctrines were sub- 
sequently embodied in the Canons of the 
Synod of Dort, promulgated May 6, 1619, and 
in the Westminster Confession of Faith, pub- 
lished 1647. In the former we read: “That 
some receive the gift of faith from God, and 
others do not receive it, proceeds from God’s 
eternal election. ... According to His just 
judgment He leaves the non-elect to their own 
' wickedness and obduracy.” (Schaff 3,582.) 
“The elect, in due time, though in various de- 
grees and in different measures, attain the 
assurance of this eternal and unchangeable 
election, not by inquisitively prying into the 
secret and deep things of God, but by observ- 
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ing in themselves, with a spiritual joy and 
holy pleasure, the infallible fruits of election 
pointed out in the Word of God, such as a 
true faith in Christ, filial fear, a godly sor- 
row for sin, a hungering and thirsting after 
righteousness, etc.” (583.) “Not all, but some 
only, are elected, while others are passed by 
in the eternal decree; whom God, out of His 
sovereign, most just, irreprehensible, and un- 
changeable good pleasure, hath decreed to 
leave in the common misery into which they 
have wilfully plunged* themselves, and not to 
bestow upon them saving faith and the grace 
of conversion.” ... (584.) “For this was the 
sovereign counsel and most gracious will and 
purpose of God the Father, that the quicken- 
ing and saving efficacy of the most precious 
death of His Son should extend to all the 
elect, for bestowing wpon them alone the gift 
of justifying faith, thereby to bring them in- 
fallibly to salvation; that is, it was the will 
of God that Christ by the blood of the cross, 
whereby He confirmed the New Covenant, 
should effectually redeem out of every people, 
tribe, nation, and language all those, and 
those only, who were from eternity chosen to 
salvation, and given to Him by the Father.” 
(587.) “But God, who is rich in mercy, ac- 
cording to His unchangeable purpose of elec- 
tion, does not wholly withdraw the Holy 
Spirit from His own people, even in their 
melancholy falls, nor suffer them to proceed 
so far as to lose the grace of adoption and 
forfeit the state of justification,” etc. (Schaff 
3, 593; Niemeyer, 716.) 

The Westminster Confession declares: “By 
the decree of God, for the manifestation of His 
glory, some men and angels are predestinated 
unto everlasting life, and others foreordained 
to everlasting death.” (Schaff 3, 608.) “As 
God hath appointed the elect unto glory, so 
hath He, by the eternal and most free pur- 
pose of His will, foreordained all the means 
thereunto. Wherefore they who are elected, 
being fallen in Adam, are redeemed by Christ, 
are effectually called unto faith in Christ by 
His Spirit working in due season; are justi- 
fied, adopted, sanctified, and kept by His 
power through faith unto salvation. Neither 
are any other redeemed by Christ, effectually 
called, justified, adopted, sanctified, and saved 
but the elect only.” (609.) “The rest of man- 
kind God was pleased, according to the un- 
searchable counsel of His own will, whereby 
He extends or withholds mercy as He pleases, 
for the glory of His sovereign power over His 
creatures, to pass by, and to ordain them to 
dishonor and wrath for their sin, to the praise 
of His glorious justice.” (610; Niemeyer, Ap- 
pendix 6. 7.) : 


227. Marbach and Zanchi in Strassburg. 


In view of the situation portrayed in the 
preceding paragraphs, it is certainly remark- 
able that a general publie controversy, par- 
ticularly with the Calvinists and Synergists, 
had not been inaugurated long before the For- 
mula of Concord was able to write that such 
a conflict had not yet occurred. Surely the 
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powder required for a predestinarian confla- 
gration was everywhere stored up in consider- 
able quantities, within as well as without the 
Lutheran Church. Nor was a local skirmish 
lacking which might have served as the spark 
and been welcomed as a signal for a general 
attack. It was the conflict between Marbach 
and Zanchi, probably referred to by the words 
quoted above from Article XI: “Something of 
it [of a discussion concerning eternal election] 
has been mooted also among our theologians.” 
This controversy took place from 1561 to 1563, 
at Strassburg, where Lutheranism and Cal- 
vinism came into immediate contact. In 1536 
Strassburg had adopted the Wittenberg Con- 
cord and with it the Augsburg Confession, 
which since took the place of the Tetrapoli- 
tana delivered to Emperor Charles at the Diet 
of Augsburg, 1530. The efficient and zealous 
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hominem nolunt peccatum et condelectantur 
legi Dei; quare non toto animo aut plena 
voluntate peccant. 4. Petrum, quum negavit 
Christum, defecit quidem fidei confessio in 
ore, sed non defecit fides in corde.” (Tschack- ~ 
ert, 560; Frank 4, 261.) 

This tenet, that believers can neither lose 
their faith nor be eternally lost, had been 
plainly rejected by Luther. In the Smalcald 
Articles we read: “On the other hand, if cer- 
tain sectarists would arise, some of whom are 
perhaps already extant, and in the time of the 
insurrection [of the peasants, 1525] came to 
my own view, holding that all those who had 
once received the Spirit or the forgiveness of 
sins, or had become believers, even though 
they should afterwards sin, would still remain 
in the faith, and such sin would not harm 
them, and hence crying thus: ‘Do whatever 


leader in Lutheranizing the city was John you please; if you believe, it all amounts to 


Marbach, a graduate of Wittenberg and, to- 
gether with Mathesius, a former guest at Lu- 
ther’s table. He was born in 1521 and labored 
in Strassburg from 1545 to 1581, the year of 
his death. He had Bucer’s Catechism replaced 
by Luther’s, and entered the public contro- 
versy against the Calvinists with a publica- 
tion entitled, Concerning the Lord’s Supper, 
against the Sacramentarians, which defends 
the omnipresence of Christ also according to 
His human nature. 

In his efforts to Lutheranize the city, Mar- 
bach was opposed by the Crypto-Calvinist 
Jerome Zanchi (born 1516, died 1590), a con- 
verted Italian and a pupil of Peter Martyr 
[born September 8, 1500; won for Protes- 
tantism by reading books of Bucer, Zwingli, 
and others; professor, first in Strassburg, 
1547 in Oxford; compelled to return to the 
Continent (Strassburg and Zurich) by Bloody 
Mary; died November 12, 1562, when just 
about to write a book against Brenz]. From 
1553 to 1563 Zanchi was professor of Old 
Testament exegesis in Strassburg. Though he 
had signed the Augsburg Oonfession, he was 
and remained a rigid Capanist, both with re- 
spect to the doctrine of predestination and 
that of the Lord’s Supper, but withheld his 
public dissent until about 1561. It was the 
Calvinistic doctrine of the perseverance of the 
saints, according to which grace once received 
cannot be lost, upon which Zanchi now laid 
especial emphasis. According to Loescher 
(Historia Motuwm 8, 30) he taught: “1. To 
the elect in this world faith is given by God 
only once. 2. The elect who have once been 
endowed with true faith ... can never again 
lose faith altogether. 3. The elect never sin 
with their whole mind or their entire will. 
4, When Peter denied Christ, he, indeed, lacked 
the confession of the mouth, but not the faith 
of the heart. 1. Hlectis in hoc saeculo semel 
tantum vera fides a Deo datur. 2. Hlecti 
semel vera fide donati Christoque per NSpiri- 
tum Sanctum insiti fidem prorsus amittere... 
non possunt. 3. Im electis regeneratis duo 
sunt homines, interior et exterior. Ti, quum 
peccant, secundum tantum hominem eaterio- 
rem, i.¢., ea tantum parte, qua non sunt re- 
gemti, peccant; secundum vero interiorem 


nothing: faith blots out all sins,’ ete. — they 

say, besides, that if any one sins after he has © 
received faith and the Spirit, he never truly 
had the Spirit and faith: I have had before 
me many such insane men, and I fear that in 
some such a devil is still remaining [hiding 
and dwelling]. It is, accordingly, necessary 
to know and to teach that when holy men, 
still having and feeling original sin, also daily 
repenting of and striving with it, happen to 


.fallinto manifest sins, as David into adultery, 


murder, and blasphemy, that then faith and 
the Holy Ghost has departed from them. For 
the Holy Ghost does not permit sin to have 
dominion, to gain the upper hand, so as to be 
accomplished, but represses and restrains it, 
so that it must not do what it wishes. But 
if it does what it wishes, the Holy Ghost and 
faith are not present. For St. John says, 
1 Ep. 3,9: ‘Whosoever is born of God doth 
not commit sin, ...and he cannot sin” And 
yet it is also the truth when the same St. John 
says, 1 Ep. 1, 8: ‘If we say that we have no 
sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not 
in us.” (491, 42 f.) 

In an opinion of March 9, 1559, Melanch- 
thon remarks that about 1529 some Anti- 
nomians maintained and argued “that, since 
in this life sin remains in saints, they remain 
holy and retain the Holy Spirit and salvation 
even when they commit adultery and other 
sins against their conscience. ... There are 
many at many places who are imbued with 
this error [that righteousness, Holy Spirit, 
and sins against the conscience can remain in 
a man at the same time], regard themselves 
holy although they live and persevere in sins 
against their consciences.” (0. R. 9, 764. 405. 
473; 8, 411.) 

The perseverance of saints as taught by 
Zanchi was the point to which Marbach im- 
mediately took exception. A long discussion 
followed, which was finally settled by the 
Strassburg Formula of Concord of 1563, out- 
side theologians participating and acting as 
arbiters. This Formula, which was probably 
prepared by Jacob Andreae, treated in its first 
article the Lord’s Supper; in its second, pre- 
destination. It rejected the doctrine that, 
once received, faith cannot be lost, and pre- 
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séribed the Wittenberg Concord of 1536 as the 
doctrinal rule regarding the Holy Supper. 
The document was signed by both parties, 
Zanchi stating over his signature: “Hane 
doctrinae formam ut piam agnosco, ita eam 
recipio.” Evidently his mental reservation 
was that he be permitted to withdraw from it 
in as far as he did not regard it as pious. 
Later Zanchi declared openly that he had sub- 
scribed the Formula only conditionally. Soon 
after his subscription he left Strassburg, serv- 
ing till 1568 as preacher of a Reformed Italian 
congregation in Chiavenna, till 1576 as pro- 
fessor in the Reformed University of Heidel- 
berg, and till 1582 as professor in Neustadt. 
He died at Heidelberg as professor emeritus, 
November 19, 1590. Marbach continued his 
work at Strassburg, and was active also in 
promoting the cause of the Formula of Con- 
cord. His controversy with Zanchi, though 
of a local character, may be regarded as the 
immediate cause for adding Article XI. The 
thorough Lutheranizing of the city was com- 
pleted by Pappus, a pupil of Marbach. In 
1597 Strassburg adopted the Formula of Con- 
cord. 


228. The Strassburg Formula. 


The Strassburg Formula of Concord sets 
forth the Scriptural and peculiarly Lutheran 
point of view in the doctrine of election, ac- 
cording to which a Christian, in order to at- 
tain to a truly divine assurance of his election 
and final salvation, is to consider predestina- 
tion not a priori, but a posteriori. That is to 
say, he is not to speculate on the act of eter- 
nal election as such, but to consider it as 
manifested to him in Christ and the Gospel 
of Christ. Judging from his own false con- 
ception of predestination, Calvin remarked 
that the Strassburg Formula did not deny, 
but rather veiled, the doctrine of election, — 
a stricture frequently made also on Article XI 
of the Formula of Concord, whose truly Scrip- 
tural and evangelical view of election the Re- 
formed have never fully grasped and realized. 

The Strassburg Formula taught that, in ac- 
cordance with Rom. 15,4, the doctrine of pre- 
destination must be presented so as not to 
bring it into conflict with the doctrines of 
repentance and justification nor to deprive 
alarmed consciences of the consolation of the 
Gospel, nor in any way to violate the truth 
that the only cause of our salvation is the 
grace of God alone; that the consolation 
afforded by election, especially in tribulations 
(that no one shall pluck us out of the hands 
of Christ), remains firm and solid only as 
long as the universality of God’s promises is 
kept inviolate; that Christ died and earned 
salvation for all, and earnestly invites all to 
partake of it by faith, which is the gift of 
grace, and which alone receives the salvation 
proffered to all; that the reason why the gift 
of faith is not bestowed upon all men, though 
Christ seriously invites all to come to Him, 
is a mystery known to God alone, which 
human reason cannot fathom; that the will 
of God proposed in Christ and revealed in 
the Bible, to which all men are directed, and 
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; 


in which it is most safe toyacquiesce, is not 
contradictory of the hidden will of God. 
(Loescher, Hist Mot. 2, 229; Frank 4, 126. 
262; Tschackert, 560.) 

Particularly with respect to the “mystery,” 
the Strassburg Formula says: “The fact that 
this grace or this gift of faith is not given by 
God to all when He calls all to Himself, and, 
according to His infinite goodness, certainly 
calls earnestly: ‘Come unto the marriage, for 
all things are now ready,’ is a sealed mystery, 
known to God alone, past finding out for 
human reason; a secret that must be contem- 
plated with fear and be adored, as it is writ- 
ten: ‘O the depth of the riches both of the 
wisdom and knowledge of God! How un- 
searchable are His judgments, and His ways 
past finding out!’ Rom. 11, 33. And Christ 
gives thanks to the Father hecause He has hid 
these things from the wise and prudent, and 
revealed them unto babes. Matt. 11, 265. 
Troubled consciences, however, must not take 
offense at this hidden way of the divine will, 
but look upon the will of God revealed in 
Christ, who calls all sinners to Himself.” 
This was also the teaching of the contempo- 
rary theologians. Moerlin wrote: “God has 
revealed to us that He will save only those 
who believe in Christ, and that unbelief is 
chargeable to us. Hidden, however, are God’s 
judgments — why He converts Paul, but does 
not convert Caiaphas; why He receives fallen 
Peter again and abandons Judas to despair.” 
Chemnitz: “Why, then, is it that God does 
not put such faith into the heart of Judas, 
so that he, too, might have believed and been 
saved through Christ? Here we must leave 
off questioning and say, Rom. 11: ‘O the 
depth!’ ... We cannot and must not search 
this nor meditate too deeply upon such ques- 
tions.” Kirchner: “Since, therefore, faith in 
Christ is a special gift of God, why does He 
not bestow it upon all? Answer: We must 
defer the discussion of this question unto 
eternal life, and in the mean time be con- 
tent to know that God does not want us to 
search His secret judgments, Rom.11: ‘O the 
depth,’ ete.” In a similar way Chemnitz, Sel- 
neccer, and Kirchner expressed themselves in 
their Apology of the Book of Concord, of 1582, 
declaring that, when asked why God does not 
convert all men, we must answer with the 
apostle: ‘How unsearchable are His judg- 
ments and His ways past finding out!’ but 
not ascribe to God the Lord the willing and 
real cause of the reprobation or damnation of 
the impenitent.” (Pieper, Dogm. 2, 585 f.) 


229. Predestination according to 
Article XI of Formula of Concord. 


In keeping with her fundamental teaching 
of sola gratia and gratia universalis, accord- 
ing to which God’s grace is the only cause of 
man’s salvation, and man’s evil will the sole 
cause of his damnation, the Lutheran Church 
holds that eternal election is an election of 
grace, 1. €., a predestination to salvation only. 
God’s eternal election, says the Formula of 
Concord, “does not extend at once over the 
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godly and the wieked, but only over the chil- 
dren of God, who were elected and ordained 
to eternal life before the foundation of the 
world was laid, as Paul says, Eph. 1,4.5: ‘He 
hath chosen us in Him, having predestinated 
us unto the adoption of children by Jesus 
Christ.’ ” (1065, 5.) This election, the For- 
mula continues, “not only foresees and fore- 
knows the salvation of the elect, but is also, 
from the gracious will and pleasure of God in 
Christ Jesus, a cause which procures, works, 
helps, and promotes our salvation, and what 
pertains thereto; and upon this [divine pre- 
destination] our salvation is so founded that 
the gates of hell cannot prevail against it, 
Matt. 16,18, as is written John 10,28: ‘Nei- 
ther shall any man pluck My sheep out of My 
hand. And again, Acts 13,48: ‘And as many 
as were ordained to eternal life believed.’ ” 
(1065, 8; 1833, 5.) While thus election is a 
cause of faith and salvation, there is no cause 
of election in man. The teaching “that not 
only the merey of God and the most holy 
merit of Christ, but also in us there is a cause 
of God’s election on account of which God 
has elected us to everlasting life,” is rejected 
by the Formula of Concord as one of the “blas- 
phemous and dreadful erroneous doctrines 
whereby all the comfort which they have in 
the holy Gospel and the use of the holy Sacra- 
ments is taken from Christians.” (837, 20 f.) 

Concerning the way of considering eternal 
election, the Formula writes: “If we wish to 
think or speak correctly and profitably con- 
cerning eternal election, or the predestination 
and ordination of the children of God to eter- 
nal life, we should accustom ourselves not to 
speculate concerning the bare, secret, con- 
cealed, inscrutable foreknowledge of God, but 
how the counsel, purpose, and ordination of 
God in Christ Jesus, who is the true Book of 
Life, is revealed to us through the Word, 
namely, that the entire doctrine concerning 
the purpose, counsel, will, and ordination of 
God pertaining to our redemption, call, justi- 
fication, and salvation should be taken to- 
gether; as Paul treats and has explained 
this article Rom. 8, 29f.; Eph. 1, 4f., as 
also Christ in the parable, Matt. 22, 1 ff.” 
(1067, 13.) 

While according to the Lutheran Church 
election is the cause of faith and salvation, 
there is no such a thing as an election of 
wrath or a predestination to sin and damna- 
tion, of both of which God is not the cause and 
author. According to the Formula the vessels 
of mercy are prepared by God alone, but the 
vessels of dishonor are prepared for damna- 
tion, not by God, but by themselves. More- 
over, God earnestly desires that all men turn 
from their wicked ways and live. We read: 
“For all preparation for condemnation is by 
the devil and man, through sin, and in no re- 
spect by God, who does not wish that any man 
be damned; how, then, should He Himself 
prepare any man for condemnation? For as 
God is not a cause of sins, so, too, He is no 
eause of punishment,-of damnation; but the 
only cause of damnation is sin; for the wages 
of sin is death, Rom. 6,23. And as God does 
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not will sin, and has no pleasure in sin, so 
He does not wish the death of the sinner 
either, Ezek. 33, 11, nor has He pleasure in his 
condemnation. For He is not willing that any 
one should perish, but that all should come to 
repentance, 2 Pet. 3, 9. So, too, it is written 
in Ezek. 18,23; 33,11: ‘As I live, saith the 
Lord God, I have no pleasure in the death of 
the wicked, but that the wicked turn from his 
way and live. And St. Paul testifies in clear 
words that from vessels of dishonor vessels of 
honor may be made by God’s power and work- 
ing, when he writes 2 Tim. 2, 21: ‘Tf a man, 
therefore, purge himself from these, he shall 
be a vessel unto honor, sanctified and meet 
for the Master’s use, and prepared unto every 
good work.’ For he who is to purge himself 
must first have been unclean, and hence a ves- 
sel of dishonor. But concerning the vessels 
‘sof merey he says clearly that the Lord Him- 
self has prepared them for glory, which he 
does not say concerning the damned, who 
themselves, and not God, have prepared them- 
selves as vessels of damnation.” (1089, $1 f.) 
“Hence the apostle distinguishes with especial 
eare the work of God, who alone makes ves- 
sels of honor, and the work of the devil and 
of man, who by the instigation of the devil, 
and not of God, has made himself a vessel of 
dishonor. For thus it is written, Rom. 9, 22f.: 
‘God “endured with much long-suffering the 
vessels of wrath fitted to destruction, that He 
might make known the riches of His glory on 
the vessels of mercy, which He had afore pre- 
pared unto glory.’ Here, then, the apostle 
clearly says that God endured with much long- 
suffering the vessels of wrath, but does not say 
that He made them vessels of wrath; for if 
this had been His will, He would not have re 
quired any great long-suffering for it. The 
fault, however, that they are fitted for de 
struction belongs to the devil and to men 
themselves, and not to God.” (1089, 79 f.) 

Tt is man’s own fault when he is not con- 
verted by the Word or afterwards falls away 
again. We read: “But the reaSon why not 
all who hear it [the Word of God] believe and 
are therefore condemned the more deeply, is 
not because God had begrudged them their 
salvation; but it is their own fault, as they 
have heard the Word in such a manner as not 
to learn, but only to despise, blaspheme, and 
disgrace it, and have resisted the Holy Ghost, 
who through the Word wished to work in 
them, as was the case at the time of Christ 
with the Pharisees 
(1089, 78.) “For few receive the Word and 
follow it; the greatest number despise the 
Word, and will not come to the wedding, 
Matt. 22,3 ff. The cause of this contempt for 
the Word is not God’s foreknowledge [or pre- 
destination], but the perverse will of man, 
which rejects or perverts the means and in- 
strument of the Holy Ghost, which God offers 
him through the eall, and resists the Holy 
Ghost, who wishes to be efficacious, and works 
through the Word, as Christ says: ‘How often 
would I have gathered you together, and ye 
would not!’ Matt. 23, 37. 


and their adherents.” 


: _Mat Thus many receive- 
the Word with joy, but afterwards fall away- 
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again, Luke 8,13. But the cause is not as 
though God were unwilling to grant grace 
for perseverance to those in whom He has be- 

the good work, for that is contrary to 
St. Paul, Phil. 1,6; but the cause is that they 
wilfully turn away again from the holy com- 
mandment, grieve and embitter the Holy 
Ghost, implicate themselves again in the filth 
of the world, and garnish again the habita- 
tion of the heart for the devil. With them 
the last state is worse than the first.” (1077, 
41 f.; 835, 12.) 

It is not because of any deficiency in God 
that men are lost; for His grace is universal 
as well as serious and efficacious. The For- 
mula of Concord declares: “However, that 
many are called and few chosen is not owing 
to the fact that the call of God, which is made 
through the Word, had the meaning as though, 
God said: Outwardly, through the Word, I in- 
deed call to My kingdom all of you to whom 
I give My Word; however, in My heart I do 
not mean this with respect to all, but only 
with respect to a few; for it is My will that 
the greatest part of those whom I call through 
the Word shall not be enlightened nor con- 
verted, but be and remain damned, although 
through the Word, in the call, I declare My- 
self to them otherwise. Hoc enim esset Deo 
contradictorias voluntates affingere. For this 
would be to assign contradictory wills to God. 
That is, in this way it would be taught that 
God, who surely is Eternal Truth, would be 
contrary to Himself [or say one thing, but 
revolve another in His heart], while, on the 
contrary, God [rebukes and] punishes also in 
men this wickedness, when a person declares 
himself to one purpose, and thinks and 
means another in the heart, Ps.5,9; 12,2.” 
(1075, 36.) 

It is a punishment of their previous sins 
and not a result of God’s predestination when 
sinners are hardened; nor does such harden- 
ing signify that it never was God’s good 
pleasure to save them. “Moreover,” says the 
Formula, “it is to be diligently considered 
that when God punishes sin with sins, that is, 
when He afterwards punishes with obduracy 
and blindness those who had been converted, 
because of their subsequent security, impeni- 
tence, and wilful sins, this should not be inter- 
preted to mean that it never had been God’s 
good pleasure that such persons should come 
to the knowledge of the truth and be saved. 
For both these facts are God’s revealed will: 
first, that God will receive into grace all who 
repent and believe in Christ; secondly, that 
He also will punish those who wilfully turn 
away from the holy commandment, and again 
entangle themselves in the filth of the world, 
2 Pet. 2,20, and garnish their hearts for Sa- 
tan, Luke 11, 25f., and do despite unto the 
Spirit of God, Heb. 10, 29, and that they shall 
be hardened, blinded, and eternally condemned 
if they persist therein.” (1091, 83.) 

“But that God ... hardened Pharaoh’s 
heart, namely, that Pharaoh always sinned 
again and again, and became the more ob- 
durate, the more he was admonished, that was 
a punishment of his antecedent sin and hor- 
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rible tyranny, which in many and manifold 
ways he practised inhumanly and against the 
accusations of his heart towards the children 
of-Israel. And since God caused His Word to 
be preached and His will to be proclaimed to 
him, and Pharaoh nevertheless wilfully reared 
up straightway against all admonitions and 
warnings, God withdrew His hand from him, 
and thus his heart became hardened and ob- 
durate, and God executed His judgment upon 
him; for he was guilty of nothing else than 
hell-fire. Accordingly, the holy apostle also 
introduces the example of Pharaoh for no 
other reason than to prove by it the justice 
of God which He exercises towards the im- 
penitent and despisers of His Word; by no 
means, however, has he intended or under- 
stood it to mean that God begrudged salvation 
to him or any person, but had so ordained him 
to eternal damnation’ in His secret counsel 
that he should not be able, or that it should 
not be possible for him, to be saved.” (1091, 
85 f.) 


230. Agreement of Articles XI and II. 


In the Formula of Concord, Article XI ig 
closely related to most of the other articles, 
particularly to Article I, Of Original Sin, and 
Article II, Of Free Will and Conversion. Elec- 
tion is to conversion what the concave side of 
a lens is to the convex. Both correspond to 
each other in every particular. What God 
does for and in man when He converts, justi- 
fies, sanctifies, preserves, and finally glorifies 
him, He has in eternity resolved to do, — that 
is one way in which eternal election may be 
defined. Synergists and Calvinists, however, 
have always maintained that the Second 
Article is in a hopeless conflict with the 
Eleventh. But the truth is, the Second fully 
confirms and corroborates the Eleventh, and 
vice versa; for both maintain the sola gratia 
as well as the wnversalis gratia. 

Both articles teach that in every respect 
grace alone is the cause of our conversion and 
salvation, and that this grace is not confined 
to some men only, but is a grace for all. 
Both teach that man, though contributing 
absolutely nothing to his conversion and sal- 
vation, is nevertheless the sole cause of his 
own damnation. Both disavow Calvinism, 
which denies the universality of grace. Both 
reject synergism, which corrupts grace by 
teaching a cooperation of man towards his 
own conversion and salvation. Teaching, 
therefore, as they do, the same truths, both 
articles will and must ever stand and fall to- 
gether. It was, no doubt, chiefly due to this 
complete harmony between the Second and the 
Eleventh Article that, after the former (which 
received its present shape only after repeated 
changes and additions) had been decided upon, 
the revision of the latter (the Eleventh) caused 
but little delay. (Frank 4, V. 133.) 

Concerning the. alleged conflict between 
Articles II and XI, we read in Schaff’s Creeds 
of Christendom: “There is an obvious and 
irreconcilable antagonism between Article If 
and Article XI. They contain not simply op- 
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posite truths to be reconciled by theological 
science, but contradictory assertions, which 
ought never to be put into a creed. The For- 
mula adopts one part of Luther’s book De 
Servo Arbitrio, 1525, and rejects the other, 
which follows with logical necessity. It is 
Augustinian, yea, hyper- Augustinian and 
hyper-Calvinistie in the doctrine of human 
depravity, and anti-Augustinian in the doc- 
trine of divine predestination. It endorses 
the anthropological premise, and denies the 
theological conclusion. If man is by nature 
like a stone and block, and jmable even to ac- 
cept the grace of God, as’ Article II teaches, 
he can only be converted by an act of al- 
mighty power and irresistible grace, which 
Article XI denies. If some men are saved 
without any cooperation on their part, while 
others, with the same inability and the same 


opportunities, are lost, the difference points: 


to a particular predestination and the in- 
scrutable decree of God. On the other hand, 
if God sincerely wills the salvation of all men, 
as Article XI teaches, and yet only a part are 
actually saved, there must. be some difference 
in the attitude of the saved and the lost 
towards converting grace, which is denied in 
Article II. The Lutheran system, then, to be 
consistent, must rectify itself, and develop 
either from Article II in the direction of 
Augustinianism and Calvinism, or from Ar- 
ticle XI in the direction of synergism and 
Arminianism. The former would be simply 
returning to Luther’s original doctrine [7], 
which he never recalled, though he may have 
modified it a little; the latter is the path 
pointed out by Melanchthon, and adopted 
more or less by some of the ablest modern 
Lutherans.”, (1, 314. 330.) Prior to Schaff, 
similar charges had been raised by Planck, 
Schweizer, Heppe, and others, who maintained 
that Article XI suffers from a “theological 
confusion otherwise not found in the for- 
mula.” 4 
Apart from other unwarranted assertions 
in the passage quoted from Schaff, the chief 
charges there raised against the Formula of 
Concord are: 1. that Articles XI and IT are 
contradictory to each other; 2. that the Lu- 
theran Church has failed to’ harmonize the 
doctrines of sola gratia and gratia universalis. 
However, the first of these strictures is based 
on gross ignorance of the facts, resulting from 
a superficial investigation of the articles in- 
volved; for the alleged disagreement is purely 
imaginary. As a matter of fact, no one can 
read the two articles attentively without being 
everywhere impressed with their complete har- 
mony. In every possible way Article XI ex- 
cludes synergism, and corroborates the sola 
gratia doctrine of Article II. And Article II, 
in turn, nowhere denies, rather everywhere, 
directly or indirectly, confirms, the universal 
grace particularly emphasized in Article XI. 
The framers of the Formula were well 
aware of the fact that the least error in the 
doctrine of free will and conversion was bound 
to manifest itself also in the doctrine of elec- 
tion, and that perhaps in a form much more 
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difficult to detect. Hence Article XI was not 
only intended to be a bulwark against the 
assaults on the doctrine of grace coming from 
Calvinistic quarters, but also an- additional 
reenforcement of the article of Free Will 
against the Synergists, in order to prevent a 
future recrudescence of their errors in the 
sphere of predestination. Its object is clearly 
to maintain the doctrine of the Bible, accord- 
ing to which it is grace alone that saves, 
a grace which, at the same time, is a grace for 
all, and thus to stear clear of synergism as 
well as of Calvinism, and forever to close the 
doors of the Lutheran Church to every form 
of these two errors. 

According to the Second Article, Christians 
cannot be assured of their election if the doc- 
trine of conversion [by grace alone] is not 
properly presented. (900, 47.57.) And Article 
wXI most emphatically supports Article II in 
its efforts to weed out every kind of syner- 
gistic or Romanistic corruption. For here we 
read: “Thus far the mystery of predestina- 
tion is revealed to us in God’s Word; and if 
we abide thereby and cleave thereto, it is a 
very useful, salutary, consolatory doctrine; 
for it establishes very effectually the article 
that we are justified and saved without all 
works and merits of ours, purely out of grace 
alone, for Christ’s sake. For before the time 
of theworld, before we existed, yea, before the 
foundation of the world was laid, when, of 
course, we could do nothing good, we were ac- 
cording to God’s purpose chosen by grace in 
Christ. to salvation, Rom. 9, 11; 2 Tim. 1, 9. 
Moreover, all opinions and erroneous doctrines 
concerning the powers of our natural will are 
thereby overthrown, because God in His coun- 
sel, before the time of the world, decided and 
ordained that He Himself, by the power of 
His Holy Ghost, would produce and work in 
us, through the Word, everything that per- 
tains to our conversion.” (1077, 43f.; 837, 20.) 

Again: “By “this doctrine and explanation 
of the eternal and saving choice of the elect 
children of God, His own glory is entirely and 
fully given to God, that in Christ He saves 
us out of pure [and free] merey, without any 
merits or goéd works of ours, according to the 
purpose of His will, as it is written Eph. 1, 
5f.: ‘Having predestinated us.’ ... There- 
fore it is false and wrong when it is taught 
that not alone the mercy of God and the most 
holy merit of Christ, but that also in us there 
is a cause of God’s predestination on account 


* of which God has chosen us to eternal life.” 


Indeed, one of the most exclusive formulations 
against every possible kind of subtile syner- 
gism is found in Article XI when it teaches 
that the reason why some are converted and 
saved while others are lost, must not be 
sought in man, i. e., in any minor guilt or less 
faulty conduct toward grace shown by those 
who are saved, as compared with the guilt and 
conduct of those who are lost. (1081, 57 f.) 
If, therefore, the argument of the Calvinists 
and Synergists that the sola gratia doctrine 
involves a denial of universal grace were cor- 
rect, the charge of Calvinism would have to 


XX. The Eleventh Article of the Formula of Concord: On Predestination. 


be raised against Article XI as well as against 
Article II. 

In a similar manner the Second Article con- 
firms the Eleventh by corroborating its anti- 
Calvinistic teaching of universal grace and re- 
demption; of man’s responsibility for his own 
damnation; of man’s conversion, not by com- 
pulsion or coercion, ete. The Second Article 
most emphatically teaches the sola gratia, but 
without in any way limiting, violating, or en- 
croaching upon, universal grace. It is not 
merely opposed to Pelagian, 'Semi-Pelagian, 
and synergistic errors, but to Stoie and Cal- 
vinistic aberrations as well. While it is not 
the special object of the Second Article to set 
forth the universality of God’s grace, its anti- 
Calvinistic attitude is nevertheless everywhere 
apparent. 

Article II plainly teaches that “it is not 
God’s will that any one should be damned, 
but that all men should be converted to Him, 
and be saved eternally. Hzek. 33, 11: ‘As 
I live.” ” (901, 49.) It teaches that “Christ, 
in whom we are chosen, offers to all men His 
grace in the Word and holy Sacraments, and 
wishes earnestly that it be heard, and has 
promised that where two or three are gath- 
ered together in His name and are occupied 
with His holy Word, He will be in their 
midst.” (903, 57.) It maintains that through 
the Gospel the Holy Ghost offers man grace 
and salvation, effects conversion through the 
preaching and hearing of God’s Word, and is 
present with this Word in order to convert 
men. (787,4ff.; 889,18.) It holds that “all 
who wish to be saved ought to hear this 
preaching, because the preaching and hearing 
of God’s Word are the instruments of the 
Holy Ghost, by, with, and through which He 
desires to work efficaciously, and to convert 
men to God, and to work in them both to will 
and to do.” (901,52 ff.) It admonishes that 
no one should doubt that the power and effi- 
cacy of the Holy Ghost is present with, and 
efficacious in, the Word when it is preached 
purely and listened to attentively, and that 
we should base our certainty concerning the 
presence, operation, and gifts of the Holy 
Ghost not on our feeling, but on the promise 
that the Word of God preached and heard is 
truly an office and work of the Holy Ghost, 
by which He is certainly efficacious and works 
in our hearts, 2 Cor. 2, 14ff.; 3, 5ff.” (903, 56.) 
It asserts that men who refuse to hear the 
Word of God are not converted because they 
despised the instrument of the Holy Spirit 
and would not hear (903,58); that God does 
not force men to become godly; that those 
who always resist the Holy Ghost and per- 
sistently oppose the known truth are not con- 
verted (905,60). If, therefore, the inference 
were correct that the doctrine of universal 
grace involved a denial of the sola gratia, 
then the charge of synergism would have to 
be raised against Article II as well as against 
Article XI. Both articles will always stand 
and fall together; for both teach that the 
grace of God is the only cause of our conver- 
sion and salvation, and that this grace is 
truly universal. 
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231. Mystery in Doctrine of Grace. 


The second charge raised by Calvinists and 
Synergists against the Formula of Concord is 
its failure to harmonize “logically” what they 
term “contradictory doctrines”: sola gratia 
and universalis gratia, —a stricture which 
must be characterized as flowing from ration- 
alistic premises, mistaking a divine mystery 
for a real contradiction, and in reality 
directed against the clear Word of God itself. 
Says Schaff, who also in this point voices the 
views of Calvinists as well as Synergists: 
“The Formula of Concord sanctioned a com- 
promise between Augustinianism and univer- 
salism, or between the original Luther and 
the later Melanchthon, by teaching both the 
absolute inability of man and the universality 
of divine grace, without an attempt to solve 
these contradictory positions.” (304.) “Thus 
the particularism of election and the univer- 
salism of vocation, the absolute inability of 
fallen man, and the guilt of the unbeliever for 
rejecting what he cannot accept, are illogic- 
ally combined.” (1, 330.) The real charge here 
raised against the Formula of Concord is, that 
it fails to modify the doctrines of sola gratia 
or wniversalis gratia in a manner satisfactory 
to the demands of human reason; for Syner- 
gists and Calvinists are agreed that, in the 
interest of rational harmony, one or the other 
must be abandoned, either wniversalis gratia 
seria et efficax, or sola gratia. 

In judging of the charge in question, it 
should not be overlooked that, according to 
the Formula of Concord, all Christians, theo- 
logians included, are bound to derive their en- 
tire doctrine from the Bible alone; that mat- 
ters of faith must be decided exclusively by 
clear passages of Holy Scripture; that human 
reason ought not in any point to criticize and 
lord it over the infallible Word of God; that 
reason must be subjected to the obedience of 
Christ, and dare not hinder faith in believing 
the divine testimonies even when they seem- 
ingly contradict each other. We are not com- 
manded to harmonize, says the Formula, but 
to believe, confess, defend, and faithfully to 
adhere to the teachings of the Bible. (1078, 
52 ff.) In the doctrine of conversion and sal- 
vation, therefore, Lutherans confess both the 
sola gratia and the wniversalis gratia, be- 
cause they are convinced that both are clearly 
taught in the Bible, and that to reject or 
modify either of them would amount to a 
criticism of the Word of God, and hence of 
God Himself. Synergists differ from Lu- 
therans, not in maintaining universal grace 
(which in reality they deny as to intention 
as well as extension, for they corrupt the 
Scriptural content of grace by making it de- 
pendent on man’s conduct, and thereby limit 
its extension to such only as comply with its 
conditions), but in denying the sola gratia, 
and teaching that thé will of man enters con- 
version as a factor alongside of grace. And 
Calvinists differ from Lutherans not in main- 
taining the sola gratia, but in denying uni- 
versal grace. 

But while, in accordance with the clear 
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Word of God, faithfully adhering to both the 
sola gratia and universalis gratia, and firmly 
maintaining that whoever is saved is saved 
by grace alone, and whoever is lost is lost 
through his own fault alone, the Formula of 
Concord at the same time fully acknowledges 
the difficulty presenting itself to human reason 
when we hold fast to this teaching. In par- 
ticular, it admits that the question, not 
answered in the Bible, viz., why some are 
saved while others are lost, embraces a mys- 
tery which we lack the means and ability of 
solving, as well as the data. Accordingly, the 
Formula also makes no efforts whatever to 
harmonize them, but rather discountenances 
and warns against all attempts to cater to 
human reason in this respect, and insists that 
both doctrines be maintained intact and 
taught conjointly. Lutherans are fully satis- 
fied that here every effort at rational harmo- 
nization cannot but lead either to Calvinistic 
corruption of universal grace or to synergistic 
modification of sola gratia. 


Thus the Lutheran Church not only admits, 
but zealously guards, the mystery contained 
in the doctrine of grace and election. It dis- 
tinguishes between God in as far as He is 
known and not known; in as far as He has 
revealed Himself, and in as far as He is still 
hidden to us, but as we shall learn to know 
Him hereafter. The truths which may be 
known concerning God are contained in the 
Gospel, revealed in the Bible. The things still 
hidden from us include the unsearchable judg- 
ments of God, His wonderful ways with men, 
and, in particular, the question why some are 
saved while others are lost. God has not seen 
fit to reveal these mysteries. And since rea- 
son cannot search or fathom God, man’s quest 
for an answer is both presumptuous and vain. 
That is to say, we are utterly unable to un- 
cover the divine counsels, which would show 
that the mysterious judgments and ways pro- 
ceeding from them are in complete harmony 
with the universal grace proclaimed by the 
Gospel. 


Yet Lutherans believe that the hidden God 
is not in real conflict with God as revealed in 
the Bible, and that the secret will of God does 
not in the least invalidate the gracious will 
of the Gospel. According to the Formula of 
Concord there are no real contradictions in 
God; in Him everything is yea and amen; 
His very being is pure reality and truth. 
Hence, when relying on God as revealed in 
Christ, that is to say, relying on grace which 
is pure grace only and at the same time grace 
for all, Christians may be assured that there 
is absolutely nothing in the unknown God, 
7. é€., in as fan as He has not revealed Himself 
to them, which might subvert their simple 
faith in His gracious promises. The face of 
God depicted in the Gospel is the true face 
of God. Whoever has seen Christ has seen the 
Father as He is in reality. 

Indeed, also the hidden God, together with 
His secret counsels, unsearchable judgments, 
and ways past finding out, even the majestic 
God, in whom we live and move and have our 
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being, the God who has all things well in 
hand, and without whom nothing can be or 
occur, must, in the light of the Scriptures, be 
viewed as an additional guarantee that, in 
spite of all contingencies, the merciful divine 
promises of the Gospel shall stand firm and 
immovable. Upon eternal election, says the 
Formula of Ooncord, “our salvation is so 
[firmly] founded ‘that the gates of hell can- 
not prevail against it.’” (1065,8.) As for us, 
therefore, it remains our joyous privilege not 
to investigate what God has withheld from us, 
or to climb into the adyton of God’s trans- 
cendent majesty, but merely to rely on, and 
securely trust in, the blessed Gospel, which 
proclaims grace for all and salvation by grace 
alone, and teaches that whoever is saved must 
praise God alone for it, while whoever is 
damned must blame only himself. 


‘ Regarding the mystery involved in predesti- 


ation, the Formula of Concord explains: 
“A distinction must be observed with especial 
care between that which is expressly revealed 
concerning it [predestination]~in God’s Word 
and what is not revealed. For in addition to 
what has been revealed in Christ concerning 
this, of which we have hitherto spoken, God 
has still kept secret and concealed much con- 
cerning this mystery, and reserved it for His 
wisdom and knowledge alone, which we should 


“not investigate, nor should we indulge our 


thoughts in this matter, nor draw conclusions, 
nor inquire curiously, but should adhere to 
the revealed Word. This admonition is most 
urgently needed. For our curiosity has always 
much more pleasure in concerning itself with 
these matters [investigating things abstruse 
and hidden] than with what God has revealed 
to us concerning this in His Word, because 
we cannot harmonize it [cannot by the acu- 
men of our natural ability harmonize the in- 
tricate and involved things occurring in this 
mystery], which, moreover, we have not been 
commanded to do.” 


The Formula enumerates as such inscrutable 
mysteries: Why God gives His Word at one 
place, but not at another; why He removes it 
from one place, and allows it to remain at an- 
other; why one is hardened, while another, 
who is in the same guilt, is converted again. 
Such and similar questions, says the Formula, 
we cannot answer and must not endeavor to 
solve. On the contrary, we are to adhere un- 
flinchingly to both truths, viz., that those who 
are converted are saved, not because they are 
better than others, but by pure grace alone; 
and that those who are not converted and not 
saved cannot accuse God of any neglect or in- 
justice, but are lost by their own fault. The 
Formula concludes its paragraphs on the mys- 
teries in predestination by saying: “When we 
proceed thus far in this article [maintaining 
that. God alone is the cause of man’s salva- 
tion and man alone is the cause of his damna- 
tion, and refusing to solve the problems in- 
volved], we remain on the! right [safe and 
royal] way, as it is written Hos. 18, 9: 
‘O Israel, thou hast destroyed thyself; but in 
Me is thy help.’ However, as regards these 
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things in this disputation which would soar 
too high and beyond these limits, we should, 
with Paul, place the finger upon our lips, re- 
member and say, Rom. 9,20: ‘O man, who art 
thou that repliest against God?” (1078, 52 ff.) 


232. Predestination a Comforting Articld, 


Christian doctrines, or doctrines of the 
Church, are such only as are in exact har- 
mony with the Scriptures. They alone, too, 
are able to serve the purpose for which the 
Scriptures are given, viz., to convert and save 
sinners, and to comfort troubled Christians. 
Scriptural doctrines are always profitable, and 
detrimental doctrines are never Scriptural. 
This is true also of the article of eternal elec- 
tion. It is a truly edifying doctrine as also 
the Formula of Concord is solicitous to ex- 
plain. (1092, 89 ff.) However, it is comforting 
only when taught in its purity, 7. e., when pre- 
sented and preserved in strict adherence to 
the Bible; that is to say, when both the sola 
gratia and gratia wniversalis are kept invio- 
late. Whenever the doctrine of predestination 
causes despair or carnal security, it has been 
either misrepresented or misunderstood. 

In the introductory paragraphs of Article 
XI we read: “For the doctrine concerning 
this article, if taught from, and according to, 
the pattern of the divine Word, neither can 
nor should be regarded as useless or unneces- 
sary, much less as offensive or injurious, be- 
cause the Holy Scriptures not only in but one 
place and incidentally, but in many places, 
thoroughly treat and urge the same. More- 
over, we should not neglect or reject the doe- 
trine of the divine Word on account of abuse 
or misunderstanding, but precisely on that ac- 
count, in order to avert all abuse and mis- 
understanding, the true meaning should and 
must be explained from the foundation of the 
Scriptures.” (1063, 2; 1067, 13.) 

“Tf it is treated properly,” says also the 
Epitome, the doctrine of predestination “is 
a consolatory article’ (830,1); that is to 
say, if predestination is viewed in the light 
of the Gospel, and particularly, if sola gratia 
as well as gratia universalis are kept invio- 
late. Outside of God’s revelation in the Gos- 
pel there is no true and wholesome knowledge 
whatever concerning election, but mere nox- 
ious human dreams. And when the univer- 
sality of grace is denied, it is impossible for 
any one to know whether he is elected, and 
whether the grace spoken of in the Gospel is 
intended for or belongs to him. “Therefore,” 
says the Formula of Concord, “if we wish to 
consider our eternal election to salvation with 
profit, we must in every way hold sturdily 
and firmly to this, that, as the preaching of 
repentance, so also the promise of the Gospel 
is universalis (universal), that is, it pertains 
to all men, Luke 24, 47,” ete. (1071,28.) By 
denying that uniyersal grace is meant seri- 
ously and discounting the universal promises 
of the Gospel, “the necessary consolatory foun- 
dation is rendered altogether uncertain and 
void, as we are daily reminded and admon- 
ished that only from God’s Word, through 
which He treats with us and calls us, we are 
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to learn and conclude what His will toward 
us is, and that we should believe and not 
doubt what it affirms to us and promises.” 
(1075, 86.) If God cannot be trusted in His 
universal promises, absolutely nothing in the 
Bible can be relied upon. A doctrine of elec- 
tion from which universal grace is eliminated, 
necessarily leads to despair or to contuma- 
ciousness and carnal security. Calvin was 
right when he designated his predestination 
theory, which denies universal grace, a “hor- 
rible decree.” It left him without any ob- 
jective foundation whatever upon which to 
rest his faith and hope. é 

In like manner, when the doctrine of elec- 
tion and grace is modified synergistically, no 
one can -know for certain whether he has 
really been pardoned and will be saved finally, 
because here salvation is not exclusively based 
on the sure and immovable grace and promises 
of God, but, at least in part, on man’s own 
doubtful conduct —a rotten plank which can 
serve neither foot for safely crossing the great 
abyss of sin and death. Only when presented 
and taught in strict adherence to the Bible is 
the doctrine of election and grace fully quali- 
fied to engender divine certainty of our 
present adoption and final salvation as well, 
since it assures us that God sincerely desires 
to save all men (us included), that He alone 
does, and has promised to do, everything per- 
taining thereto, -and that nothing is able to 
thwart His promises, since He who made them 
and confirmed them with an oath is none 
other than the majestic God Himself. 

Accordingly, when Calvinists and Syner- 
gists criticize the Formula of Concord for not 
harmonizing (modifying in the interest of 
rational harmony) the clear doctrines of the 
Bible, which they brand as contradictions, 
they merely display their own conflicting, 
untenable position. For while professing to 
follow the Scriptures, they at the same time 
demand that its doctrines be corrected accord- 
ing to the dictate of reason, thus plainly re- 
vealing that their theology is not founded on 
the Bible, but orientated in rationalism, the 
true ultimate principle of Calvinism as well 
as synergism. 

In the last analysis, therefore, the charge of 
inconsistency against the Formula of Concord 
is tantamount to an indirect admission that 
the Lutheran Church is both a consistently 
Seriptural and a truly evangelical Church. 
Consistently Scriptural, because it receives in 
simple faith and with implicit obedience every 
clear Word of God, all counter-arguments to 
the contrary notwithstanding. Truly evan- 
gelical, because in adhering with unswerving 
loyalty to the seemingly contradictory, but 
truly Scriptural doctrine of grace, it serves 
the purpose of the Scriptures, which — praise 
the Lord —is none other than to save, edify, 
and comfort poor disconsolate sinners. 


233. Statements of Article XI on Conso- 
lation Offered by Predestination. 


The purpose of the entire Scripture, says 
the Formula of Concord, is to comfort peni- 
tent sinners. If we therefore abide by, and 
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cleave to, predestination as it is revealed to 
us in God’s Word, “it is a very useful, salu- 
tary, consolatory doctrine.” Every presenta- 
tion of eternal election, however, which pro- 
duces carnal security or despair, is false. We 
read: “If any one presents the doctrine con- 
cerning the gracious election of God in such 
a manner that troubled Christians cannot de- 
rive comfort from it, but are thereby incited 
to despair, or that the impenitent are con- 
firmed in their wantonness, it is undoubtedly 
sure and true that such a doctrine is taught, 
not according to the Word and will of God, 
but according to [the blind judgment of 
human] reasgn ‘and the instigation of the 
devil. For, as the apostle testifies, Rom. 15, 4: 
‘Whatsoever things were written aforetime 
were written for our learning, that we through 
patience and comfort of the Scriptures might 
have hope.’ But when this consolation and 
hope are weakened or entirely removed by 
Scripture, it is certain that it is understood 
and explained contrary to the will and mean- 
ing of the Holy Ghost.” (1093, 91f.; 837, 16; 
1077, 43.) 

Predestination is comforting when Chris- 
tians are taught to seek their election in 
Christ. We read: “Moreover, this doctrine 
gives no one a cause either for despondency or 
for a shameless, dissolute life, namely, when 
men are taught that they must seek eternal 
election in Christ and His holy Gospel, as in 
the Book of Life, which excludes no penitent 
sinner, but beckons and calls all the poor, 
heavy-laden, and troubled sinners who are dis- 
turbed by the sense of God’s wrath, to re- 
pentance and the knowledge of their sins and 
to faith in Christ, and promises the Holy 
Ghost for purification and renewal, and thus 
gives the most enduring consolation to all 
troubled, afflicted men, that they know that 
their salvation is not placed in their own 
hands (for otherwise they would lose it much 
more easily than was the case with Adam and 
Eve in Paradise, yea, every hour and mo- 
ment), but in the gracious election of God, 
which He has revealed to us in Christ, out 
of whose hand no man shall pluck us, John 
10, 28; 2 Tim. 2, 19.” (1098, 89.) 

In order to manifest its consolatory power, 
predestination must be presented in proper re- 
lation to the revealed order of salvation. We 
read: “With this revealed will of God [His 
universal gracious promises in the Gospel] we 
should concern ourselves, follow and be dili- 
gently engaged upon it, because through the 
Word, whereby He calls us, the Holy Ghost 
bestows grace, power, and ability to this end 
{to begin and complete our salvation], and 
should not [attempt to] sound the abyss of 
God’s hidden predestination, as it is written 
in Luke 13, 24, where one asks: Lord, are 
there few that be saved?’ and Christ answers: 
‘Strive to enter in at the strait gate.’ Accord- 
ingly, Luther says [in his Preface to the 
Epistle to the Romans]: ‘Follow the Epistle 
to the Romans in its order, concern yourself 
first with Christ and His Gospel, that you 
may recognize your sins and His grace; next, 
that you contend with sin, as Paul teaches 
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from the first to the eighth chapter ; then, 
when in the eighth chapter you will come 
into [will have been exercised by] _tempta- 
tion under the cross and afflictions, — this 
will teach you in the ninth, tenth, and 
eleventh chapters how consolatory predestina- 
tion is,’ ete.” (1073, 33.) 

Predestination, properly taught, affords the 
glorious comfort that no one shall pluck us 
out of the almighty hands of Christ. The 
Formula says: “Thus this doctrine affords 
also the excellent, glorious consolation that 
God was so greatly concerned about the con- 
version, righteousness, and salvation of every 
Christian, and so faithfully purposed it [pro- 
vided therefor] that before the foundation of 
the world was laid, He deliberated concern- 
ing it, and in His [secret] purpose ordained 
how He would bring me thereto [call and lead 


wne to.salvation], and preserve me therein. 


Also, that He wished to secure my salvation 
so well and certainly that, since through the 
weakness and wickedness of our flesh it could 
easily be lost from our hands, or through craft 
and might of the devil and the world be 
snatched and taken from us, He ordained it 
in His eternal purpose, which cannot fail or 
be overthrown, and placed it for preservation 
in the almighty hand of our Savior Jesus 
Christ, from which no one can pluck us, John 
10, 28° Hence Paul also says, Rom. 8, 28. 39: 
‘Because we have been called according to the 
purpose of God, who will separate us from the 
love of God in Christ?’ [Paul builds the cer- 
tainty of our blessedness upon the foundation 
of the divine purpose, when, from our being 
called according to the purpose of God, he 
infers that no one can separate us, etc.]” 
(1079, 45.) “This article also affords a glori- 
ous testimony that the Church of God will ex- 
ist and abide in opposition to all the gates of 
hell, and likewise teaches which is the true 
Church of God, lest we be offended by the 
great authority [and majestic appearance] of 
the false Church, Rom. 9, 24. 25.” (1079, 50.) 

Especially in temptations and tribulations 
the doctrine of eternal election reveals its 
comforting power. We read: ‘Moreover, this 
doctrine affords glorious consolation under the 
cross and amid temptations, namely, that God 
in His counsel, before the time of the world, 
determined and decreed that He would assist 
us in all distresses [anxieties and perplexi- 
ties], grant patience, give consolation, excite 
[nourish and encourage] hope, and produce 
such an outcome as would contribute to our 
salvation. Also, as Paul in a very consolatory 
way treats this, Rom. 8, 28. 29. 35. 38. 39, that 
God in His purpose has ordained before the 
time of the world by what crosses and suffer- 
ings He would conform every one of His elect 
to the image of His Son, and that to every 
one his cross shall and must work together 
for good, because they are called according to 
the purpose, whence Paul has concluded that 
it is certain and indubitable that neither 
tribulation nor distress, nor death, nor 
life, etc., shall be able to separate us from 
the love of God which is in Christ Jesus, our 
Lord.” (1079, 48.) 


XXI. Luther and Article XI of the Formula of Concord. 
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XXI. Luther and Article XI of the Formula of Concord. 


234. Luther Falsely Charged with 
Calvinism. 


Calvinists and Synergists have always con- 
tended that Luther’s original doctrine of pre- 
destination was essentially identical with that 
of John Calvin. Melanchthon was among the 
first who raised a charge to this effect. In 
his Opinion to Elector August, dated March 9, 
1559, we read: “During Luther’s life and 
afterwards I rejected these Stoic and Mani- 
chean deliria, when Luther and others wrote: 
All works, good and bad, in all men, good 
and bad, must occur as they do. Now it is 
apparent that such speech contradicts the 
Word of God, is detrimental to all discipline, 
and blasphemes God. Therefore I have sedu- 
lously made a distinction, showing to ‘what 
extent man has a free will to observe out- 
ward discipline, also before regeneration,” etc. 
(C. R. 9,766.) Instead of referring to his own 
early statements, which were liable to mis- 
interpretation more than anything that Lu- 
ther had written, Melanchthon disingenuously 
mentions Luther, whose real meaning he mis- 
represents and probably had never fully 
grasped. The true reason why Melanchthon 
charged Luther and his loyal adherents with 
Stoicism was his own synergistic departure 
from the Lutheran doctrine of original sin 
and of salvation by grace alone. Following 
Melanchthon, rationalizing Synergists every- 
where have always held that without abandon- 
ing Luther’s doctrine of original sin and of 
the gratia sola there is no escape from Cal- 
vinism. 

In this point Reformed theologians agree 
with the Synergists, and have therefore always 
claimed Luther as their ally. I. Mueller de- 
clared in Lutheri de Praedestinatione et Li- 
bero Arbitrio Doctrina of 1832: “As to the 
chief point (quod ad caput rei attinet), 
Zwingli’s view of predestination is in har- 
mony with Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio.” In 
his Zentraldogmen of 1854 Alexander Schwei- 
zer endeavored to prove that the identical doc- 
trine of predestination was originally the cen- 
tral dogma of the Lutheran as well as of the 
Zwinglian reformation. “It is not so much 
the dogma [of predestination] itself,” said he 
(1,445), “as its position which is in dispute” 
among Lutherans and Calvinists. Schweizer 
(1,483) based his assertion on the false as- 
sumption ‘that the doctrines of the captive 
will and of absolute predestination [denial of 
universal grace] are two halves of the same 
ring.” (Frank 1, 12. 118. 128; 4, 262.) Simi- 
lar contentions were made in America by 
Schaff, Hodge, Shedd, and other Reformed 
theologians. 

As a matter of fact, however, also in the 
doctrine of predestination Zwingli and Cal- 
vin were just as far and as fundamentally 
apart from Luther as their entire rationalistic 
theology differed from the simple and implicit 
Scripturalism of Luther. Frank truly says 
that the agreement between Luther’s doc- 
trine and that of Zwingli and Calvin is “only 
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specious, nur scheinbar.” (1, 118.) Tschackert 
remarks: “Whoever [among the theologians 
before the Formula of Ooncord] was ac- 
quainted with the facts could not but see that 
in this doctrine [of predestination] there was 
a far-reaching difference between the Lutheran 
and the Calvinistic theology.” (559.) F. Pie- 
per declares that Luther and Calvin agree 
only in certain expressions, but differ entirely 
as to substance. (Dogm. 3, 554.) 

The Visitation Articles, adopted 1592 as a 
norm of doctrine for Electoral Saxony, enu- 
merate the following propositions on “Pre- 
destination and the Eternal Providence of 
God” which must be upheld over against the 
Calvinists as “the pure and true doctrine of 
our [Lutheran] churches”: “1. That Christ 
has died for all men, and as the Lamb of God 
has borne the sins of the whole world. 2. That 
God created no one for condemnation, but will 
have all men to be saved, and to come to the 
knowledge of the truth. He commands all to 
hear His Son Christ in the Gospel, and prom- 
ises by it the power and working of the Holy 
Ghost for conversion and salvation. 3. That 
many men are condemned by their own guilt, 
who are either unwilling to hear the Gospel 
of Christ, or again fall from grace, by error 
against the foundation or by sins against con- 
science. 4. That all sinners who repent are 
received into grace, and no one is excluded, 
even though his sins were as scarlet, since 
God’s mercy is much greater than the sins of 
all the world, and God has compassion on all 
His works.” (Conc. Tricu., 1153.) Not one of 
these propositions, which have always been 
regarded as a summary of the Lutheran teach- 
ing in contradistinction from Calvinism, was 
ever denied by Luther. 


235. Summary of Luther’s Views. 


Luther distinguished between the hidden 
and the revealed or “proclaimed” God; the 
secret and revealed will of God; the majestic 
God in whom we live and move and have our 
being, and God manifest in Christ; God’s un- 
searchable judgments and ways past finding 
out, and His merciful promises in the Gospel. 
Being truly God and not an idol, God, ac- 
cording to Luther, is both actually omnipo- 
tent and omniscient. Nothing can exist or 
occur without His power, and everything 
surely will occur as He has foreseen it. This 
is true of the thoughts, volitions, and acts of 
all His creatures. He would not be God if 
there were any power not derived from, or 
supplied by Him, or if the actual course of 
events could annul His decrees and stultify 
His knowledge. Also the devils 
wicked are not beyond His control. 

As for evil, though God does not will or 
cause it, —for, on the contrary, He prohibits 
sin and truly deplores the death of a sinner, 
— yet sin and death could never have entered 
the world without His permission. Also the 
will of fallen man receives its power to will 
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from God, and its every resolve and conse- 
quent act proceeds just as God has foreseen, 
ordained, or permitted it, The evil quality 
of all such acts, however, does not emanate 
from God, but from the corrupt will of man. 
Hence free will, when defined as the power of 
man to nullify and subvert what God’s maj- 
esty has foreseen and decreed, is a nonent, 
a mere empty title. This, however, does not 
involve that the human will is coerced or com- 
pelled to do evil, nor does it exclude in fallen 
man the ability to choose in matters tem- 
poral and subject to reason. 

But while holding that we must not deny 
the majesty and the mysteries of God, Luther 
did not regard these, but Christ crucified and 
justification by faith in the promises of the 
Gospel, as the true objects of our concern. 


Nor does he, as did Calvin, employ predestina- , 


tion as a corrective and regulative norm for 
interpreting, limiting, invalidating, annulling, 
or casting doubt upon, any of the blessed 
truths of the Gospel. Luther does not modify 
the revealed will of God in order to harmonize 
it with God’s sovereignty. He does not place 
the hidden God in opposition to the revealed 
God, nor does he reject the one in order to 
maintain the other. He denies neither the re- 
vealed universality Of God’s grace, of Christ’s 
redemption, and of the eflicaciousness of the 
Holy Spirit in the means of grace, nor the 
unsearchable judgments and ways of God’s 
majesty. Even the Reformed theologian 
A. Schweizer admits as much when he says in 
his Zentraldogmen (1,445): “In the Zwing- 
lio-Calvinian type of doctrine, predestination 
is a dogma important as such and regulating 
the other doctrines, yea, as Martyr, Beza, and 
others say, the chief part of Christian doc- 
trine; while in the Lutheran type of doctrine 
it is merely a dogma supporting other, more 
important central doctrines.” (Frank 4, 264.) 

Moreover, Luther most earnestly warns 
against all speculations concerning the hidden 
God as futile, foolish, presumptuous, and 
wicked. The secret counsels, judgments, and 
ways of God cannot and must not be investi- 
gated. God’s majesty is unfathomable, His 
judgments are unsearchable, His ways past 
finding out. Hence, there is not, and there 
cannot be, any human knowledge, understand- 
ing, or faith whatever concerning God in so 
far as He has not revealed Himself. For 
while the fact that there are indeed such 
things as mysteries, unsearchable judgments, 
and incomprehensible ways in God is plainly 
taught in the Bible, their nature, their how, 
why, and wherefore, has not been revealed to 
us, and no amount of human ingenuity is 
able to supply the deficiency. Hence, in as 
far as God is still hidden and veiled, He can- 
not serve as a norm by which we are able to 
regulate our faith and life. Particularly 
when considering the question how God is dis- 
posed toward us individually, we must not 
take refuge in the secret counsels of God, 
which reason cannot spy and pry into. Ac- 
cording to Luther, all human speculations con- 
cerning the hidden God are mere diabolical 
inspirations, bound to lead away from the 
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saving truth of the Gospel into despair and 
destruction. 

What God, therefore, would have men be- 
lieve about His attitude toward them, must, 
according to Luther, be learned from the Gos- 
pel alone. The Bible tells us how God is dis- 
posed toward poor sinners, and how He wants 
to deal with them. Not His hidden majesty, 
but His only-begotten Son, born in Bethlehem, 
is the divinely appointed object of human in- 
vestigation. Christ crucified is God manifest 
and visible to men. Whoever has seen Christ 
has seen God. The Gospel is God’s only reve- 
lation to sinful human beings. The Bible, 
the ministry of the Word, Baptism, the Lord’s 
Supper, and absolution are the only means of 
knowing how God is disposed toward us. To 
these alone God has directed us. With these 
alone men should occupy and concern them- 

lves. 

And the Gospel being the Word of God, the 
knowledge furnished therein is most reliable. 
Alarmed sinners may trust in its comforting 
promises with firm assurance and unwavering 
confidence. In De Servo Arbitrio Luther ear- 
nestly warns men not to investigate the hid- 
den God, but to look to revelation for an 
answer to the question how God is minded 
toward them, and how He intends to deal 
with them. In his Commentary on Genesis 
he refers to this admonition and repeats it, 
protesting that he is innocent if any one is 
misled to take a different course. “I have 
added” [to the statements in De Servo Arbi- 
trio concerning necessity and the hidden God], 
Luther here declares, “that we must look upon 
the revealed God. Addidi, quod aspiciendus 
sit Deus revelatus.” (Conc. TRIGL. 898.) 

This Bible-revelation, however, by which 
alone Luther would have men guided in judg- 
ing God, plainly teaches both, that grace is 
universal, and that salvation is by grace 
alone. Luther always taught the universality 
of God’s love and mercy, as well as of Christ’s 
redemption, and the operation of the Holy 
Spirit in the means of grace. Also according 
to De Servo Arbitrio, God wants all men to 
be saved, and does not wish the death of sin- 
ners, but deplores and endeavors to remove it. 
Luther fairly revels in such texts as Ezek. 18, 
23 and 31,11: “As I live, saith the Lord God, 
I have no pleasure in the death of the wicked, 
but that the wicked turn from his way and 
live. Turn ye from your evil ways; for why 
will ye die, O house of Israel?” He calls the 
above a “glorious passage” and “that sweetest 
Gospel voice —illam vocem dulcissimi Evan- 
gelii.” (B. v. a. 7, 218.) 

Thus Luther rejoiced in universal grace, be- 
cause it alone was able to convince him that 
the Gospel promises embraced and included 
also him. In like manner he considered the 
doctrine that salvation is by grace alone to be 
most necessary and most comforting. With- 
out this truth divine assurance of salvation 
is impossible; with it, all doubts about the 
final victory of faith are removed. Luther 
was convinced that, if he were required to con- 
tribute anything to his own conversion, preser- 
vation, and salvation, he could never attain 
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these blessings. Nothing can save but the 
grace which is grace alone. In De Servo Arbi- 
trio everything is pressed into service to dis- 
prove and explode the assertion of Hrasmus 
that the human will is able to and does “work 
something in matters pertaining to salvation,” 
and to establish the monergism or sole ac- 
tivity of grace in man’s conversion. (St. L. 18, 
1686, 1688. ) 

At the same time Luther maintained that 
man alone is at fault when he is lost. In 
De Servo Arbitrio he argues: Since it is God’s 
will that all men should be saved, it must be 
attributed to man’s will if any one perishes. 
The cause of damnation is unbelief, which 
thwarts the gracious will of God so clearly 
revealed in the Gospel. The question, how- 
ever, why some are lost while others are saved, 
though their guilt is equal, or why God does 
not save all men, since it is grace alone that 
saves, and since grace is universal, Luther 
declines to answer. Moreover, he demands 
that we both acknowledge and adore the un- 
searchable judgments of God, and at the same 
time firmly adhere to the Gospel as revealed 
in the Bible. All efforts to solve this mystery 
or to harmonize the hidden and the revealed 
God, Luther denounces as folly and presump- 
tion. 

Yet Luther maintains that the conflict is 
seeming rather than real. Whatever may be 
true of the majestic God, it certainly cannot 
annul or invalidate what He has made known 
of Himself in the Gospel. There are and can 
be no contradictory wills in God. Despite ap- 
pearances to the contrary, therefore, Chris- 
tians are firmly to believe that, in His deal- 
ings with men, God, who saves so few and 
damns so many, is nevertheless both truly 
merciful and just. And what we now believe 
we shall see hereafter. When the veil will 
have been lifted and we shall know God even 
as we are known by Him, then we shall see 
with our eyes no other face of God than the 
most lovable one which our faith beheld in 
Jesus. The light of glory will not correct, 
but confirm, the truths of the Bible, and re- 
veal the fact that in all His ways God was 
always in perfect harmony with Himself. 

Indeed, according to Luther, the truth con- 
cerning the majestic God, in whom we live 
and move and have our being, and without 
whom nothing can be or occur, in a way 
serves both repentance and faith. It serves 
repentance and the Law inasmuch as _ it 
humbles man, causing him to despair of him- 
self and of the powers of his own unregenerate 
will. It serves faith inasmuch as it guaran- 
tees God’s merciful promises in the Gospel. 
For if God is supreme, as He truly is, then 
there can be nothing more reliable than the 
covenant of grace to which He has pledged 
Himself by an oath. And if God, as He truly 
does, controls all contingencies, then there re- 
mains no room for any fear whether He will 
be able to fulfil His glorious promises, also 
the promise that nothing shall pluck us out 
of the hands of Christ.— Such, essentially, 
was the teaching set forth by Luther in De 
Servo Arbitrio and in his other publications. 
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236. Object of Luther’s “De Servo 
Arbitrio.” 


The true scope of De Servo Arbitrio is to 
prove that man is saved, not by any ability 
or efforts of his own, but solely by grace. 
Luther says: “We are not arguing the ques- 
tion what we can do when God works [moves 
us], but what we can do ourselves, viz., 
whether, after being created out of nothing, 
we can do or endeavor [to do] anything 
through that general movement of omnipo- 
tence toward preparing ourselves for being a 
new creation of His Spirit. This question 
should have been answered, instead of turn- 
ing aside to another.” Luther continues: “We 
go on to say: Man, before he is renewed to 
become a new creature of the kingdom of 
the Spirit, does nothing, endeavors nothing, 
toward preparing himself for renewal and 
the kingdom; and afterwards, when he has 
been created anew, he does nothing, endeavors 
nothing, toward preserving himself in that 
kingdom; but the Spirit alone does each of 
these things in us, both creating us anew 
without our cooperation and preserving us 
when recreated, — even as Jas. 1, 18 says: 
‘Of His own will begat He us by the Word 
of Truth that we should be a kind of first- 
fruits of His creatures.’ He is speaking here 
of the renewed creature.” (E. v. a. 7, 317; 
St. L. 18, 1909; compare here and in the fol- 
lowing quotations Vaughan’s Martin Luther 
on the Bondage of the Will, London, 1823.) 

Man lacks also the ability to do what is 
good before God. Luther: “I reply: The 
words of the Prophet [Ps.14,2: “The Lord 
looketh down from heaven upon the children 
of men to see if there were any that did 
understand and seek God. They are all gone 
aside,” etc.] include both act and power; and 
it is the same thing to say, ‘Man does not 
seek after God,’ as it would be to say, ‘Man 
cannot seek after God.”’” (E. 330; St. L. 
1923.) Again: “Since, therefore, men are 
flesh, as God Himself testifies, they cannot 
but be carnally minded (nihil sapere possunt 
nisi carnem); hence free will has power only 
to sin. And since they grow worse even when 
the Spirit of God calls and teaches them, what 
would they do if left to themselves, without 
the Spirit of God?” (EH. 290; St. L. 1876.) 
“In brief, you will observe in Scripture that, 
wherever flesh is treated in opposition to the’ 
Spirit, you may understand by flesh about 
everything that is contrary to the Spirit, as 
in the passage [John 6, 63]: ‘The flesh prof- 
iteth nothing.’” (EH.291; St. L.1877.) “Thus 
also Holy Scripture, by way of emphasis (per 
epitasin), calls man ‘flesh, as though he were 
carnality itself, because his mind is occupied 
with nothing but carnal things. Qwod mmio 
ac nihil aliud sapit quam ea, quae carnis 
sunt.” (E.302; St. L. 1890.) 

According to Luther there is no such thing 
as a neutral willing in man. He says: “It 
is a mere logical fiction to say that there is 
in man a neutral and pure volition (medium 
et purum velle); nor can those prove it who 
assert it. It was born of ignorance of things 
and servile regard to words, as if something 
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must straightway be such in substance as we 
state it to be in words, which sort of figments 
are numberless among the Sophists [Scholas- 
tic theologians]. The truth of the matter is 
stated by Christ when He says [Luke 11, 23]: 
‘He that is not with Me is against Me.’ He 
does not say, ‘He that is neither with Me nor 
against Me, but in the middle.’ For if God 
be in us, Satan is absent, and only the will 
for good is present with us. If God be ab- 
sent, Satan is present, and there is no will in 
us but towards evil. Neither God nor Satan 
allows a mere and pure volition in us; but, 
as you have rightly said, having lost our lib- 
erty, we are compelled to serve sin; that is, 
sim and wickedness we will, sin and wicked- 
ness we speak, sin and wickedness we act.” 
(BE. 199; St. L. 1768.) 


In support of his denial of man’s ability, 


in spiritual matters Luther quotes numerous 
Bible-passages, and thoroughly refutes as fal- 
lacies a debito ad posse, etc., the arguments 
drawn by Erasmus from mandatory and con- 
ditional passages of Scripture. His own argu- 
ments he summarizes as follows: “For if we 
believe it to be true that God foreknows and 
preordains everything, also, that He can 
neither be deceived nor hindered in His fore- 
knowledge and predestination; furthermore, 
that nothing occurs without His will (a truth 
which reason itself is compelled to concede), 
then, according to the testimony of the self- 
same reason, there can be no free will in man 
or angel or any creature. Likewise, if we be- 
lieve Satan to be the prince of the world, who 
is perpetually plotting and fighting against 
the kingdom of Christ with all his might, so 
that he does not release captive men unless he 
be driven out by the divine power of the 
Spirit, it is again manifest that there can be 
no such thing as free will. Again, if we be- 
lieve original sin to have so ruined us that, 
by striving against what is good, it makes 
most troublesome work even for those who are 
led by the Spirit, then it is clear that in man 
devoid of the Spirit nothing is left which can 
turn itself to good, but only [what turns it- 
self] to evil. Again, if the Jews, following 
after righteousness with all their might, 
rushed forth into unrighteousness, and the 
Gentiles, who were following after unright- 
eousness, have freely and unexpectingly at- 
tained to righteousness, it is likewise mani- 
fest, even by very deed and experience, that 
man without grace can will nothing but evil. 
In brief, if we believe Christ to have redeemed 
man by His blood, then we are compelled to 
confess that the whole man was lost; else we 
shall make Christ either superfluous, or the 
Redeemer only of the vilest part [of man], 
which is blasphemous and sacrilegious.” 
(E. 366; St. L. 1969.) 


237. Relation of Man’s Will toward God’s 
Majesty. 


According to Luther man has power over 
things beneath himself, but not over God in 
His majesty. We read: “We know that man 
is constituted lord of the things beneath him, 
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over which he has power and free will, that 
they may obey him and do what he wills and 
thinks. But the point of our inquiry is 
whether he has a free will toward God, so 
that God obeys and does what man wills; or, 
whether it is not rather God who has a free 
will over man, so that the latter wills and 
does what God wills, and can do nothing but 
what God has willed and does. Here the Bap- 
tist says that man can receive nothing except 
it be given him from heaven: wherefore free 
will is nothing.” (H. 359; St. L. 1957.) 

God as revealed in the Word may, accord- 
ing to Luther, be opposed arid resisted by 
man, but not God in His majesty. We read: 
“Lest any one should suppose this to be my 
own distinction, [let him know that] I follow 
Paul, who writes to the Thessalonians con- 
cerning Antichrist (2 Thess. 2,4) that he will 
‘xalt himself above every God that is pro- 
claimed and worshiped, plainly indicating that 
one may be exalted above God, so far as He 
is proclaimed and worshiped, that is, above 
the Word and worship by which God is known 
to us, and maintains intercourse with us. 
Nothing, however, can be exalted above God 
as: He is in His nature and majesty (as not 
worshiped and proclaimed); rather, every- 
thing is under His powerful hand.” (E. 221; 
St. L. 1794.) 

God in His majesty is supreme and man 
cannot resist His omnipotence, nor thwart 
His decrees, nor foil His plans, nor render His 
omniscience fallible. Luther: “For all men 
find this opinion written in their hearts, and, 
when hearing this matter discussed, they, 
though against their will, acknowledge and 
assent to it, first, that God is omnipotent, not 
only as regards His power, but also, as stated, 
His action; else He would be a ridiculous 
God; secondly, that He knows and foreknows 
all things, and can neither err nor be de- 
ceived. These two things, however, being con- 
ceded by the hearts and senses of all men, 
they are presently, by an inevitable conse- 
quence, compelled to admit that, even as we 
are not made by our own will, but by neces- 
sity, so likewise we do nothing according to 
the right of free will, but just as God has 
foreknown and acts by a counsel and an 
energy which is infallible and immutable. 
So, then, we find it written in all hearts alike 
that free will [defined as a power independent 
of God’s power] is nothing, although this 
writing [in the hearts of men] be obscured 
through so many contrary disputations and 
the great authority of so many persons who 
during so many ages have been teaching dif- 
ferently.” (HE. 268; St. L. 1851.) 

The very idea of God and omnipotence in- 
volves that free will is not, and cannot be, 
a power independent of God. Luther: “How- 
ever, even natural reason is obliged to confess 
that the living and true God must be such 
a one who by His freedom imposes necessity 
upon us; for, evidently, He would be a ridicu- 
lous God or, more properly, an idol, who 
would either foresee future events in an un- 
certain way, or be deceived by the events, as 
the Gentiles have asserted an inescapable fate 
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also for their gods. God would be equally 
ridiculous if He could not do or did not do all 
things, or if anything occurred without Him. 
Now, if foreknowledge and omnipotence are 
conceded, it naturally follows as an irrefut- 
able consequence that we have not been made 
by ourselves, nor that we live or do anything 
by ourselves, but through His omnipotence. 
~ Since, therefore, He foreknew that we should 
be such [as we actually are], and even now 
makes, moves, and governs us as such, pray, 
what can be imagined that is free in us so as 
to oceur differently than He has foreknown 
or now works? God’s foreknowledge and 
omnipotence, therefore, conflict directly with 
our free will [when defined as a power in- 
dependent of God]. For either God will be 
mistaken in foreknowing, err also in acting 
(which is impossible), or we shall act, and be 
acted upon, according to His foreknowledge 
and action. By the omnipotence of God, how- 
ever, I do not mean that power by which He 
can do many things which He does not do, 
but that active omnipotence by means of 
which He powerfully works all things in 
all, in which manner Scripture calls Him 
omnipotent. This omnipotence and prescience 
of God, I say, entirely abolish the dogma of 
free will. Nor can the obscurity of Scripture 
or the difficulty of the matter be made a pre- 
text here. The words are most clear, known 
even to children; the subject-matter is plain 
and easy, judged to be so even by the natural 
reason common to all, so that ever so long 
a series of ages, times, and persons writing 
and teaching otherwise will avail nothing.” 
(HE. 267; St. L. 1849.) 

According to Luther, therefore, nothing can 
or does occur independently of God, or dif- 
ferently from what His omniscience has fore- 
seen. Luther: “Hence it follows irrefutably 
that all things which we do, and all things 
which happen, although to us they seem to 
happen changeably and contingently, do in 
reality happen necessarily and immutably, if 
one views the will of God. For the will of 
God is efficacious and cannot be thwarted, 
since it is God’s natural power itself. It is 
also wise, so that it cannot be deceived. And 
since His will is not thwarted, the work itself 
cannot be prevented, but must occur in the 
very place, time, manner, and degree which 
He Himself both foresees and wills.” (H. 134; 
St. L. 1692.) 


238. God Not the Cause of Sin. 


Regarding God’s relation to the sinful ac- 
tions of men, Luther held that God is not the 
cause of sin. True, His omnipotence impels 
also the ungodly; but the resulting acts are 
evil because of man’s evil nature. He writes: 
“Since, therefore, God moves and works all 
in all, He necessarily moves and acts also in 
Satan and in the wicked. But He acts in 
them precisely according to what they are, 
and what He finds them to be (agit in illis 
taliter, quales ill sunt, et quales invenit). 
That is to say, since they are turned away 
{from Him] and wicked, and [as such] are 
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impelled-_to action by divine omnipotence, they 
do only such things as are averse [to God] 
and wicked, just as a horseman driving a 
horse which has only three or two [sound] 
feet (equum tripedem vel bipedem) will drive 
him in a manner corresponding to the con- 
dition of the horse (agit quidem taliter, qualis 
equus est), 7. e., the horse goes at a sorry gait. 
But what can the horseman do? He drives 
such a horse together with sound horses, so 
that it sadly limps along, while the others 
take a good gait. He cannot do otherwise, 
unless the horse is cured. Here you see that, 
when God works in the wicked and through 
the wicked, the result indeed is evil (mala 
quidem fieri), but that nevertheless God can- 
not act wickedly, although He works that 
which is evil through the wicked; for He, 
being good, cannot Himself act wickedly, al- 
though He uses evil instruments, which can- 
not escape the impulse and motion of His 
power. The fault, therefore, is in the instru- 
ments, which God does not suffer to remain 
idle, so that evil occurs, God Himself im- 
pelling them, but in no other manner than 
a carpenter who, using an ax that is notched 
and toothed, would do poor work with it. 
Hence it is that a wicked man cannot but 
err and sin continually, because, being im- 
pelled by divine power, he is not allowed 
to remain idle, but wills, desires, and acts, 
according to what he is (velit, cwpiat, faciat 
taliter, qualis ipse est).” (E. 255; St. L.:1834.) 
“For although God does not make sin, still 
He ceases not to form and to multiply a na- 
ture which, the Spirit having been withdrawn, 
is corrupted by sin, just as when a carpenter 
makes statues of rotten wood. Thus men be- 
come what their nature is, God creating and 
forming them of such nature.” (E. 254; St. L. 
1833.) 

Though God works all things in all things, 
the wickedness of an action flows from the 
sinful nature of the creature. Luther: “Who- 
ever would have any understanding of such 
matters, let him consider that God works evil 
in us, i.e. through us, not by any fault of 
His, but through our own fault. For since 
we are by nature evil, while God is good, and 
since He impels us to action according to the 
nature of His omnipotence, He, who Himself 
is good, cannot do otherwise than do evil with 
an evil instrument, although, according to 
His wisdom, He causes this evil to turn out 
unto His own glory and to our salvation.” 
(H. 257; St. L. 1837.) 
assert and contend, that, when God works 
without the grace of His Spirit [in His 
majesty, outside of Word and Sacrament], He 
works all in all, even in the wicked; for He 
alone moves all things, which He alone has 
created, and drives and impels all things ‘by 
virtue of His omnipotence, which they [the 
created things] cannot escape or change, but 
necessarily follow and obey, according to the 
power which God has given to each of them, 
— such is the manner in which all, even 
wicked, things cooperate with Him. Further- 
more, when He acts by the Spirit of Grace in 
those whom He has made righteous, i. e., in 
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His own kingdom, He in like manner impels 
and moves them; and, being new creatures, 
they follow and cooperate with Him; or 
rather, as Paul says, they are led by Him.” 
(E. 317; St. L. 1908.) “For we say that, with- 
out the grace of God, man still remains under 
the general omnipotence of God, who does, 
moves, impels all things, so that they take 
their course necessarily and without fail, but 
that what man, so impelled, does, is nothing, 
i.e. avails nothing before God, and is ac- 
counted nothing but sin.” (EH. 315; St. L. 
1906.) 

Though everything occurs as God has fore- 
seen, this, according to Luther, does not at 
all involve that man is coerced in his actions. 
Luther: “But pray, are we disputing now 
concerning coercion and force? Have we not 
in so many books testified that we speak of 
the necessity of immutability? We know .. 
that Judas of his own volition betrayed 
Christ. But we affirm that, if God foreknew 
it, this volition would certainly and without 
fail occur in this very Judas.... We are not 
discussing the point whether Judas became 
a traitor unwillingly or willingly, but whether 
at the time foreappointed by God it infal- 
libly had to happen that Judas of his own vo- 
lition betrayed Christ.” (H.270; St. L. 1853.) 
Again: “What is it to me that free will is 
not coerced, but does what it does willingly? 
It is enough for me to have you concede that 
it must necessarily happen, that he [Judas] 
does what he does of his own volition, and 
that he cannot conduct himself otherwise if 
God has so foreknown it. If God foreknows 
that Judas will betray, or that he will change 
his mind about it,— whichever of the two 
He shall have foreknown will necessarily come 
to pass; else God would be mistaken in fore- 
knowing and foretelling,— which is impos- 
sible. Necessity of consequence effects this: 
if God foreknows an event, it necessarily hap- 
pens. In other words, free will is nothing” 
[it is not a power independent of God or able 
to nullify God’s prescience]. (H. 272; St. L. 
1855. ) 

To wish that God would abstain from im- 
pelling the wicked is, according to Luther, 
tantamount to wishing that He cease to be 
God. Luther: “There is still this question 
which some one may ask, ‘Why does God not 
cease to impel by His omnipotence, in conse- 
quence of which the will of the wicked is 
moved to continue being wicked and even 
growing worse?’ The answer is: This is 
equivalent to desiring that God cease to be 
God for the sake of the wicked, since one 
wishes His power and action to cease, i.e., 
that He cease to be good, lest they become 
worse!” (H. 259; St. L. 1839.) 


239. Free Will a Mere Empty Title. 


Luther considers free will (when defined as 
an ability in spiritual matters or as a power 
independent of God) a mere word without any- 
thing corresponding to it in reality (figmen- 
tum im rebus sew titulus sine re, EK. v. a. 5, 
230), because natural will has ‘powers only 
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in matters temporal and subject to reason, 
but none in spiritual things, and because of 
itself and independently of God’s omnipotence 
it has no power whatever. We read: “Now 
it follows that free will is a title altogether 
divine and cannot belong to any other being, 
save only divine majesty, for He, as the 
Psalmist sings [Ps. 115, 3], can do and does 
all that He wills in heaven and in earth. 
Now, when this title is ascribed to men, it is 
so ascribed with no more right than if also, 
divinity itself were ascribed to them, — a sac- 
rilege than which there is none greater. Ac- 
cordingly it was the duty of theologians to 
abstain from this word when they intended to 
speak of human power, and to reserve it ex- 
clusively for God, thereupon also to remove 
it from the mouth and discourse of men, 
claiming it as a sacred and venerable title 


. for their God. And if they would at all as- 


scribe some power to man, they should have 
taught that it be called by some other name 
than ‘free will,’ especially since we all know 
and see that the common people are miserably 
deceived and led astray by this term; for by 
it they hear and conceive something very far 
different from what theologians mean and 
discuss. ‘Free will’ is too magnificent, ex- 
tensive, and comprehensive a term; by it com- 
mon people understand (as also the import 
and'‘nature of the word require) a power 
which can freely turn to either side, and 
neither yields nor is subject to any one.” 
(EH. 158; St. L. 1720.) 

If the term “free will” be retained, it 
should, according to Luther, be conceived of 
as a power, not in divine things, but only in 
matters subject to human reason. We read: 
“So, then, according to Erasmus, free will is 
the power of the will which is able of itself 
to will and not to will the Word and work 
of God, whereby it is led to things which ex- 
ceed both its comprehension and perception. 
For if it is able to will and not to will, it is 
able also to love and to hate. If it is able 
to love and to hate, it is able also, in some 
small degree, to keep the Law and to believe 
the Gospel. For if you will, or do not will, 
a certain thing, it is impossible that by that 
will you should not be able to do something 
of the work, even though, when hindered by 
another, you cannot complete it.” (HE. 191; 
St. L.1759.) “Tf, then, we are not willing to 
abandon this term altogether, which would 
be the safest and most pious course to fol- 
low, let us at least teach men to use it in 
good faith (bona fide) only in the sense that 
free will be conceded to man, with respect to 
such matters only as are not superior, but in- 
ferior to himself; 7, ¢., man is to know that, 
with regard to his means and possessions, he 
has the right of using, of doing, and of for- 
bearing to do according to his free will; al- 
though also even this is directed by the free 
will of God alone whithersoever it pleases 
Him. But with respect to God, or in things 
pertaining to salvation or damnation, he has 
no free will, but is the captive, subject, and 
servant, either of the will of God or of the 
will of Satan.” (H.160; St. L. 1722.) “Per- 
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haps you might properly attribute some will 
(aliquod arbitrium) to man; but to attribute 
free will to him in divine things is too much, 
since in the judgment of all who hear it the 
term ‘free will’ is properly applied to that 
which can do and does with respect to God 
whatsoever it pleases, without being hindered 
by any law or authority. You would not call 
a slave free who acts under the authority of 
his master. With how much less propriety 
do we call men or angels truly free, who, to 
say nothing of sin and death, live under the 
most complete authority of God, unable to 
subsist for a moment by their own power.” 
(E. 189; St. L. 1756.) 

Lost liberty, says Luther, is no liberty, just 
as lost health is no health. We read: “When 
it has been conceded and settled that free 
will, having lost its freedom, is compelled to 
serve sin, and has no power to will anything 
good, I can conceive nothing else from these 
expressions than that free will is an empty 
word, with the substance lost. My grammar 
calls a lost liberty no liberty. But to at- 
tribute the title of liberty to that which has 
no liberty is to attribute an empty name. If 
here I go astray, let who can correct me; if 
my words are obscure and ambiguous, let 
who can make them plain and definite. 
I cannot call health that is lost health. If 
I should ascribe it to a sick man, I believe 
to have ascribed to him nothing but an empty 
name. But away with monstrous words! For 
who can tolerate that abuse of speech by 
which we affirm that man has free will, and 
in the same breath assert that he, having lost 
his liberty, is compelled to serve sin, and can 
will nothing good? It conflicts with common 
sense, and utterly destroys the use of speech. 
The Diatribe is rather to be accused of blurt- 
ing out its words as if it were asleep, and 
giving no heed to those of others. It does not 
consider, I say, what it means, and what it 
all includes, if I declare: Man has lost his 
liberty, is compelled to serve sin, and has no 
power to will anything good.” (EH. 200; St. L. 
1769.) 

Satan causes his captives to believe them- 
selves free and happy. Luther: ‘The Scrip- 
tures set before us a man who is not only 
bound, wretched, captive, sick, dead, but who 
(through the operation of Satan, his prince) 
adds this plague of blindness to his other 
plagues, that he believes himself to be free, 
happy, unfettered, strong, healthy, alive. For 
Satan knows that, if man were to realize his 
own misery, he would not be able to retain 
any one in his kingdom, because God could not 
but at once pity and help him who recognizes 
his misery and cries for relief. For through- 
out all Scripture He is extolled and greatly 
praised for being nigh unto the contrite in 
heart, as also Christ testifies, Isaiah 61, 1. 2, 
that He has been sent to preach the Gospel 
to the poor and to heal. the broken-hearted. 
Accordingly, it is Satan’s business to keep his 
grip on men, lest they recognize their misery, 
but rather take it for granted that they are 
able to do everything that is said.” (HE. 213; 
St. L. 1785.) 
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240. The Gospel to be Our Only Guide. 


According to De Servo Arbitrio God’s maj- 
esty and His mysterious judgments and ways 
must not be searched, nor should speculations 
concerning them be made the guide of our 
faith and life. Luther says: “Of God or of 
the will of God proclaimed and revealed, and 
offered to us, and which we meditate upon, 
we must treat in a different way than of God 
in so far as He is not proclaimed, not re- 
vealed, and not offered to us, and is not the 
object of our meditations. For in so far as 
God hides Himself, and desires not to be 
known of us, we have nothing to do with Him. 
Here the saying truly applies, ‘What is above 
us does not concern us.’ ” (E.221; St. L.1794.) 
“We say, as we have done before, that one 
must not discuss the secret will of [divine] 
majesty, and that man’s temerity, which, due 
to continual perverseness, disregards neces- 
sary matters and always attacks and en- 
counters this [secret will], should be called 
away and withdrawn from occupying itself 
with scrutinizing those secrets of divine maj- 
esty which it is impossible to approach; for 
it dwells ‘in the light which no man can ap- 
proach unto,’ as Paul testifies, 1 Tim. 6, 16.” 
(BH. 227; St. L. 1801.) This statement, that 
God’s majesty must not be investigated, says. 
Luther, “is not our invention, but an in- 
junction confirmed by Holy Scripture. For 
Paul says Rom. 9, 19—21: ‘Why doth God 
yet find fault? For who hath resisted His 
will? Nay but, O man, who art thou that 
repliest against God? ... Hath not the pot- 
ter power,’ etc.? And before him Isaiah, chap- 
ter 58, 2: ‘Yet they seek Me daily, and de- 
light to know My ways, as a nation that did 
righteousness, and forsook not the ordinance 
of their God. They ask of Me the ordinances 
of justice; they take delight in approaching 
to God.’ These words, I take it, show abun- 
dantly that it is unlawful for men to scruti- 
nize the will of majesty.” (E. 228; St. L. 
1803.) 

Instead of searching the Scriptures, as they 
are commanded to do, men unlawfully crave 
to investigate the hidden judgments of God. 
We read: “But we are nowhere more irrev- 
erent and rash than when we invade and 
argue these very mysteries and judgments 
which are unsearchable. Meanwhile we imag- 
ine that we are exercising incredible rever- 
ence in.searching the Holy Scriptures, which 
God has commanded us to search. Here we 
do not search, but where He has forbidden us 
to search, there we do nothing but search with 
perpetual temerity, not to say blasphemy. Or 
is it not such a search when we rashly en- 
deavor to make that wholly free foreknowl- 
edge of God accord with our liberty, and are 
ready to detract from the prescience of God, 
if it does not allow us liberty, or if it induces 
necessity, to say with the murmurers and blas- 
phemers, ‘Why doth He find fault? Who shall 
resist His will? What is become of the most 
merciful God? What of Him who wills not 
the death of the sinner? Has He made men 
that He might delight Himself with their tor- 
ments?’ and the like, which will be howled out, 
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forever among the devils and the damned.” 
(E. 266; St. L. 1848.) 

God’s unknowable will is not and cannot be 
our guide. Luther: “The Diatribe beguiles 
herself through her ignorance, making no dis- 
tinction between the proclaimed and the hid- 
den God, that is, between the Word of God 
and God Himself. God does many things 
which He has not shown us in His Word. He 
also wills many things concerning which He 
has not shown us in His Word that He wills 
them. For instance, He does not will the 
death of a sinner, namely, according to His 
Word, but He wills it according to His in- 
scrutable will. Now, our business is to look 
at His Word, disregarding the inscrutable 
will; for we must be directed by the Word, 
not by that inscrutable will (nobis spectan- 
dum est Verbum relinquendaque illa voluntas 
imperscrutabilis; Verbo enim nos dirigi, non 
voluntate illa inscrutabili oportet). Indeed, 
who could direct himself by that inscrutable 
and unknowable will? It is enough merely to 
know that there is such an inscrutable will 
in God; but what, why, and how far it wills, 
that is altogether unlawful for us to inquire 
into, to wish [to know], and to trouble or oc- 
cupy ourselves with; on the contrary, we 
should fear and adore it.” (HEH. 222; St. L. 
1795.) 

Instead of investigating the mysteries of 
divine majesty, men ought to concern them- 
selves with God’s revelation in the Gospel. 
Luther: “But let her [human temerity] oc- 
cupy herself with the incarnate God or, as 
Paul says, with Jesus Crucified, in whom are 
hidden all the treasures of wisdom and knowl- 
edge. For through Him she has abundantly 
what she ought to know and not to know. It 
is the incarnate God, then, who speaks here 
[Matt. 23]: ‘I would, and thou wouldest not.’ 
The incarnate God, I say, was sent for this 
purpose, that He might will, speak, do, suffer, 
and offer to all men all things which are 
necessary to salvation, although He offends 
very many who, being either abandoned or 
hardened by that secret will of His majesty, 
do not receive Him who wills, speaks, works, 
offers, even as John says: ‘The light shineth 
in darkness, and the darkness comprehendeth 
it not’; and again: ‘He came unto His own, 
and His own received Him not.’” (EH. 227 f.; 
St. L. 1802.) 


241. God’s Grace Is Universal and 
Serious. 

All men are in need of the saving Gospel, 
and it should be preached to all. We read in 
De Servo Arbitrio: “Paul had said just be- 
fore: “The Gospel is the power of God unto 
salvation to every one that believeth; to the 
Jew first and also to the Greek.’ These words 
are not obscure or ambiguous: ‘To the Jews 
and to the Greeks,’ that is, to all men, the 
Gospel of the power of God is necessary, in 
order that, believing, they may be saved from 
the revealed wrath.” (HK. 322; St. L. 1915.) 
“He [God] knows what, when, how, and to 
whom we ought to speak. Now, His injunc- 
tion is that His Gospel, which is necessary 
for all, should be limited by neither place nor 
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time, but be preached to all, at all times, and 
in all places.” (EH. 149; St. L. 1709.) 


The universal promises of the Gospel offer 
firm and sweet consolation to poor sinners. 
Luther: “It is the voice of the Gospel and the 
sweetest consolation to poor miserable sinners 
when Ezekiel says [18, 23. 32]: ‘I have no 
pleasure ‘in the death of a sinner, but rather 
that he be converted and live.’ Just so also 
the thirtieth Psalm [v.5]: ‘For His anger en- 
dureth but a moment; in His favor is life 
(His will rather is life]. And the sixty- 
ninth [v.16]: ‘For Thy loving-kindness is 
good [How sweet is Thy mercy, Lord!]’ Also: 
‘Because I am merciful.’ And that saying of 
Christ, Matt. 11,28: ‘Come unto Me, all ye 
that labor and are heavy laden, and I will re- 
fresh you.’ Also that of Exodus [20, 6], 
‘I show mercy unto thousands of them that 
a. Me.’ Indeed, almost more than half of 

oly Scripture, — what is it but genuine 
promises of grace, by which mercy, life, peace, 
and salvation are offered by God to men? 
And what else do the words of promise sound 
forth than this: ‘I have no pleasure in the 
death of a sinner’? Is it not the same thing 
to say, ‘I am merciful,’ as to say, ‘I am not 
angry, ‘I do not wish to punish,’ ‘I do not 
wish you to die,’ ‘I desire to pardon,’ ‘I de- 
sire to spare’? Now, if these divine promises 
did, not stand [firm], so as to raise up afilicted 
consciences terrified by the sense of sin and 
the fear of death and judgment, what place 
would there be for pardon or for hope? What 
sinner would not despair?” (E. 218; St. L. 
DO 1) 


God, who would have all men to be saved, 
deplores and endeavors to remove death, so 
that man must blame himself if he is lost. 
Luther: “God in His majesty and nature 
therefore must be left untouched [unsearched], 
for in this respect we have nothing to do with 
Him; nor did He want us to deal with Him 
in this respect; but we deal with Him in so 
far as He has clothed Himself and come forth 
in His Word, by which He has offered Him- 
self to us. This [Word] is His glory and 
beauty with which the Psalmist, 21, 6, cele- 
brates Him as being clothed.” Emphasizing 
the seriousness of universal grace, Luther con- 
tinues: “Therefore we affirm that the holy 
God does not deplore the death of the people 
which He works in them, but deplores the 
death which He finds in the people, and en- 
deavors to remove (sed deplorat mortem, quam 
invenit in populo, et amovere studet). For 
this is the work of the proclaimed God to take 
away sin and death, that we may be saved. 
For He has sent His Word and healed them.” 
(EK. 222; St. L. 1795.) “Hence it is rightly 
said, If God wills not death, it must be 
charged to our own will that we perish. 
‘Rightly,’ I say, if you speak of the proclaimed 
God. For He would have all men to be saved, 
coming, as He does, with His Word of salva- 
tion to all men; and the fault is in the will, 
which does not admit Him; as He says, Matt. 
23, 37: ‘How often would I have gathered 
thy children together, and ye would not!’ ” 
(EH. 222;-St. L. 1795.) : 
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242. Sola Gratia Doctrine Engenders 
Assurance, 

Luther rejoices in the doctrine of sola gra- 
tia because it alone is able to engender assur- 
ance of salvation. He writes: “As for my- 
self, I certainly confess that, if such a thing 
could somehow be, I should be unwilling to 
have free will given me, or anything left in 
my own hand, which might enable me to make 
an effort at salvation; not only because in 
the midst of so many dangers and adversities 
and also of so many assaulting devils I should 
not be strong enough to remain standing and 
keep my hold of it (for one devil is mightier 
than all men put together, and not a single 
man would be saved), but because, even if 
there were no dangers and no adversities and 
no devils, I should still be compelled to toil 
forever uncertainly, and to beat the air in my 
struggle. For though I should live and work 
to eternity, my own conscience would never 
be sure and at ease as to how much it ought 
to do in order to satisfy God. No matter 
how perfect a work might be, there would be 
left a doubt whether it pleased God, or 
whether He required anything more; as is 
proved by the experience of all who endeavor 
to be saved by the Law (iustitiariorwm), and 
as I, to my own great misery, have learned 
abundantly during so many years. But now, 
since God has taken my salvation out of the 
hands of my will, and placed it into those of 
His own and has promised to save me, not by 
my own work or running, but by His grace 
and mercy, I feel perfectly secure, because 
He is faithful and will not lie to me; more- 
over, He is powerful and great, so that neither 
devils nor adversities can crush Him, or pluck 
me out of His hand. No one, says He, shall 
pluck them out of My hand; for My Father, 
who gave them unto Me, is greater than all. 
Thus it comes to pass that, though not all 
are saved, at least some, nay, many are, 
whereas by the power of free will absolutely 
none would be saved, but every one of us 
would be lost. We are also certain and sure 
that we please God, not by the merit of our 
own work, but by the favor of His mercy 
which He has promised us; and that, if we 
have done less than we ought, or have done 


anything amiss, He does not impute it to us, 


but, as a father, forgives and amends it. 
Such is the boast of every saint in his God.” 
(E. 362; St. L. 1961 f.) 

In the Apology of the Augsburg Confession 
this thought of Luther’s is repeated as fol- 
lows: “If the matter [our salvation] were to 
depend upon our merits, the promise would be 
uncertain and useless, because we never could 
determine when we would have sufficient 
merit. And this experienced consciences can 
easily understand [and would not, for a thou- 
sand worlds, have our salvation depend upon 
-ourselves].” (Cone. Trict. 145, 84; compare 
1079, 45 f.) 


243. Truth of God’s Majesty Serves God’s 
Gracious Will. 

Luther regarded the teaching that every- 

thing is subject to God’s majesty as being of 

service to His gracious will. We read: “Two 
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things require the preaching of these truths 
[concerning the infallibility of God’s fore- 
knowledge, etc.]; the first is, the humbling 
of our pride and the knowledge of the grace 
of God; the second, Christian faith itself. 
First, God has certainly promised His grace 
to the humbled, i. e., to those who deplore 
their sins and despair [of themselves]. But 
man cannot be thoroughly humbled until he 
knows that his salvation is altogether beyond 
his own powers, counsels, efforts, will, and 
works, and depends altogether upon the de- 
cision, counsel, will, and work of another, i. €., 
of God only. For as long as he is persuaded 
that he can do anything toward gaining sal- 
vation, though it be ever so little, he continues 
in self-confidence, and does not wholly despair 
of himself; accordingly he is not humbled be- 
fore God, but anticipates, or hopes for, or at 
least wishes for, a place, a time, and some 
work by which he may finally obtain salva- 
tion.” (H. 153.133; St. L. 1715. 1691.) “More 
than once,” says Luther, “I myself have been 
offended at it [the teaching concerning God’s 
majesty] to such an extent that I was at the 
brink of despair, so that I even wished I had 
never been created a man,— until I learned 
how salutary that despair was and how close 
to grace.” (EH. 268; St. L. 1850.) 

Of the manner in which, according*to Lu- 
ther, the truth concerning God’s majesty 
serves the Gospel, we read: “Moreover, I do 
not only wish to speak of how true these 
things are, . .. but also how becoming to a 
Christian, how pious, and how necessary it is 
to know them. For if these things are not 
known, it is impossible for either faith or any 
worship of God to be maintained. That would 
be ignorance of God indeed; and if we do not 
know Him, we cannot obtain salvation, as is 
well known. For if you doubt that God fore- 
knows and wills all things, not contingently, 
but necessarily and immutably, or if you scorn 
such knowledge, how will you be able to be- 
lieve His promises, and with full assurance 
trust and rely upon them? When He prom- 
ises, you ought to be sure that He knows 
what He is promising, and is able and willing 
to accomplish it, else you will account Him 
neither true nor faithful. That, however, is 
unbelief, extreme impiety, and a denial of the 
most high God. But how will you be confi- 
dent and sure if you do not know that He 
certainly, infallibly, unchangeably, and neces- 
sarily knows, and wills, and will perform what 
He promises? Nor should we merely be cer- 
tain that God necessarily and immutably wills 
and will perform [what He has promised], but 
we should even glory in this very thing, as 
Paul does, Rom. 3, 4: ‘Let God be true, but 
every man a liar.” And again, Rom. 9, 6; 
4,21; 1 Sam. 3,19: ‘Not that the Word of 
God hath taken none effect.’ And in another 
place, 2 Tim. 2,19: ‘The foundation of God 
standeth sure, having this seal, The Lord 
knoweth them that are His. And in Titus 
1,2: ‘Which God, that cannot lie, hath prom- 
ised before the world began.’ And in Heb. 
11, 6: ‘He that cometh to God must believe 
that God is, and that He is a rewarder of 
them that hope in Him.’ So, then, Christian 
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faith is altogether extinguished, the promises 
of God and the entire Gospel fall absolutely 
to the ground, if we are taught and believe 
that we have no need of knowing the fore- 
knowledge of God to be necessary and the 
‘necessity of all things that must be done. For 
this is the only and highest possible conso- 
lation of Christians in all adversities to know 
that God does not lie, but does all things im- 
mutably, and that His will can neither be re- 
sisted, nor altered, nor hindered.” (KH. 137. 
264; St. L. 1695. 1845.) 


244. There Are No Real Contradictions 
in God. 


Among the mysteries which we are unable 
to solve Luther enumerates the questions: 
Why did God permit the fall of Adam? Why 
did He suffer us to be infected with original 
sin? Why does God not change the evil will? 
Why is it that some are converted while 
others are lost? ‘We read: “But why does 
He not at the same time change the evil will 
which He moves? This pertains to the secrets 
of His majesty, where His judgments are in- 
comprehensible. Nor is it our business to in- 
vestigate, but to adore these mysteries. If, 
therefore, flesh and blood here take offense and 
murmur, let them murmur; but they will 
effect nothing, God will not be changed on that 
account. 
and leave in ever so great numbers, the elect 
will nevertheless remain. The same answer 
should be given to those who ask, ‘Why did 
He allow Adam to fall, and why does He 
create all of us infected with the same sin 
when He could have preserved him [Adam], 
and created us from something else, or after 
first having purged the seed?’ He is God, for 
whose will there is no cause or reason which 
might be prescribed for it as a standard and 
rule of action; for it has no equal or superior, 
but is itself the rule for everything. If it had 
any rule or standard, cause or reason, it could 
no longer be the will of God. For what He 
wills is right, not because He is or was in 
duty bound so to will, but, on the contrary, 
because He wills so, therefore what occurs 
‘must be right. Cause and reason are pre- 
scribed to a creature’s will, but not to the 
will of the Creator, unless you would set an- 
.other Creator over Him.” (EK. 259; St. L. 
1840.) - 

Regarding the question why some are con- 
verted while others are not, we read: “But 
why this majesty does not remove this fault 
of our will, or change it in all men (seeing 
that it is not in the power of man to do so), 
or why He imputes this [fault of the will] to 
man when he cannot be without it, it is not 
lawful to search, and although you search 
much, you will never discover it, as Paul says, 
Rom. 9, 20: ‘O man, who art thou that re- 
pliest against God?” (EH. 223; St. L. 1796.) 
“But as to why some are touched by the Law 
and others are not, so that the former receive, 
and the latter despise, the grace offered, this 
is another question, and one not treated by 
Ezekiel in this place, who speaks of the 
preached and offered mercy of God, not of the 


And if the ungodly are scandalized . 
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secret and to-be-feared will of God, who by 
His counsel ordains what and what kind of 
persons He wills to be capable and partakers 


‘ of His preached and offered mercy. This will 


of God must not be searched, but reverently 
adored, as being by far the most profound 
and sacred secret of divine majesty, reserved 
for Himself alone, and prohibited to us much 
more religiously than countless multitudes of 
Corycian Caves.” (HE. 221; St. L. 1794.) 

Christians firmly believe that in His deal- 
ings with men God is always wise and just 
and good. Luther: “According to the judg- 
ment of reason it remains absurd that this 
just and good God should demand things that 
are impossible of fulfilment by free will, and, 
although it cannot will that which is good, 
but necessarily serves sin, should nevertheless 
charge this to free will; and that, when He 
does not confer the Spirit, He should not. act 
a whit more kindly or more mercifully than 
when He hardens or permits men to harden 
themselves. Reason will declare that these 
are not the acts of a kind and merciful God. 
These things exceed her understanding too. 
far, nor can she take herself into captivity 
to believe God to be good, who acts and judges 
thus; but setting faith aside, she wants to 
feel and see and comprehend how He is just 
and not cruel. She would indeed comprehend 
if it-were said of God: ‘He hardens nobody, 
He damns nobody, rather pities everybody, 
saves everybody,’ so that, hell being destroyed 
and the fear of death removed, no future pun- 
ishment need be dreaded. This is the reason 
why she is so hot in striving to excuse and 
defend God as just and good. But faith and 
the spirit judge differently, believing God to 
be good though He were to destroy all men.” 
(E. 252; St. L. 1832.) “The reason why of the 
divine will must not be investigated, but 
simply adored, and we must give the glory to 
God that, being alone just and wise, He does 
wrong to none, nor can He do anything fool- 
ish or rash, though it may appear far other- 
wise to us. Godly men are content with this 
answer.” (EH. 153; St. L. 1714.) 

According to Luther, divine justice must be 
just as incomprehensible to human reason as 
God’s entire essence. We read: “But when 
we feel ill at ease for the reason that it is 
difficult to vindicate the merey and equity of 
God because He damns the undeserving, i. e., 
such ungodly men as are born in ungodliness, 
and hence cannot in any way prevent being 
and remaining ungodly and damned, and are 
compelled by their nature to sin and perish, 
as Paul says [Eph. 2, 3]: ‘We were all the 
sons of wrath even as others,’ they being cre- 
ated such by God Himself out of the seed 
which was corrupted through the sin of the 
one Adam, — then the most merciful God is to 
be honored and revered in [His dealings with] 
those whom He justifies and saves, although 
they are most unworthy, and at least a little 
something ought to be credited to His divine 
wisdom by believing Him to be just where to 
us He seems unjust. For if His justice were 
such as could be declared just by human 
understanding, it would clearly not be divine, 
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differing nothing from human justice. But 
since He is the one true God, and entirely in- 
comprehensible and inaccessible to human 
reason, it is proper, nay, necessary, that His 
justice also be incomprehensible, even as Paul 
also exclaims, Rom. 11, 33, saying: ‘O the 
depth of the riches both of the wisdom and 
knowledge of God! How unsearchable are 
His judgments, and His ways past finding 
out!’ Now, they would not be incompre- 
hensible if we were able, in everything He 
does, to comprehend why they are just. What 
is man compared with God? How much is 
our power capable of as compared with His? 
What is our strength compared with His 
powers? What is our knowledge compared 
with His wisdom? What is our substance 
eompared with His substance? In short, what 
is everything that is ours as compared with 
everything that is His?” (E. 363; St. L. 1962.) 

Christians embrace the opportunity offered 
by the mysterious ways of God to exercise 
their faith. Luther: “This is the highest de- 
gree of faith, to believe that He is merciful, 
who saves so few and condemns so many; to 
believe Him just, who by His will [creating us 
out of sinful seed] necessarily makes us dam- 
nable, thus, according to Erasmus, seeming 
to be delighted with the torments of the 
wretched, and worthy of hatred rather than 
of love. If, then, I could in any way compre- 
hend how this God is merciful and just who 
shows such great wrath and [seeming] in- 
justice, there would be no need of faith. But 
now, since this cannot be comprehended there 
is to be an opportunity for the exercise of 
faith when these things are preached and pub- 
lished, even as when God kills, our faith in 
life is exercised in death.” (E. 154; St. L. 
1716.) 


245. Seeming Contradictions Solved in 
Light of Glory. 


Christians are fully satisfied that hereafter 
they will see and understand what they here 
believed, viz., that in His dealings with men 
God truly is and always was absolutely just. 
Luther: “If you are pleased with God for 
crowning the unworthy, you ought not to be 
displeased with Him for condemning the un- 
deserving [who were not worse or more guilty 
than those who are crowned]. If He is just 
in the former case, why not in the latter? In 
the former case He scatters favor and mercy 
upon the unworthy; in the latter He scatters 
wrath and severity upon the undeserving [who 
are guilty in no higher degree than those who 
are saved]. In both cases He is excessive and 
unrighteous before [in the judgment of] men, 
but just and true in His own mind. For how 
it is just that He crowns the unworthy is 
incomprehensible to us now; but we shall 
understand it when we have come to that 
place where we shall no longer believe, but 
behold with our face unveiled. So, too, how 
it is just that He condemns the undeserving 
we cannot comprehend now; yet we believe 
it until the Son of Man shall be revealed.” 
(E. 284; St. L. 1870.) “Of course, in all other 
things we concede divine majesty to God; 
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only in His judgment we are ready to deny 
jt, and cannot even for a little while believe 
that He is just, since He has promised us 
that, when He will reveal His glory, we all 
shall then both see and feel that He has been, 
and is, just.” (E. 364; St. L. 1964.) 

Again: “Do you not think that since the 
light of grace has so readily solved a question 
which could not be solved by the light of 
nature, the light of glory will be able to solve 
with the greatest ease the question which in 
the light of the Word or of grace is unsolv- 
able? In accordance with the common and 
good distinction let it be conceded that there 
are three lights — the light of nature, the 
light of grace, and the light of glory. In the 
light of nature it is unsolvable that it should 
be just that the good are afflicted while the 
wicked prosper. The light of grace, however, 
solves this [mystery]. In the light of grace 
it is unsolvable how God may condemn him 
who cannot by any power of his own do other- 
wise than sin and be guilty. There the light 
of nature as well as the light of grace declares 
that the fault is not in wretched man, but in 
the unjust God. For they cannot judge other- 
wise of God, who crowns a wicked man gra- 
tuitously without any merits, and does not 
crown another, but condemns him, who per- 
haps is less, or at least not more wicked 
{than the one who is crowned]. But the 
light of glory pronounces a different verdict, 
and when it arrives, it will show God, whose 
judgment is now that of incomprehensible 
justice, to be a Being of most just and mani- 
fest justice, which meanwhile we are to be- 
lieve, admonished and confirmed by the ex- 
ample of the light of grace, which accom- 
plishes a like miracle with respect to the light 
of nature.” (E. 365; St. L. 1965.) 


246. Statements Made by Luther before 
Publication of “De Servo Arbitrio.” 


Wherever Luther touches on predestination, 
both before and after 1525, essentially. the 
same thoughts are found, though not devel- 
oped as extensively as in De Servo Arbitrio. 
He consistently maintains that God’s majesty 
must be neither denied nor searched, and that 
Christians should be admonished to look and 
rely solely upon the revealed universal prom- 
ises of the Gospel. In his Church Postil of 
1521 we read: “The third class of men who 
also approve this [the words of Paul, Rom. 
11, 34.35: ‘For who hath known the mind of 
the Lord? Or who hath been His counselor? 
Or who hath first given to Him, and it shall 
be recompensed unto Him again?’] are those 
who indeed hear the Word of Revelation. For 
I am not now speaking of such as deliberately 
persecute the Word (they belong to the first 
class, who do not at all inquire about God), 
but of those who disregard the revelation and, 
led by the devil, go beyond and beside it, seek- 
ing to grasp the ways and judgments of God 
which He has not revealed. Now, if they were 
Christians, they would be satisfied and thank 
God for giving His Word, in which He shows 
what is pleasing to Him, and how we are to 
be saved. But they suffer the devil to lead 
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them, insist on seeking other revelations, 
ponder what God may be in His invisible 
majesty, how He secretly governs the world, 
and what He has in particular decreed for 
each one in the future. For nature and 
human reason cannot desist; they will meddle 
in His judgment with their wisdom, sit in 
His most secret council, instruct Him and 
master Him. This is the pride of the foul 
fiend, who was cast into the abyss of hell for 
trying to meddle in [matters of] divine maj- 
esty, and who in the same way eagerly seeks 
to bring man to fall, and to cast him down 
with himself, as he did in Paradise in the 
beginning, tempting also the saints and even 
Christ with the same thing, when he set Him 
on the pinnacle of the Temple, ete. Against 
such in particular St. Paul here introduces 
these words [Rom. 11, 34.35] to the inquisi- 
tive questions of wise reason: Why did God 
thus punish and reject the Jews while He per- 
mitted the condemned heathen to come to the 
Gospel? Again, Why does He govern on this 
wise, that wicked and evil men are exalted 
while the pious are allowed to undergo mis- 
fortune and be suppressed? Why does He 
call Judas to be an apostle and later on re- 
ject him while He accepts the murderer and 
malefactor? By them [his words, Rom. 11] 
Paul would order such to cease climbing up 
to the secret Majesty, and to adhere to the 
revelation which God has given us. For such 
searching and climbing is not only in vain, 
but also harmful. Though you search in all 
eternity, you will never attain anything, but 
only break your neck.” 

“But if you desire to proceed in the right 
way, you can do no better than busying your- 
self with His Word and works, in which He 
has revealed Himself and permits Himself to 
be heard and apprehended, to wit, how He 
sets before you His Son Christ upon the cross. 
That is the work of your redemption. There 
you can certainly apprehend God, and see that 
He does not wish to condemn you on account 
of your sins if you believe, but to give you 
eternal life, as Christ says: ‘God so loved the 
world that He gave His only-begotten Son, 
that whosoever believeth in Him should not 
perish, but have everlasting life.’ (John 3, 16.) 
In this Christ, says Paul, are hid all the treas- 
ures of wisdom and knowledge. (Col. 2, 3.) 


And that will be more than enough for you * 


to learn, study, and consider. This lofty reve- 
lation of God will also make you marvel and 
will engender a desire and love for God. It 
is a work which in this life you will never 
finish studying; a work of which, as Peter 
says, even the angels cannot see enough, but 
which they contemplate unceasingly with joy 
and delight. (1 Pet. 1, 12.)” 

“This I say that we may know how to in- 
struct and direct those (if such we should 
meet with) who are being afflicted and tor- 
mented by such thoughts of the devil to tempt 
God, when he entices them to search the devi- 
ous ways of God outside of revelation, and 
to grope about trying to fathom what God 
plans for them— whereby they are led into 
such doubt and despair that they know not 


» Peter“here proposes. 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


how they will survive. Such people must be ~ 
reminded of these words [Rom. 11], and be re- 
buked with them (as St. Paul rebukes his Jews 
and wiseacres) for seeking to apprehend God 
with their wisdom and to school Him, as His 
advisers and masters, and for dealing with 
Him by themselves without means, and for 
giving Him so much that He must requite 
them again. For nothing will come of it; 
He has carefully built so high that you will 
not thus scale Him by your climbing. His 
wisdom, counsel, and riches are so great that 
you will never be able to fathom or to ex- 
haust them. Therefore be glad that He per- 
mits you to know and receive these things 
somewhat by revelation.” (E.9,15sqq.; St. L. 
12, 641 sqq’) F 

In a sermon on 2 Pet. 1, 10, delivered in 
1523 and published in 1524, Luther said: 
‘Here a limit [beyond which we may not go] 
has been set for us how to treat of predestina- 
tion. Many frivolous spirits, who have not 
felt much of faith, tumble in, strike at the 
top, concerning themselves first of all with 
this matter, and seek to determine by means 
of their reason whether they are.elected in 
order to be certain of their standing. From 
this you must desist; it is not the hilt of the 
matter. If you would be certain, you must 
attain to this goal by taking the way which 
Take another, and you 
have already gone astray; your own experi- 
ence must teach you. If faith is well exer- 
cised and stressed, you will finally become sure 
of the matter, so that you will not fail.” 
(H. 52, 224; St. L. 9, 1353.) 

After a discussion at Wittenberg with a 
fanatic from Antwerp, in 1525, Luther wrote 
a letter of warning to the Christians of Ant- 
werp, in which he speaks of God’s will with 
respect to sin in an illuminating manner as 
follows: “Most of all he [the fanatic] fiercely 
contended that God’s command was good, and 
that God did not desire sin, which is true 
without a doubt; and the fact that we also 
confessed this did not do us any good. But 
he would not admit that, although God does 
not desire sin, He nevertheless permits (ver- 
haengt) it to happen, and such permission cer- 
tainly does not come to pass without His will. 
For who compels Him to permit it? Aye, how 
could He permit it if it was not His will to 
permit it? Here he exalted his reason, and 
sought to comprehend how God could not de- 
sire sin, and still, by permitting sin, will it, 
imagining that he could exhaust the abyss of 
divine majesty: how these two wills may ex- 
ist side by side.... Nor do I doubt that he 
will quote me to you as saying that God de- 
sires sin. To this I would herewith reply that 
he wrongs me, and as he is otherwise full of 
lies, so also he does not speak the truth in 
this matter. I say that God has forbidden 
sin,-and does not desire it. This will has 
been revealed to us, and it is necessary for 
us to know it. But in what manner God per- 
mits or wills sin, this we are not to know; 
for He has not revealed it. St. Paul himself 
would not and could not know it, saying, 
Rom. 9, 20: ‘O man, who art thou that re- 
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liest against God?’ Therefore I beseech you, 

in case this spirit should trouble you much 
with the lofty question regarding the secret 
will of God, to depart from him and to speak 
thus: ‘Is it too little that God instructs us 
in His public [proclaimed] will, which He has 
revealed to us? Why, then, do you gull us, 
seeking to lead us into that which we are 
forbidden to know, are unable to know, and 
which you do not know yourself? Let the 
manner in which that comes to pass be com- 
mended to God; it suffices us to know that 
He desires no sin. In what way, however, 
He permits or wills sin, this we shall leave 
unanswered (sollen wir gehen lassen). The 
servant is not to know his master’s secrets, 
but what his master enjoins upon him; much 
less is a poor creature to explore and desire 
to know the secrets of the majesty of its God.’ 
— Behold, my dear friends, here you may per- 
ceive that the devil always makes a practise 
of presenting unnecessary, vain, and impos- 
sible things in order thereby to tempt the 
frivolous to forsake the right path. There- 
fore take heed that you abide by that which 
is needful, and which God has commanded us 
to know, as the wise man says: ‘Do not in- 
quire for that which is too high for you, but 
always remain with that which God has com- 
manded you.’ We all have work enough to 
learn all our lifetime God’s command and His 
Son Christ.” (E. 53, 345; St. L. 10, 1531; 
Weimar 18, 549 f.) 


247. Statements Made by Luther in 1528. 


In a letter of comfort written July 20, 1528, 
Luther says: “A few days ago my dear 
brother Caspar Cruciger, Doctor of Divinity, 
informed me with grief that on his various 
visitations he learned from your friends that 
you are afflicted with abnormal and strange 
thoughts pertaining to God’s predestination, 
and are completely confused by them; also, 
that you grow dull and distracted on account 
of them; and that finally it must be feared 
that you might commit suicide, — from which 
Almighty God may preserve you! ... Your 
proposition and complaints are: God Al- 
mighty knows from eternity who are to be 
and who will be saved, be they dead, living, 
or still to live in days to come, —which is 
true, and shall and must be conceded; for He 
knows all things, and there is nothing hidden 
from Him, since He has counted and knows 
exactly the drops in the sea, the stars in the 
heavens, the roots, branches, twigs, leaves of 
all trees, also all the hair of men. From this 
you finally conclude that, do what you will, 
good or evil, God still knows whether you 
shall be saved or not (which is indeed true) ; 
yet, at the same time, you think more of 
damnation than of salvation and on that ac- 
count you are faint-hearted, nor do you know 
how God is minded toward you; hence you 
grow dispirited and altogether doubtful.” 

“Against this I, as a servant of my dear 
Lord Jesus Christ, give you this advice and 
comfort, that you may know how God Al- 
mighty is disposed toward you, whether you 
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are elected unto salvation or damnation. Al- 
though God Almighty knows all things, and 
all works and thoughts in all creatures must 
come to pass according to His will (iwata de- 
cretum voluntatis suae), it is nevertheless His 
earnest will and purpose, aye, His command, 
decreed from eternity, to save all men and 
make them partakers of eternal joy, as is 
clearly stated Ezek. 18, 23, where He says: 
God does not desire the death of the wicked, 
but that the wicked turn and live. Now, if 
He desires to save and to have saved the sin- 
ners who live and move under the wide and 
high heaven, then you must not separate your- 
self from the grace of God by your foolish 
thoughts, inspired by the devil. For God’s 
grace extends and stretches from east to west, 
from south to north, overshadowing all who 
turn, truly repent, and make themselves par- 
takers of His mercy and desire help. For He 
is ‘rich unto all that call upon Him’, Rom. 
10,12. This, however, requires true and gen- 
uine faith, which expels such faint-heartedness 
and despair and is our righteousness, as it is 
written Rom. 3,22: ‘the righteousness of God 
through faith in Jesus Christ unto all and 
upon all.’ Mark these words, in omnes, swper 
omnes (unto all, upon all), whether you also 
belong to them, and are one of those who lie 
and grovel under the banner of the sinners.” 
“Think also as constantly and earnestly of 
salvation as you [now] do of damnation, and 
comfort yourself with God’s Word, which is 
true and everlasting, then such ill winds will 
cease and pass entirely.” 

“Thus we are to comfort our hearts and con- 
sciences, silence and resist the evil thoughts 
by and with the divine Scriptures. For one 
must not speculate about God’s Word, but be 
still, drop reason and, holding the Word to be 
true, believe it, and not cast it to the winds, 
nor give the Evil Spirit so much power as to 
suffer ourselves to be overcome, and thus to 
sink and perish. For the Word, by which all 
things and creatures in all the wide world, 
no matter what they are called, have been 
created and made, and by which all that lives 
and moves is still richly preserved, is true 
and eternal; and it must be accounted and 
held to be greater and more important, 
mightier and more powerful than the flutter- 
ing, empty, and vain thoughts which the devil 
inspires in men. For the Word is true, but 
the thoughts of men are useless and vain. 
One must also think thus: God Almighty has 
not created, predestinated, and elected us to 
perdition, but to salvation, as Paul asserts, 
Eph. 1, 4; nor should we begin to dispute 
about God’s predestination from the Law or 
reason, but from the grace of God and the 
Gospel, which is proclaimed to all men.” 
“Hence these and similar thoughts about 
God’s predestination must be judged and de- 
cided from the Word of God’s grace and 
mercy. When this is done, there remains no 
room or occasion for a man thus to pester 
and torment himself, — which neither avails 
anything, even if he should draw the marrow 


out of his bones, leaving only skin and hair.’” 


(E. 54, 21 ff.) 
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248. Statements Made by Luther in 1531 
and 1533. 


In a letter of comfort, dated April 30, 1531, 
Luther refers to the fact that he, too, had 
passed through temptation concerning pre- 
destination. “For,” says he, “I am well ac- 
quainted with this malady, having lain in this 
hospital sick unto eternal death! Now, in ad- 
dition to my prayer I would gladly advise and 
comfort you, though writing is weak in such 
an affair. However, I shall not omit what Iam 
able to do (perhaps God will bless it), and 
show you how God helped me out of this afflic- 
tion, and by what art I still daily maintain 
myself against it. In the first place, you 
must be firmly assured in your heart that 
such thoughts are without doubt the inspira- 
tion and the fiery darts of the foul fiend... . 
Hence it is certain that they do not proceed 
from God, but from the devil, who therewith 
plagues a heart that man may become an 
enemy of God and despair,—all of which 
God has strictly forbidden in the First Com- 
mandment, bidding men to trust, love, and 
praise Him — whereby we live. Secondly: 
When such thoughts come to you, you must 
learn to ask yourself, ‘Friend, in what com- 
mandment is it written that I must think or 
treat of this??... Fourthly: The chief of 
all the commandments of God is that we pic- 
-ture before our eyes His dear Son, our Lord 
Jesus Christ He is to be the daily and the 
chief mirror of our heart, in which we see 
how dear we are to God, and how much He 
has cared for us as a good God, so that He 
even gave His dear Son for us.” 

“Here, here, I say, and nowhere else, a man 
can learn the true art of predestination. Then 
it will come to pass that you believe on 
Christ. And if you believe, then you are 
called; if you are called, then you are also 
surely predestinated. Do not suffer this mir- 
ror and throne of grace to be plucked from 
the eyes of your heart. On the contrary, 
when such thoughts come and bite like fiery 
serpents, then under no circumstances look at 
the thoughts or the fiery serpents, but turn 
your eyes away from them and look upon the 
brazen serpent, t.e., Christ delivered for us. 
Then, by the grace of God, matters will mend.” 
(St. L. 10, 1744 sq.; E. 54, 228.) 

In Luther’s House Postil of 1533 we read: 
“From the last passage: ‘Many are called, 
but few are chosen,’ wiseacres draw various 
false and ungodly conclusions. They argue: 
He whom God has elected is saved without 
means; but as for him who is not elected, 
may he do what he will, be as pious and be- 
lieving as he will, it is nevertheless ordained 
that he must fall and cannot be saved; hence 
I will let matters take what course they will. 
If I am to be saved, it is accomplished with- 
out my assistance; if not, all I may do and 
undertake is nevertheless in vain. Now every 
one may readily see for himself what sort of 
wicked, secure people develop from such 
thoughts. However, in treating of the pas- 
sage from the Prophet Micah on the day of 
Epiphany, we have sufficiently shown that one 
must guard against such thoughts as against 
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the devil, undertake another manner of study- 
ing and thinking of God’s will, and let God 
in His majesty and with respect to election 
untouched [unsearched]; for there He is in- 
comprehensible. Nor is it possible that a man 
should not be offended by such thoughts, and 
either fall into despair or become altogether 
wicked and reckless.” 

“But whoever would know God and His will 
aright must walk the right way. Then he will 
not be offended, but be made better. The right 
way, however, is the Lord Jesus Christ, as He 
says: ‘No one cometh unto the Father but 
by Me.’ Whoever knows the Father aright 
and would come unto Him must first come to 
Christ and learn to know Him, viz., as fol- 
lows: Christ is God’s Son, and is ‘almighty, 
eternal God. What does the Son of God 
now do? He becomes man for our sakes, is 
“made under the Law to redeem us from the 
Law, and was Himself crucified in order to 
pay for our sins. He rises again from the 
dead, in order by His resurrection to pave the 
way to eternal life for us, and to aid us 
against eternal death. He sits at the right 
hand of God in order to represent us, to give 
us the Holy Spirit, to govern and lead us by 
Him, and to protect His believers against all 
tribulations and insinuations of Satan. That 
means, knowing Christ rightly.” f 

“Now when this knowledge has been clearly 
and firmly established in your heart, then be- 
gin to ascend into heaven and make this con- 
clusion: Since the Son of God has done this 
for the sake of men, how, then, must God’s 
heart be disposed to us, seeing that His Son 
did it by the Father’s ‘will and command? 
Is it not true that your own reason will com- 
pel you to say: Since God has thus delivered 
His only-begotten Son for us, and has not 
spared Him for our sakes, He surely cannot 
harbor evil intentions against us? Evidently 
He does not desire our death, for He seeks 
and employs the very best means toward as- 
sisting us to obtain eternal life. In this man- 
ner one comes to God in the right way, as 
Christ Himself declares, John 3,16: ‘God so 
loved the world that He gave His only-begot- 
ten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life.’ 
Now contrast these thoughts with those that 
grow out of the former opinion, and they will 
be found to be the thoughts of the foul fiend, 
which must offend a man, causing him either 
to despair, or to become reckless and ungodly, 
since he can expect nothing good from God.” 

“Some conceive other thoughts, explaining 
the words thus: ‘Many are called,’ 7. e., God 
offers His grace to many, ‘but few are chosen,’ 
i. e., He imparts such grace to only a few; for 
only a few are saved. This is an altogether 
wicked explanation. For how is it possible 
for one who holds and believes nothing else 
of God not to be an enemy of God, whose will 
alone must be blamed for the fact that not all 
of us are saved? Contrast this opinion with 
the one that is formed when a man first 
learns to know the Lord Christ, and it will 
be found to be nothing but devilish blasphemy. 
Hence the sense of this passage, ‘Many are 
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called,’ ete., is far different. For the preach- 
ing of the Gospel is general and public, so 
that whoever will may hear and accept it. 
Furthermore, God has it preached so gener- 
ally and publicly that every one should hear, 
believe, and accept it, and be saved. But what 
happens? As the Gospel states: ‘Few are 
chosen,’ i.e, few conduct themselves toward 
the Gospel in such a manner that God has 
pleasure in them. For some do not hear and 
heed it; others hear it, but do not cling to it, 
being loath either to risk or suffer. anything 
for it; still others hear it, but are more con- 
cerned about money and goods, or the pleas- 
ures of the world. This, however, is dis- 
pleasing to God, who has no pleasure in such 
people. This Christ calls ‘not to be chosen,’ 
4. €., conducting oneself so that God has no 
pleasure in one. Those men are chosen of 
God and well-pleasing to Him who diligently 
hear the Gospel, believe in Christ, prove their 
faith by good fruits, and suffer on that ac- 
count what they are called to suffer.” 

“This is the true sense, which can offend 
no one, but makes men better, so that they 
think: Very well, if I am to please God and 
be elected, I cannot afford to live so as to 
have an evil conscience, sin against God’s 
commandments, and be unwilling to resist 
sin; but I must go to church, and pray God 
for His Holy Spirit; nor must I permit the 
Word to be taken out of my heart, but resist 
the devil and his suggestions, and pray for 
protection, patience, and help. This makes 
good Christians, whereas those who think that 
God begrudges salvation to any one either be- 
come reckless or secure, wicked people, who 
live like brutes, thinking: It has already 
been ordained whether I am to be saved or 
not; why, then, should I stint myself any- 
thing? To think thus is wrong; for you are 
commanded to hear God’s Word and to bhe- 
lieve Christ to be your Savior, who has paid 
for your sin. Remember this command and 
obey it. If you notice that you are lacking 
faith, or that your faith is weak, pray God to 
grant you His Holy Ghost, and do not doubt 
that Christ is your Savior, and that if you 
believe in Him, i.e., if you take comfort in 
Him, you shall by Him be saved. Dear Lord 
Jesus Christ, grant this unto us all! Amen.” 
(E. 1, 204; St. L. 13, 199.) 


249. Statements Made by Luther in 1588 


and 1545. 
In his remarks of 1538 on Matt. 11, 25. 26, 
Luther says: “Christ speaks especially 


against those who would be wise and judge 
in religious matters, because they have on 
their side the Law and human reason, which 
is overwise, exalting itself against the true 
religion both by teaching and by judging. 
Hence Christ here praises God as doing right 
when He conceals His secrets from the wise 
and prudent, because they want to be over 
and not under God. Not as though He hid 
it in fact or desired to hide it (for He com- 
mands it to be preached publicly under the 
entire heaven and in all lands), but that He 
has chosen that kind of preaching which the 
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wise and prudent abhor by nature, and which 
is hidden from them through their own fault, 
since they do not want to have it — as is . 
written Is. 6,9: ‘See ye indeed, but perceive 
not.’ Lo, they see, i.¢., they have the doc- 
trine which is preached both plainly and pub- 
licly.. Still they do not perceive, for they 
turn away from it and refuse to have it. 
Thus they hide the truth from. themselves by 
their own blindness. And so, on the other 
hand, He reveals it to the babes; for the 
babes receive it when it is revealed to them. 
To them the truth is revealed since they wish 
and desire it.” (W. 7, 133.) 

In a letter giving comfort concerning pre- 
1545, Luther 
wrote: “My dear master and friend N. has 
informed me that you are at times in tribu- 
lation about God’s eternal predestination, and 
requested me to write you: this short letter 
on that matter. Now to be sure, this is a sore 
tribulation. But to overcome it one must 
know that we are forbidden to understand 
this or to speculate about it. For what God 
wants to conceal we should be glad not to 
know. This is the apple the eating of which 
brought death upon Adam and Eve and upon 
all their children, when they wanted to know 
what they were not to know. For as it is sin 
to commit murder, to steal, or to curse, so it 
is also sin to busy oneself searching such 
things. As an antidote to this God has given 
us His Son, Jesus Christ. Of Him we must 
daily think; in Him we must consider our- 
selves (wns in ihm spiegeln). Then predesti- 
nation will appear lovely. For outside of 
Christ everything is only danger, death, and 
the devil; in Him, however, there is nothing 
but peace and joy. For if one forever tor- 


‘ments himself with predestination, all one 


gains is anguish of soul. Hence flee and avoid 
such thoughts as the affliction of the serpent 
of Paradise, and, instead, look upon Christ. 
God preserve you!” (H. 56, 140; St. L. 10, 
1748.) 


250. Statements Made by Luther in His 
Commentary on Genesis. 


Luther’s caeterum censeo, that we are nei- 
ther to deny nor to search the hidden God 
(who cannot be apprehended in His bare maj- 
esty — qui in nuda sua maiestate non potest 
apprehendi, E., Op.\Lat. 2,171), but to adhere 
to the revelation He has given us in the Gos- 
pel, is repeated again and again also in his 
Commentary on Genesis, which was begun in 
1536 and completed in 1545. In the explana- 
tion of chap. 26,9 we read, in part: “I gladly 
take occasion from this passage to discuss the 
question concerning doubt, concerning God 
and God’s will. For I hear that everywhere 
among the nobles and magnates profane say- 
ings are spread concerning predestination or 
divine prescience. For they say: ‘If I am pre- 
destinated, I shall be saved, whether I have 
done good or evil. If I am not predestinated, 
I shall be damned, without any regard what- 
ever to my works.’ Against these ungodly 
sayings I would gladly argue at length if my 
ill health would permit. For if these sayings 
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are true, as they believe them to be, then the 


incarnation of the Son of God, His suffering | 


and resurrection, and whatever He did for the 
salvation of the world, is entirely abolished. 
What would the prophets and the entire Holy 
Scriptures profit us? what the Sacraments? 
Let us therefore abandon and crush all this,” 
all these ungodly sayings. 

Luther proceeds: “These thoughts must be 
opposed by the true and firm knowledge of 
Christ, even ‘as I frequently admonish that 
above all it is useful and necessary that our 
knowledge of God be absolutely certain, and, 
being apprehended by firm assent of the mind, 
cleave in us, as otherwise our faith will be in 
vain. For if God does not stand by His 
promises, then our salvation is done for, while 
on the contrary this is to be our consolation, 
that, although we change, we may neverthe- 
less flee to Him who is unchangeable. For 
this is what He affirms of Himself, Mal. 3, 6: 
‘I am the Lord, I change not,’ and Rom. 11,29: 
‘For the gifts and calling of God are without 
repentance.’ Accordingly, in the book De 
Servo Arbitrio and elsewhere I have taught 
that we must distinguish when we treat of 
the knowledge of God or, rather, of His es- 
sence. For one must argue either concerning 
the hidden or the revealed God. Concerning 
God, in so far as He has not been revealed to 
us, there is no faith, no knowledge, no cog- 
nition whatever. Here one must apply the 
saying: What is above us does not concern us 
(Quae supra nos, nihil ad nos). For such 
thoughts as search for something higher, be- 
yond or without the revelation of God, are 
altogether diabolical; and by them nothing 
else is achieved than that we plunge ourselves 
into perdition, because they are occupied with 
an. unsearchable object, i.¢., the unrevealed 
God. Indeed, rather let God keep His decrees 
and mysteries concealed from us; for there is 
no reason why we should labor so much that 
they be disclosed to us. Moses, too, asked God 
to show His face, or glory, to him. But the 
Lord answered, Ex. 33, 23: ‘Thou shalt see My 
back parts; but My face shall not be seen. 
Posteriora mea tibi ostendam, faciem autem 
meam videre non poteris.’ For this curiosity 
is original sin itself, by which we are impelled 
to seek for a way to God by natural specula- 
tion. But it is an enormous sin and a use- 
less and vain endeavor. For Christ says, John 
6,65; 14,6: ‘No man cometh unto the Father 
but by Me.’ Hence, when we approach the 
non-revealed God, there is no faith, no word, 
nor any knowledge, because He is an invisible 
God whom you will not make visible.” 

With special reference to his book De Servo 
Arbitrio Luther continues: “It was my de- 
sire to urge and set forth these things, be- 
cause after my death many will quote my 
books and by them try to prove and confirm 
all manner of errors and follies of their own. 
Now, among others I have written that all 
things are absolute and necessary; but at 
the same time (and very often at other times) 
I added that we must look upon the revealed 
God, as we sing in the Psalm: ‘Hr heisst 
Jesus Christ, der Herr Zebaoth, und ist kein 
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_andrer Gott,’ ‘Jesus Christ it is, of Sabaoth 


Lord, and there’s none other God.’ But they 
will pass by all these passages, and pick out 
those only concerning the hidden God. You, 
therefore, who are now hearing me, remember 
that I have taught that we must not inquire 
concerning the predestination of the hidden 
God, but acquiesce in that which is revealed 
by the call and the ministry of the Word. 
For there you can be certain regarding your 
faith and salvation and say: I believe in the 
Son' of God who said: ‘He that believeth on 
the Son hath everlasting life,’ John 3, 36. In 
Him therefore is no damnation or wrath, but 
the good will of God the Father. But these 
very things I have set forth also elsewhere in 
my books, and now I transmit them orally, 
too, viva voce; hence I am excused — ideo sum. 
excusatus.” (H., Op. Exeg. 6, 200. 292. 300; 


&Conc. TRIGL., 897 f.) 


251. Luther Never. Retracted His Doc- 
trine of Grace. 


It has frequently been asserted that Lu- 
ther in his later years recalled his book 
De Servo Arbitrio, and retracted, changed, 
and essentially modified his original doctrine 
of grace, or, at least silently, abandoned it 
and relegated it to oblivion. Philippi says in 
his'G@laubenslehre (4, 1, 37): “In the begin- 
ning of the Reformation [before 1525] the 
doctrine of predestination fell completely into 
the background. But when Erasmus, in his 
endeavors to restore Semi-Pelagianism, in- 
jected into the issue also the question of pre- 
destination, Luther, in his De Servo Arbitrio, 
with an overbold defiance, did not shrink from 
drawing also the inferences from his position. 
He, however, not only never afterwards re- 
peated this doctrine, but in reality taught the 
very opposite in his unequivocal proclamation 
of the universality of divine grace, of the all- 
sufficiency of the merits of Christ, and of the 
universal operation of the means of grace; 
and he even opposed that, doctrine [of De 
Servo Arbitrio] expressly as erroneous, and 
by his corrections took back his earlier utter- 
ances on that subject.” Endorsing Philippi’s 
view as “according well with the facts in the 
case,” J. W. Richard, who, too, charges the 
early Luther with “absolute predestinarian- 
ism,” remarks: “But this is certain: the 
older Luther became, the more did he drop his 
earlier predestinarianism into the background, 
and the more did he lay stress on the grace of 
God and on the means of grace, which offer 
salvation to all men (in omnes, super omnes) 
without partiality, and convey salvation to all 
who believe.” (Conf. Hist., 336.) 

Time and again similar assertions have been 
repeated, particularly by synergistic theolo- 
gians. But they are not supported by the 
facts. Luther, as his books abundantly show, 
was never a preacher of predestinarianism 
(limited grace, limited redemption, etc.), but 
always a messenger of God’s universal grace 
in Christ, offered in the means of grace to all 
poor and penitent sinners. In his public 


-preaching and teaching predestination never 
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predominated. Christ Crucified and His 
merits offered in the Gospel always stood in 
the foreground. In De Servo Arbitrio Luther 
truly says: “We, too, teach nothing else than 
Christ Crucified.” (St. L. 18, 1723; E. v. a. 7, 
160.) Luther’s sermons and books preached 
and published before as well as after 1525 
refute the idea that he ever made predestina- 
tion, let alone predestinarianism, the center 
of his teaching and preaching. It is a fiction 
that only very gradually Luther became a 
preacher of universal grace and of the means 
of grace. In fact, he himself as well as his 
entire reformation were products of the 
preaching, not of predestinarianism, but of 
God’s grace and pardon offered to all in abso- 
lution and in the means of grace. The bent 
of Luther’s mind was not speculative, but 
truly evangelical and Scriptural. Nor is it 
probable that he would ever have entered 
upon the question of predestination to such 
an extent as he did in De Servo Arbitrio, if 
the provocation had not come from without. 
It was the rationalistic, Semi-Pelagian at- 
tack of Erasmus on the fundamental Christian 
truths concerning man’s inability in spiritual 
matters and his salvation by grace alone, 
which, in Luther’s opinion, called for just 
such an answer as he gave in De Servo Arbi- 
trio. Wherever the occasion demanded it, 
Luther was ready to defend also the truth 
concerning God’s majesty and supremacy, but 
he always was and remained a preacher of 
the universal merey of God as revealed in 
Christ Crucified. 

Nor is there any solid foundation whatever 
for the assertion that Luther later on re- 
tracted his book against Erasmus or aban- 
doned its doctrine, —a fact at present gener- 
ally admitted also by disinterested historians. 
(Frank 1, 129. 135. 125.) In his criticism of 
the Book of Confutation, dated March 7, 1559, 
Landgrave Philip of Hesse declared: “As to 
free will, we a long time ago have read the 
writings of Luther and Erasmus of Rotter- 
dam as well as their respective replies; and, 
although in the beginning they were far apart, 
Luther some years later saw the disposition 
of the common people and gave a better ex- 
planation (und sich besser erklaeret); and 
we believe, if a synod were held and one would 
hear the other, they would come to a broth- 
erly agreement in this article.” (0. R. 9, 760.) 
But Flacius immediately declared that this 
assertion was false, as appeared from Luther’s 
Commentary on Genesis and his letter to the 
Elector concerning the Regensburg Interim. 
(Preger 2, 82.) Schaff writes: “The Philip- 
pist [Christopher] Lasius first asserted, 1568, 
that Luther had recalled his book De Servo 
Arbitrio; but this was indignantly charac- 
terized by Flacius and Westphal as a wretched 
lie and an insult to the evangelical church. 
The fact is that Luther emphatically re- 
affirmed this book, in a letter to Capito 
[July 9], 1537, as one of his very best.” 
(Oreeds 1, 303.) In his letter to Capito, Lu- 
ther says: “Nullum enim agnosco meum 
wstum librum msi forte ‘De Servo Arbitrio’ 
et ‘Oatechismum, ” thus endorsing De Servo 

Book of Concord. 
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Arbitrio in the same manner as his Catechism. 
(Enders 11, 247.) Before this Luther had said 
at his table: “Erasmus has written against 
me in his booklet Hyperaspistes, in which he 
endeavors to defend his book On Free Will, 
against which I wrote my book On the Hn- 
slaved Will, which as yet he has not refuted, 
and will never in eternity be able to refute. 
This I know for certain, and I defy and chal- 
lenge the devil together with all his minions 
to refute it. For I am certain that it is the 
immutable truth of God.” (St. L. 20, 1081.) 
Despite numerous endeavors, down to the 
present day, not a shred of convincing evi- 
dence has been produced showing that Luther 
ever wavered in this position, or changed his 
doctrine of grace. 

Luther’s extensive reference to De Servo 
Arbitrio in his Commentary on Genesis, from 
which we freely quoted above, has frequently 
been interpreted as a quasi-retraction. But 
according to the Formula of Concord these 
expositions of Luther’s merely “repeat and ex- 
plain” his former position. They certainly do 
not offer any corrections of his former funda- 
mental views. Luther does not speak of any 
errors of his own, but of errors of others 
which they would endeavor to corroborate by 
quoting from his books — “post meam mortem 
multi meos libros proferrent in mediwm et 
inde omnis generis errores et deliria sua con- 
firmabunt.” Moreover, he declares that he is 
innocent if some should misuse his statements 
concerning necessity and the hidden God, be- 
cause he had expressly added that we must 
not search the hidden majesty of God, but look 
upon the revealed God to judge of His dispo- 
sition toward us — “addidi, quod aspiciendus 
sit Deus revelatus. .. . Ideo sum excusatus.” 
(Cono. Tric., 898.) Luther’s entire theolog- 
ical activity, before as well as after 1525, was 
an application of the principle stressed also 
in De Servo Arbitrio, viz., that we must 
neither deny nor investigate or be concerned 
about the hidden God, but study God as He 
has revealed Himself in the Gospel and firmly 
rely on His gracious promises in the means of 
grace. 


252. Luther’s Doctrine Approved by 
Formula of Concord. 


Flacius, who himself did not deny the uni- 
versality of grace, declared at the colloquy in 
Weimar, 1560, that, when taken in their con- 
text, Luther’s statements in De Servo Arbi- 
trio contained no inapt expressions (nihil in- 
commodi). He added: “I do not want to be 
the reformer of Luther, but let us leave the 
judgment and discussion concerning this book 
to the Church of sound doctrine. Nolo refor- 
mator esse Lutheri, sed iudicium et discussio- 
nem istius libri permittamus sanae ecclesiae.” 
(Planck 4, 704; Frank 4, 255.) In Article II 
of the Formula of Concord the Church passed 
on Luther’s book on the bondage of the will 
together with his declarations in his Commen- 
tary on Genesis. In referring to this matter, 
the Formula gives utterance to the following 
thoughts: 1. that in De Servo Arbitrio Luther 
“elucidated and supported this position [on 
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free will, occupied also by the Formula of 
Concord] well and thoroughly, egregie et so- 
lide”; 2. that “afterwards he repeated and ex- 
plained it in his glorious exposition of the 
Book of Genesis, especially of chapter 26”; 
8. that in this exposition also “his meaning 
and understanding of some other peculiar dis- 


putations, introduced incidentally by Hras- — 


mus, as of absolute necessity, etc., have been 
secured by him in the best and most careful 
way against all misunderstanding and _per- 
version”; 4. that the Formula of Concord 
“appeals and refers others” to \these deliver- 
ances of Luther. (Cone. Trian. 896, 44.) 

The Formula of Concord, therefore, en- 
dorsed Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio without 
expressing any strictures or reservations 
whatever, and, particularly in Articles I, II, 
and XI, also embodied its essential thoughts, 


though not all of its phrases, statements, and °* 


arguments. The said articles contain a 
guarded reproduction and affirmation of Lu- 
ther’s doctrine of grace, according to which 
God alone is the cause of man’s salvation, 
while man alone is the cause of his damnation. 
In particular they reaffirm Luther’s teaching 
concerning man’s depravity and the inability 
of his will to cooperate in conversion; the 
divine monergism in man’s salvation; the 
universality of grace and of the efficaciousness 
of the means of grace; man’s responsibility 
for the rejection of grace and for his damna- 
tion; God’s unsearchable judgments and mys- 
terious ways; the mystery why some are lost 
while others are saved, though all are equally 
guilty and equally loved by God; the solu- 
tion of this problem in the light of glory, 
where it will be made apparent that there 
never were contradictory wills in God. In its 
doctrine of predestination as well as of free 
will, therefore, the Formula of Concord is not 
a compromise between synergism and moner- 
gism, but signifies a vietory of Luther over 
the later Melanchthon. 


253. Attitude of Apology of the Book of 
Concord. 


The attitude of the Formula of Concord 
with respect to Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio 
was shared by contemporary Lutheran theo- 
logians. They expressed objections neither to 
the book itself nor to its public endorsement 
by the Formula of Concord. In 1569 the theo- 
logians of Ducal Saxony publicly declared 
their adherence to the doctrine “set forth most 
luminously and skilfully (swmma luce et dew- 
teritate traditum)” in De Servo Arbitrio, the 
Commentary on Genesis, and other books of 
Luther. (Schluesselburg 5, 133.) That the 
authors of the Formula of Concord were fully 
conscious of their agreement with Luther’s 
De Servo Arbitrio and his Commentary on 
Genesis appears also from the Apology of the 
Book of Concord, composed 1582 by Kirehner, 
Selneecer, and Chemnitz. Instead of charging 
Luther with errors, these theologians, who 
were prominent in the drafting of the For- 
mula of Concord, endorse and defend his posi- 
tion, viz., that we must neither deny nor in- 
vestigate the hidden God, but search the 


\ 


‘Gospel for an answer to the question how 


God is disposed toward us. 

In this Apology the opening paragraph of 
the section defending Article XI of the For- 
mula of Concord against the Neustadt theo- 
logians reads as follows: “In their antilog 
[antilogia-attack on Article XI of the For- 


mula of Concord] regarding God’s eternal . 


election and predestination they merely en- 
deavor to persuade the people that in this 
article the doctrine of the Christian Book of 
Concord [Formula of Concord] conflicts with 
the teaching of Doctor Luther and his book 
De Servo Arbitrio, while otherwise we our- 
selves are accustomed to appeal to Luther’s 
writings. They accordingly charge the Book 
of Concord with condemning Luther, who in 
the book called Servum Arbitrium maintained 
the proposition that it was not superfluous, 
Wut highly necessary and useful for a Chris- 
tian to know whether God’s foreknowledge 
(Versehung) is certain or uncertain, change- 
able, ete. Now, praise the Lord, these words 
of Dr. Luther are not unknown to us, but, be- 
sides, we also well know how Dr. Luther in 
his last explanation of the 26th chapter of 
the First Book of Moses explains and guards 
these words of his.” (Fol. 204a.) After quot- 
ing the passages from Luther’s Genesis, which 
we cited above (p. 223 f.), the Apology con- 


‘tinues: “With this explanation of Luther we 


let the matter rest. If our opponents [the 
Neustadt theologians] wish to brood over it 
any further and in their investigating and 
disputing dive into the abyss or unfathomable 
depth of this mystery, they may do so for 
themselves [at their own risk] and suffer the 
consequences of such an attempt. As for us, 
we are content to adhere to God in so far as 
He has revealed Himself in His Word, and 
jead and direct Christianity thereto, reserving 
the rest for the life to come.” (405 a.) 


254. Agreement of Apology with For- 


mula of Concord and Luther. 


Doctrinally also, the Apology of the Book 
of Concord is in agreement with both Luther 
and the Formula of Concord. This appears 
from the following excerpts: “Nor does the 
Christian Book of Concord [Formula of Con- 
cord] deny that there is a reprobation in God, 
or that God rejects some; hence also it does 
not oppose Luther’s statement when he writes 
in De Servo Arbitrio against Erasmus that it 
is the highest degree of faith to believe that 
God, who saves so few, is nevertheless most 
merciful; but it does not intend to ascribe 
to God the efficient cause of such reprobation 
or damnation as the doctrine of our opponents 
teaches; it rather holds that, when this 
question is discussed, all men should put 
their finger on their lips and first say with 
the Apostle Paul, Rom. 11, 20: ‘Propter in- 
oredulitatem defracti sunt — Because of un- 
belief they were broken off,’ and Rom. 6, 23: 
‘For the wages of sin is death.’ In the second 
place: When the question is asked why God 
the Lord does not through His Holy Spirit 
convert, and bestow faith upon, all men, ete. 
(which He is certainly able to do—das er 
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doch wohl koennte), that we furthermore say 
with the Apostle [Rom. 11, 33]: ‘Quam in- 
comprehensibilia sunt iudicia eius et imper- 
vestigabiles viae eius — How unsearchable are 
His judgments and His ways past finding out,’ 
but not in any way ascribe to the Lord God 
Himself the willing and efficient cause of the 
reprobation and damnation of the impenitent.” 

“But when they, pressing us, declare, ‘Since 
you admit the election of the elect, you must 
also admit the other thing, viz., that in God 
Himself there is from eternity a cause of 
reprobation, also apart from sin,’ ete., then 
we declare that we are not at all minded to 
make God the author [Ursacher] of reproba- 
tion (the cause of which properly lies not in 
God, but in sin), nor to ascribe to Him the 
efficient cause of the damnation of the un- 
godly, but intend to adhere to the word of the 
Prophet Hosea, chapter 13, where God Him- 
self says: ‘O Israel, thou hast destroyed thy- 
self; but in Me is thy help.’ Nor do we in- 
tend to search our dear God in so far as He 
is hidden and has not revealed Himself. For 
it is too high for us anyway, and we cannot 
comprehend it. And the more we occupy our- 
selves with this matter, the farther we depart 
from our dear God, and the more we doubt His 
gracious will toward us.” (206.) 

The Apology continues: “Likewise the Book 
of Concord [Formula of Concord] does not 
deny that God does not work in all men in the 
same manner. For at all times there are 
many whom He has not called through the 
public ministry. However, our opponents 
shall nevermore persuade us to infer with 
them that God is an efficient [wirkliche] cause 
of the reprobation of such people, and that 
He decreed absolutely from His mere counsel 
[fuer sich aus blossem Rat] to reject and cast 
them away eternally, eveh irrespective oftheir 
sin [auch ausserhalb der Suende]. For when 
we arrive at this abyss of the mysteries of 
God, it is sufficient to say with the Apostle, 
Rom. 11: ‘His judgments are unsearchable’; 
and 1 Cor. 15,57: ‘But thanks be to God, 
which giveth us the victory through our Lord 
Jesus Christ.’ Whatever goes beyond this our 
Savior Christ Himself will reveal to us in 
eternal life.” 

“Nor is there any cause for the cry that 
the Book of Concord did not distinguish be- 
tween malum culpae, %.e., sin which God 
neither wills, nor approves, nor works, and 
malum poenae, or the punishments which He 
wills and works. For there [in Article XI] 
the purpose was not to discuss all questions 
which occur and might be treated in this mat- 
ter concerning God’s eternal election, but 
merely to give a summary statement of the 
chief points of this article; and elsewhere 
this distinction is clearly explained by our 
theologians. Nor is there any one among us 
who approves of this blasphemy, that God 
wills sin, is pleased with it, and works it; 
moreover, we reject such speech as a blas- 
phemy against God Himself. Besides, it is 
plainly stated, p. 318 [edition of 1580; Conc. 
Trice. 1065, 6], that God does not will evil 
acts and works, from which it is apparent 
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that the Book [Formula] of Concord does not 
at all teach that God is the author of malwm 
culpae or of sins in the same manner as He 
executes and works the punishments of sins.” 
(206 b.) é 


255. Apology on Universalis Gratia Seria 
et Efficax. 


Emphasizing the universality and serious- 
ness of God’s grace and the possibility of con- 
version and salvation evén for those who are 
finally damned, the Apology proceeds: “And 
why should we not also reject [the propo- 
sition]: ‘The reprobate cannot be converted 
and saved,’ since it is undoubtedly true that, 
with respect to those who are finally rejected 
and damned, we are unable to judge with cer- 
tainty who they are, and there is hope for the 
conversion of all men as long as they are still 
alive? For the malefactor, Luke 23, was con- 
verted to God at his last end; concerning 
whom, according to the judgment of reason, 
everybody might have said that he was one 
of the reprobates. The passage John 12, 39: 
‘Therefore they could not believe,’ etc., does 
not properly treat of eternal reprobation, nor 
does it say with so many words that no repro- 
bate can be converted and saved.... It is 
therefore the meaning neither of the prophet 
[Is. 6, 9. 10] nor of the evangelist [John 
12, 39] that God, irrespective of the sins and 
wickedness of such people, solely from His 
mere counsel, purpose, and will, ordains them 
to damnation so that they cannot be saved. 
Moreover, the meaning and correct under- 
standing of this passage is, that in the ob- 
stinate and impenitent God punishes sin with 
sins, and day by day permits them to become 
more blind, but not that He has pleasure in 
their sin and wickedness, effectually works in 
them blindness and obstinacy, or that He, 
solely from His purpose and mere counsel, 
irrespective also of sins, has foreordained 
them to damnation so that they cannot con- 
vert themselves and be saved. In all such and 
similar passages, therefore, we shall and must 
be sedulously on our guard, lest we spin there- 


. from this blasphemy, that out of His free pur- 


pose and counsel, irrespective also of sin, God 
has decreed to reject eternally these or 
others: 0" (2075) 

With respect to the seriousness of universal 
grace we furthermore read: “They [the Neu- 
stadt theologians] say that in His Word God 
declares what He approves in, and earnestly 
demands of, all men, but not what He wishes 
to work and effect in all of them. For, they 
say, He reveals His secret counsel in no other 
way than by working in man, viz., through 
conversion or final hardening of those who are 
either converted or hardened and damned... , 
With regard to this we give the following 
correct answer, viz.: that we are not minded 
in the least to carry on a dispute or discussion 
with our opponents concerning God and His 
secret counsel, purpose, or will in so far as 
He has not in His Word revealed Himself and 
His counsel. The reason is the one quoted 
above from the words of Luther himself, viz., 
that concerning God, so far as He has not been 
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revealed [to us], or has not made Himself 
known in His Word, there is neither faith nor 
knowledge, and one cannot know anything of 
Him, ete., which also in itself is true. Why, 
then, should we, together with our opponents, 
dive into the abyss of the incomprehensible 
judgments of God and presumptuously assert 
with them that from His mere counsel, pur- 
pose, and will, irrespective also of sin, God 
has ordained some to damnation who cannot 
be converted, moreover, whom He, according 
to His secret purpose, does not want to be 
converted, despite the fact that through the 
office of the ministry He declares Himself 
friendly towards them and offers them His 
grace and mercy? My dear friend, where is 
it written in the Word of God that it is not 
the will of God that all should be saved, but 
that, irrespective of their sin, He has ordained 
some to damnation only from His mere coun- 
sel, purpose, and will, so that they cannot be 
saved? Never in all eternity, try as they may, 
will they prove this proposition from God’s 
revealed Word. For nowhere do the Holy 
Scriptures speak thus. Yet from sheer fool- 
hardiness they dare employ, contrary to Scrip- 
ture, such blasphemous doctrine and speech, 
and spread it in all Christendom.” (108 b.) 


256. Apology on God’s Mysterious Judg- 
ments and Ways. 


Concerning the mysterious judgments and 
ways of God the Apology says: “At the same 
time we do not deny that God does not work 
alike in all men, enlightening all, — for 
neither does, He give His Word to all, —and 
that nevertheless He is and remains both just 
and merciful, and that nobody can justly ac- 
cuse Him of any unfaithfulness, envy, or 
tyranny, although He does not, as said, give 
His Word to all and enlighten them. But we 
add that, when arriving at this mystery, one 
should put his finger on his lips and not dis- 
pute or brood over it [gruwebeln —from the 
facts conceded infer doctrines subversive of 
God’s universal serious grace], but say with 
the apostle: ‘How unsearchable are His judg- 
ments, and His ways past finding out!’ Much 
less should one rashly say, as our opponents 
do, that of His free will, and irrespective of 

“sin, God has ordained that some should be 
damned. For as to what God holds and has 
decreed in His secret, hidden counsel, nothing 
certain can be said. Nor should one discuss 
this deeply hidden mystery, but reserve it for 
yonder life, and meanwhile adhere to the re- 
vealed Word of God by which we are called to 


Historical Introductions to the Symbolical Books. 


repentance, and by which salvation is faith- 
fully offered us. And this Word, or revealed 
will, of God concerning the giving rest to all 
those that labor and are heavy laden, is cer- 
tain, infallible, unwavering, and not at all 
opposed to the secret counsel of God, with 
which alone our opponents are occupied. Ac- 
cordingly, nothing that conflicts with the will 
revealed in the Word of God should be in- 
ferred from it, even as God Himself in His 
Word has not directed us to it. Because of 
the fact, therefore, that not all accept this 
call, we must not declare that from His free 
purpose and will, without regard to sin, God, 
in His secret counsel, has ordained those who 
do not repent to damnation, so that they can- 
not be converted and saved (for this has not 
been revealed to us in the Word), but adhere 
to this, that God’s judgments in these cases 


‘ aye unsearchable and incomprehensible.” 


“Tt is impossible that the doctrine of the 
opponents concerning this article should not 
produce in the hearers either despair or Epi- 
curean security, when in this doctrine it is 
taught that God, from His mere counsel and 
purpose and irrespective of sin, has ordained 
some to damnation so that they cannot be con- 
verted. For as soon as a heart hears this, it 
cannot but despair of its salvation, or fall 
into these Epicurean thoughts: If you are 
among “the reprobate whom, from His free 
purpose and without regard to sin, God has 
ordained to damnation, then you cannot be 
saved, do what you will. But if you are 
among those who shall be saved, then you can- 
not fail; do what you will, you must never- 
theless be saved, ete. We do not in the least 
intend to join our opponents in giving occa- 
sion for such things. God also shall protect 
us from it.” (209.) 

Again: “They [the opponents] also say that 
we stress the universal promises of grace, but 
fail to add that these belong and pertain to 
believers. But herein they wrong us. For we 
urge both, viz., that the promises of grace are 
universal, and that, nevertheless, only be- 
lievers, who labor and are heavy laden, 


. Matt. 11, become partakers of them. But their 


[our opponents’] object is to have us join 
them in saying that some are ordained to 
damnation from the free purpose of God, also 
without regard to sin, whom He does not 
want to be saved, even though He calls them 
through the Word and offers His grace and 
salvation to them, — which, however, we shall 
never do. For our heart is filled with horror 
against such a Stoic and Manichean doctrine.” 
(209 b.) 


XXII. Article XII of the Formula of Concord: 
Of Other Heretics and Sects. 


257. Purpose of Article XII. 


The purpose of the first eleven articles of 
the Formula of Concord was not only to estab- 
lish peace within the Lutheran Church and 
to ward off future controversies, but also to 
meet the ridicule and obloquy of the Papists, 
and to brand before the whole world as slan- 


der, pure and simple, their assertions that 
the Lutherans were hopelessly disagreed and 
had abandoned the Augsburg Confession, and 
that the Reformation was bound to end in 
utter confusion and dissolution. The Formula 
of Concord was to leave no doubt regarding 
the fact that the Lutheran Church offers a 
united front in every direction: against the 
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Romanists, the Calvinists, the errorists that 
had arisen in their own midst, and _ self- 
evidently also against the sects and fanatics, 
old and modern, with whom the Romanists 
slanderously identified them. 

Summarizing the errors which Lutherans 
repudiate, the Formula of Concord declares: 
“First, we reject and condemn all heresies 
and errors which were rejected and condemned 
in the primitive, ancient, orthodox Church, 
upon the true, firm ground of the holy divine 
Scriptures. Secondly, we reject and condemn 
all sects and heresies which are rejected in 
the writings, just mentioned, of the compre- 
hensive summary of the confession of our 
churches [the Lutheran symbols, preceding the 
Formula of Concord]. Thirdly, we reject also 
all those errors which caused dissension within 
the Lutheran Church, and which are dealt 
with and refuted in the first eleven articles 
of the Formula of Concord.” (857, 17 ff.) 
Among the errors rejected in the Augsburg 
Confession and the subsequent Lutheran sym- 
bols were those also of the Anabaptists, Anti- 
trinitarians, and others. (Conc. TricL. 42, 6; 
44,4; 46,3; 48, 7; 50, 3. 4; 138, 66; 244, 52; 
310, 13; 356, 43; 436, 49; 744, 55; 746, 58.) 
And this is the class of errorists which Ar- 
ticle XII of the Formula of Concord makes 
it a special point to characterize summarily 
and reject by name. Before this the Book of 
Confutation, composed 1559 by the theologians 
of Duke John Frederick, had enumerated and 
rejected the doctrines of such errorists as Ser- 
vetus, Schwenckfeld, and the Anabaptists. 

From the very beginning of the Reforma- 
tion, and especially at Augsburg, 1530, Eck 
and other Romanists had either identified the 
Lutherans with the Anabaptists and other 
sects, or had, at least, held them responsible 
for their origin and growth. Both charges 
are denied by the Formula of Concord. For 
here we read: “However, lest there be silently 
ascribed to us the condemned errors of the 
above enumerated factions and sects (which, 
as is the nature of such spirits, for the most 
part, secretly stole in at localities, and es- 
pecially at a time when no place or room was 
given to the pure word of the -holy Gospel, 
but all its sincere teachers and confessors 
were persecuted, and the deep darkness of the 
Papacy still prevailed and poor simple men 
who could not help but feel the manifest 
idolatry and false faith of the Papacy, in 
their simplicity, alas! embraced whatever was 
called Gospel, and was not papistic), we could 
not forbear testifying also against them pub- 
licly, before all Christendom, that we have 
neither part nor fellowship with their errors, 
be they many or few, but reject and condemn 
them, one and all, as wrong and heretical, and 
contrary to the Scriptures of the prophets 
and apostles, and to our Christian Augsburg 
Confession, well grounded in God’s Word.” 
(1097, .7 £.) 


258. The Anabaptists. 


The Anabaptistic movement originated in 
Zurich. Their leaders were Conrad Grebel, 
Felix Manz, and the monk George of Chur 
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(also called Blawrock, Bluecoat), who was the 
first to introduce anabaptism. In rapid suc- 
cession Anabaptistic congregations sprang up 
in Swabia, Tyrol, Austria, Moravia, etc. Be- 
cause of their attitude toward the civil gov- 
ernment the Anabaptists were) regarded as 
rebels and treated accordingly. As early as 
January, 1527, some of them were executed in 
Zurich. Persecution increased after the coun- 
cil held by Anabaptists in the autumn of 1527 
at Augsburg, which then harbored a congrega- 
tion of more than 1,100 “Apostolic Brethren,” 
as the Anabaptists there called themselves. 
In Germany the imperial mandate of Septem- 
ber 23, 1529, authorized the governments to 
punish Anabaptists, men and women of every 
age, by fire or sword “without previous inqui- 
sition by spiritual judges.” They suffered 
most in Catholic territories. By 1531 about 
1,000 (according to Sebastian Franck 2,000) 
had been executed in Tyrol and Goerz. 

The most prominent of the early Anabap- 
tistic leaders and protagonists were Hub- 
maier, Denk, Dachser, and Hans Hutt. Be- 
sides these we mention: Ludwig Haetzer, 
published a translation of the prophets from 
the Hebrew, 1527, for which he was praised 
by Luther, was executed as adulterer Feb- 
ruary 4, 1529, at Constance; Hitelhans Lan- 
genmantel, a former soldier and son of the 
Augsburg burgomaster, expelled from the 
city October 14, 1527, impassionate in his 
writings against the “old and new Papists,” 
1. €., Luther and others who adhered to the 
real presence of Christ in the Lord’s Supper, 
decapitated May 12, 1528, at Weissenburg; 


' Christian Entfelder, 1527 leader of the Breth- 


ren at Hisenschuetz, Moravia, and later on 
counselor of Duke Albrecht of Prussia; Hans 
Schlaffer, a former priest, active as Anabap- 
tistic preacher and author, executed 1528; 
Joerg Haug, pastor in Bibra; Wolfgang 
Vogel, pastor near Nuernberg, executed 1527; 
Siegmund Salminger, imprisoned 1527 in 
Augsburg; Leonard Schiemer, former Fran- 
ciscan, bishop of the Brethren in Austria, an 
Antitrinitarian, executed 1528; Ulrich Hug- 
wald, professor in Basel; Melchior Rinck, 
pastor in Hesse; Pilgram Marbeck; Jacob 


Buenderlin; Jacob Kautz, preacher and 
author in Worms; Clemens Ziegler; Peter 
Riedemann, an Anabaptistie author and 


preacher, who was frequently imprisoned and 
died 1556; Melchior Hofmann, an Anabap- 
tistic lay-preacher and prolific author, who 
died in prison at Strassburg, 1543. (Tschack- 
ert, 148 ff.;, Schlottenloher, Philipp Ulhart, 
ein Augsburger Winkeldrucker und Helfers- 
helfer der “Schwaermer” und “Wiedertaeufer,” 
1523—1529, p. 59 ff.) 

The various errors of the Anabaptists are 
enumerated in the Twelfth Article of the For- 
mula of Concord. The Epitome remarks: 
“The Anabaptists are divided among them- 
selves into many factions, as one contends 
for more, another for less errors; however, 
they all in common propound such doctrine 
as is to be tolerated or allowed neither in the 
church, nor in the commonwealth and secular 
government, nor in domestic life.” (839, 2.) 
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Urbanus Regius said in his book Against the 
New Baptistic Order: “Not all [of the Ana- 
baptists] know of all of these errors [enumer- 
ated in his book]; it is therefore not our in- 
tention to do an injustice to any one; we 
mean such public deceivers in the Baptistic 
Order as John Denk and Balthasar Fried- 
berger,” Hubmaier. (Schlottenloher, 80.) 

While some of the Anabaptists, as Hub- 
maier, were more conservative, others (Denk, 
Schiemer) went so far as to deny even the 
doctrine of the Trinity. They all were agreed, 
however, in their opposition to infant bap- 
tism, and. to the Lutheran doctrines of justi- 
fication, of the means of grace, of the Sacra- 
ments, etc. What their preachers stressed 
was not faith in the atonement made by 
Christ, but medieval mysticism, sensation- 
faith (Gefuehlsglawbe), and the law of love 
as exemplified by Christ. Tschackert quotes 
from one of their sermons: “Whoever fol- 
lows the voice which constantly speaks in his 
heart always finds in himself the true testi- 
mony to sin no more, and an admonition to 
resist the evil.” (153.) In his introduction 
to a publication of hymns of Breuning, Sal- 
minger said:' “Whoever speaks in truth to 
what his own heart testifies will be received 
by God.” Schlottenloher remarks: “It was 
medieval mysticism from which they [the 
Anabaptists] derived their consuming desire 
for the complete union of the soul with God 
and the Spirit.” (83.) 


259. Balthasar Hubmaier. 


Hubmaier (Hubmoer, Friedberger, Pacimon- 
tanus) was born at Friedberg, near Augsburg, 
and studied under Hck. In 1512 he became 
Doctor and professor of theology at Ingol- 
stadt; 1516 preacher in Regensburg; 1522 
pastor in Waldshut on the Rhine. Before he 
came to Waldshut, he had read the books of 
Luther. He joined Zwingli in his opposition 
to Romanism. In January, 1525, however, he 
wrote to Oecolampadius that now “he pro- 
claimed publicly what before he had kept to 
himself,” referring in particular to his views 
on infant baptism. On Easter Day of the 
same year he was rebaptized together with 
60 other persons, after which he continued to 
baptize more than. 300. In July of 1525 he 
published his book Concerning Ohristian Bap- 
tism of Believers, which was directed against 
Zwingli, whose name,.however, was not men- 
tioned. At Zurich, whither he had fled from 
Waldshut after the defeat of the peasants in 
their rebellion of 1525, he was compelled to 
hold a public disputation with Zwingli on 
infant baptism. This led to his imprisonment, 
from which he was released only after a pub- 
lic recantation, 1526. He escaped to Nicols- 
burg, Moravia, where, under the protection of 
a powerful nobleman, he developed a feverish 
activity and rebaptized about 12,000 persons. 
When the persecutions of the Anabaptists be- 
gan, Hubmaier was arrested, and after sul- 
phur and powder had been well rubbed into 
his long beard, he was burned at the stake, 
in Vienna, March 10, 1528. Three days after, 


his wife, with a stone about her neck, was 
thrust from the bridge into the Danube. 
Hubmaier denounced infant baptism as “an 
abominable idolatry.” He taught:° Children 
are incapable of making the public confession 
required by Baptism; there is no Scriptural 
reason for infant baptism; it robs us of the 
true baptism, since people believe that chil- 
dren are baptized while in reality they are 


nothing less than baptized. He says: “Since © 


the alleged infant baptism is no baptism, those 
who now receive water-baptism according to 
the institution of Christ cannot be charged 
with anabaptism.” 

Concerning the Lord’s Supper, Hubmaier 
taught: “Here it is apparent that the bread 
is not the body of Christ, but only a reminder 
of it. Likewise the wine is not the blood of 
Christ, but also a mere memorial that He has 
Shed and given His blood to wash all _be- 
lievers from their sins.” “In the Lord’s Sup- 
per the body and blood of Christ are received 
spiritually and by faith only.” In the Supper 
of Christ “bread is bread and wine is wine, 
and not Christ. For He has ascended to 
heaven and sits at the right hand of God,. 
His Father.” 

Hubmaier did not regard the Word as a 
means of grace nor Baptism and the Lord’s 
Supper.as gracious acts of God, but as mere 
works of man. “In believers,” he says, “God 
works both to will and to do, by the inward 
anointing of His Holy Spirit.” Concerning 
church discipline he taught: Where the Chris- 
tian ban is not established and used accord- 
ing to the command of Christ, there sin, 
shame, and vice control everything. A per- 
son who is expelled must be denied all com- 
munion until he repents. In connection with 
his deliverances on the ban, Hubmaier, after 
the fashion of the Papists, made the Gospel 
of Christian liberty as preached by Luther 
responsible for the carnal way in which many 
abused it. The socialistic trend of Anabap- 
tism, however, was not developed by Hub- 
maier. (Tschackert 132. 172. 234.) 


260. Dachser and Hutt. 


Jacob Dachser was one of the most zealous 
members and leaders of the large Anabaptis- 
tic congregation in Augsburg, where he was 
also imprisoned, 1527. He, not Langenman- 
tel, is the author of the “Offenbarung von den 
wahrhaftigen Wiedertaeufern. Revelation of 
the True Anabaptists,” secretly published by 
the Anabaptistic printer Philip Ulhart in 
Augsburg and accepted as a sort of confession 
by the council held by the Anabaptists in the 
fall of 1527 at Augsburg. The book of Urban 
Regius: “Wider den neuen Tauforden not- 
wendige Warnung an alle Christenglaeubigen 
— Against the new Baptistic Order, a Neces- 
sary Warning to All Christians,” was directed 
against Dachser’s Revelation. In 1529 Dach- 
ser published his Form and Order of Spiritual 
Songs, the first hymn-book of the Anabaptists, 
containing hymns of Luther, Speratus, Muen- 
zer, Hutt, Pollio, and Dachser. 


In his Revelation Dachser said: “The en- 
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tire world is against each other; we don’t 
know any more where the truth is. While 
all\are convinced that the Pope has erred and 
deceived us, the new preachers, by reviling 
and maligning each other, betray that’ they, 
too, are not sent by God.” “In their pulpits 
the false teachers [Lutherans, etc.] themselves 
confess that the longer they preach, the less 
good is done. But since they do not forsake 
a place where they see no fruits of their doc- 
trine, they thereby reveal that they are not 
sent by God.” “God draws us to Himself 
through the power which is in us, and warns 
us against wickedness and through the 
Teacher Christ, who in His Word has taught 
us the will of God.” “Christ sent His dis- 
ciples to preach the Gospel to all creatures 
and to baptize such as believe. And such as 
obey this command are called ‘Anabaptists’!” 
“By our evil will original purity has been de- 
filed; from this uncleanness we must purge 
our heart. Who does not find this unclean- 
ness in himself, neither without nor within, 
is a true child of God, obedient to the Word 
of God. Who, in accordance with the com- 
mand of Christ, preaches and baptizes such 
as believe, is not an Anabaptist, but a co- 
baptist [Mittaeufer] of Christ and the Apos- 
tles.” ‘All such as preach, teach, and bap- 
tize otherwise than Christ commanded, are the 
real Anabaptists [opponents of Baptism], act- 
ing contrary to the Son of God, by first bap- 
tizing, instead of first teaching and awaiting 
faith, as Christ commanded.” “We need but 
strive with Christ to do the will of the Father, 
then we receive from God through the Holy 
Ghost the power to fulfil the divine com- 
mand.” (Schlottenloher, 72 ff.) 

Hans Hutt (Hut), a restless bookbinder in 
Franconia, attended the Anabaptistic council 
in Augsburg, where he was opposed by Regius 
and incarcerated. He died 1527 in an attempt 
to escape from prison. As a punishment his 
body was burned. Hutt must not be con- 
founded with Jacob Huter or Hueter, an Ana- 
baptist in Tyrol. The followers of Hans Hutt 
in the city of Steyr developed the socialistic 
tendencies of Anabaptism. They taught: Pri- 
vate ownership is sinful; all things are to be 
held in common; Judgment Day is imminent; 
then the Anabaptists will reign with Christ 
on earth. Some also taught that finally the 
devil and all the damned would be saved; 
others held that there is neither a devil nor 
a hell, because Christ had destroyed them. 
(Tschackert 134 ff. 141. 153.) Article XVII 
of the Augsburg Confession condemns “the 
Anabaptists, who think that there will be an 
end to the punishments of condemned men 
and devils . ..; also ‘others, who are now 
spreading certain Jewish opinions, that be- 
fore the tesurrection of the dead the godly 
shall take possession of the kingdom of the 
world, the ungodly being everywhere sup- 
pressed.” (Conc. Tricu., 51.) 


261. John Denk. 


Denk, who was called the “Archbaptist,” 
the “Bishop,” “Pope,” and “Apollo” of the 
Anabaptists, was born in Bavaria and trained 


, 
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in Basel. In 1523 he became Rector of 
St. Sebald in Nuernberg, where he was op- 
posed by Osiander. Banished in the follow- 
ing year, he escaped to St. Gallen. Expelled 
again, he fled to Augsburg. Here he was re- 
baptized by immersion and became an active 
member of the Anabaptistic “Apostolic Breth- 
ren,” who at that time numbered about 1,100 
persons. Denk was the leader of the council 
held by the Anabaptists in 1527 in Augsburg. 
Expelled from the city, Denk died during his 
flight, 1527, at Basel. His “Retraction, Wider- 
ruf” (a title probably chosen by the printer), 
published 1527 after his death, does not con- 
tain a retraction, but a summary of his 
teaching. (Schlottenloher, 84.) The mystic 
mind of Denk runs a good deal in the chan- 
nels of the author of the “German Theology, 
Deutsche Theologie,’ and of his pantheistic 
contemporary, Sebastian Franck. 

Denk taught: God is one, and the source 
of unity. To return from all divisions to this 
unity must be our constant aim. The only 
way is entire surrender to God and submission 
in tranquillity. He says: “Nothing is neces- 
sary for this salvation [reunion with God} 
but to obey Him who is in us, and to be tran- 
quil and wait for Him in the true real Sab- 
bath and tranquillity, losing ourselves and al? 
that is ours, so that God may both work and 
suffer in us. He who is in us is ready every 
hour and moment to follow, if we are but 
willing. His hour is always, but ours is not. 
He calls and stretches forth His arms the 
entire day, always ready; nobody answers 
Him, nobody admits Him or suffers Him to 
enter. Do but seek the Lord, then you. will 
find Him; yea, He is already seeking you; 
only suffer yourselves to be found. Indeed, 
He has already found you, and even now is 
knocking. Do but open unto Him and let 
Him in. Apprehend and know the Lord, even 
as you are apprehended and known of Him.” 

Denk held that the source of religious and 
moral knowledge is not the Scriptures, but 
the voice of God in the heart of man, or 
Christ Himself, who speaks and writes the 
divine Law into the hearts of those who are 
His. [Before Denk, Thomas Muenzer had 
said: “Was Bibel! Bibel, Bubel, Babel!?} 
Whoever has this divine Law in his heart 
lacks nothing that is needed to fulfil the will 
of God. According to Denk a man may be 
saved without the preaching of the Word, 
without the Scriptures, and without any 
knowledge of the historical Christ and His 
work. Nor can the Scriptures be understood 
without heeding the revelation of God in our 
own bosom. The Scriptures must indeed be 
regarded as higher than “all human treasures, 
but not as high as God’s Word” [in our own 
bosom]. Baptism is a mere outward sign that 
one has joined the number of believers; hence 
it can be administered to such only as are 
conscious of their faith. Ceremonies in them- 
selves are not sin, says Denk; “but whoever 
imagines to obtain grace through them, either 
by Baptism or by the Breaking of Bread, is. 
given to superstition.” (Tschackert, 143; Meu- 
sel, Handl. 2, 142.) 
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262. The Schwenckfeldians. 


Caspar Schwenckfeldt, of Ossig in Liegnitz, 
a descendent of a noble family in Silesia, was 
born 1490 and studied in Cologne. In 1524 
he helped to introduce the Reformation in 
Liegnitz. He was twice in Wittenberg; 1522, 
when he met Carlstadt and Thomas Muenzer, 
and 1525, when he visited Luther. He en- 
deavored to interest Luther in the formation 
of conventicles, and particularly in his mys- 
tical theory concerning the Lord’s Supper, 
which he considered the correct middle ground 
on which Lutherans and Zwinglians might 
compromise. But Luther had no confidence in 
the enthusiast, whom he characterized as a 
“mad fool,’ “possessed by the devil.” . He 
said: “In Silesia Schwenckfeldt has kindled 
a fire which as yet has not been quenched and 
will burn on him eternally.” 


Because of the troubles and dissensions cre- + 


ated in Liegnitz, Schwenckfeldt, in 1529, was 
compelled to leave. Having removed to Strass- 
burg, he was zealous in propagating his en- 
thusiasm in Southern Germany by establish- 
ing conventicles of “Lovers of the Glory of 
Christ,” as the adherents of Schwenckfeldt 
called themselves. At a colloquy in Tuebin- 
gen, 1535, he promised not to disquiet the 
Church. In 1539 he published his Swmmary 
of Several Arguments that Christ according 
to His Humanity Is To-day No Creature, but 
Entirely Our God and Lord. He called it the 
doctrine of the “Deification of the Flesh of 
Christ.” When this teaching was rejected 
as Eutychianism, Schwenckfeldt published his 
Large Confession, 1540. At the convention of 
Smaleald, also 1540, his views were con- 
demned, and his books prohibited and burned. 
Compelled to leave Strassburg, he spent the 
remainder of his life in Augsburg, in Speier, 
and in Ulm (where he died, December 10, 
1561). Schwenckfeldt exchanged controver- 
sial writings with many contemporary theo- 
logians, whom he kept in constant excitement. 
In Liegnitz he was supported by the ministers 
Valentin Krautwald, Fabian Eckel, Sigismund 
Werner, and Valerius Rosenheyn. His ad- 
herents were called “Neutrals,” because they 
declined to affiliate with any of the existing 
churches. 


263. Schwenckfeldt’s Doctrine. 


In 1526 Schwenckfeldt wrote to Paul Spe- 
ratus: Since by the preaching of the Gospel 
as set forth by Luther so few people amended 
their lives, the thought had occurred to him 
that “something must still be lacking, what- 
ever that may be.” Endeavoring to supply 
this defect, Schwenckfeldt taught: Grace can- 
not be imparted by any creature, bodily word, 
writing, or sacrament, but only by the om- 
nipotent, eternal Word proceeding from the 

outh of God. Whatever is external is a 
mere symbol and image of God, able neither 
to bring God into the soul nor to produce 
faith or an inward experience of divine life. 
“Mark well,” says he, “God is not in need of 
external things and means for His internal 
grace and spiritual action. For even Christ, 
according to the flesh, was a hindrance to 
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grace and [the Spirit] of God, and had to be 
translated into the heavenly mode of being 
that the grace of the Holy Spirit might come 
to us.... Whoever endeavors to come from 
without and through external means into the 
inner [the heart] does not understand the 
course of grace. God works without all means 
and pictures.... Man must forget and drop 
everything, and be free and tranquil for the 
inbreathing [Hinsprechen, inspiration], and 
be drawn away from all creatures, giving him- 
self up to God altogether.” | 

Schwenckfeldt continues: The Holy Spirit 
enters the quiet soul only through the eter- 
nal Word, which “proceeds from the mouth 
of God without means and not at all through 
Scripture, external Word, Sacrament, or any 
creature in heaven or on earth. God wants 
to have this honor reserved solely to Himself; 
qhrough Himself [without any means] He 
wants to pardon man, teach him, impart the 
Holy Spirit to him, and save him. He does 
not want to grant His grace, and effect illu- 
mination and salvation through any creature; 
for even the flesh of Christ was not a suf- 
ficient instrument for this purpose before He 
was glorified, translated into the heavenly 
places, and removed from our eyes.” ‘“Scrip- 
ture is for the external man; the Holy Spirit 
teaches everything to the elect inwardly and 


is .nottin need of Scripture to give faith to 


them and to save them.” Schwenckfeldt, who 
employed the term “revelation” for this im- 
mediate operation of God, was inconsistent in 
not rejecting Scripture, preaching, etc., alto- 
gether. But when admitting these, he adds 
that he distinguishes “God’s own inner work 
from the external service.” 

Self-evidently, these views concerning the 
means of grace had a corrupting influence 
also on other doctrines. Saving faith, accord- 
ing to Schwenckfeldt, is not trust in God’s 
promise of pardon for Christ’s sake, but an 
immediate mystical relation of the soul to 
God. Justification, says he, “is not-only for- 
giveness and non-imputation of sin, but also 
renewal of the heart.” “We must seek our 
justification and righteousness not in Christ 
according to His first state [of humiliation], 
in a manner historical,” but according to His 
state of glorification, in which He governs the 
Church. In order to enhance the “glory of 
Christ” and have it shine and radiate in a 
new light, Schwenckfeldt taught the “deifica- 
tion of the flesh of Christ,” thus corrupting 
the doctrine of the exaltation and of the per- 
son of Christ in the direction of Mono- 
physitism. And the more his views were 
opposed, the more he was enamored of, and 
engrossed by, them, calling himself the “con- 
fessor and lover of the glory of Christ.” 

Concerning the Lord’s Supper, ‘Sehwenck- 
feldt taught that the deified humanity of 
Christ is really imparted and appropriated, 
not indeed through bread and wine, but im- 
mediately (without the intervention of any 
medium), internally, spiritually. The words 
of institution mean: My body, which is given 

or you, is what bread is, a food, 7. e., a food 
for souls; and the new testament in My blood 
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is a chalice, i.e, a drink for the elect to 
drink in the kingdom of God. Baptism, says 
Schwenckfeldt, is the “baptizing of the heav- 
enly High Priest Jesus Christ, which occurs 
in the believing soul by the Holy Ghost and 
by fire. Infant baptism is a human ordinance, 
not merely useless, but detrimental to the bap- 
tism of Christ.” (Tschackert, 159 ff.) 


264. The Antitrinitarians. 


The first article of the Augsburg Confession 
. makes a special point of rejecting not only 
the ancient, but also the “modern Samosa- 
tenes,” i.e., the Antitrinitarians, who in the 
beginning of the Reformation began their ac- 
tivity in Italy, Spain, Switzerland, and Ger- 
many. Most of these “modern Arians and 
Antitrinitarians,” as they are called in the 
Twelfth Article of the Formula of Concord, 
came from the skeptical circles of Humanists 
in Italy. Concerning these rationalists and 
Epicureans the Apology remarks; “Many [in 
Italy and elsewhere] even publicly ridicule all 
religions, or, if they approve anything, they 
approve such things only as are in harmony 
. with human reason, and regard the rest as 
fabulous and like the tragedies of the poets.” 
(Conc. Triet. 235, 28; C. R. 9, 763.), Pope 
Leo X was generally regarded as being one 
-of those who spoke of the profitable “fables 
concerning Christ.” 

According to a letter of warning to the 
Christians in Antwerp, 1525, a fanatic (Rum- 
pelgeist) there taught: “Every man has the 
Holy Spirit. The Holy Spirit is our reason 
and understanding (ingenwm et ratio natu- 
ralis). Every man believes. There is neither 
hell nor damnation. Every one will obtain 
eternal life. Nature teaches that I should do 
unto my neighbor as I would have him do 
unto me — to desire which is faith. The Law 
is not violated by evil lust as long as I do not 
consent to lust. Who has not the Holy Ghost 
has no sin, for he has no reason.” (E. 53, 344; 
St. L. 21a, 730; Enders 5, 147.) 

In his report on the Marburg Colloquy, 
October 5, 1529, Melanchthon remarks: “We 
have heard that some of them [the Strassbur- 
gers] speak of the Deity as the Jews do, as 
though Christ were not God by nature. (CW. 
1,1099.) At Marburg, Zwingli remarked that 
some had spoken incorrectly concerning the 
Trinity, and that Haetzer had written a book 
against the divinity of Christ, which he, 
Zwingli, had not permitted to be published. 
(1103. ) 

In a letter of Luther to Bugenhagen, 1532, 
we read: “Your undertaking [of publishing 
a writing of Athanasius concerning the Trin- 
ity] is Christian and wholesome in this our 
most corrupt time, in which all articles of 
faith in general are attacked by the servants 
of Satan, and the one concerning the Trinity 
is in particular beginning to be derided con- 
fidently by some skeptics and Epicureans. 
These are ably assisted not only by those 
Italian grammarians [Humanists] and ora- 
tors, which they flatter themselves to be, but 
also by some Italico-German vipers and others, 
-or, as you are accustomed to call them, viper- 


Cd 


233 


aspides, who sow their seed here and there in 
their discourses and writings, and, as Paul 
says [2 Tim. 2,17], eat as doth a canker (gar 
sehr um sich fressen) and promote godless- 
ness, about which they, when among them- 
selves, laugh so complacently and are so happy 
that one can hardly believe it.” (St. L. 14, 326; 
Enders 9, 252.) 

Some Antitrinitarians who affiliated with 
the Anabaptists have already been referred to. 
Denk, Haetzer, and others rejected the Apos- 
tles’ Creed because of their opposition to the 
doctrine of the Trinity. Haetzer, as stated, 
wrote a book against the deity of Christ in 
which he denied the tripersonality of God and 
the preexistence of the Logos, and blasphe- 
mously designated the belief in the deity of 
Christ as “superstition” and the trust in His 
satisfaction as “drinking on the score of 
Christ (ein Zechen auf die Kreide Christi) .” 
According to Denk, Christ is merely an ex- 
ample showing us how to redeem ourselves, 
which we are all able to do because there is 
still within us a seed of the divine Word and 
light. (Tschackert, 143,461.) It was of Denk 
that Capito wrote, 1526: “At Nuernberg the 
schoolteacher at St. Sebald denied that the 
Holy Ghost and the Son are equal to the 
Father, and for this reason he was expelled.” 
(Plitt, Augustana 1, 153.) 

At Strassburg the Anabaptists were pub- 
licly charged, in 1526, with denying the 
Trinity; in 1529, with denying the deity of 
Christ. In 1527 Urban Regius spoke of the 
Anabaptists in Augsburg as maintaining that 
Christ was merely a teacher of a Christian 
life. In the same year Althamer of Nuern- 
berg published his book Against the New Jews 
and Arians under the Christian Name Who 
Deny the Deity of Christ. In 1529 Osiander 
wrote concerning Anabaptists in Nuernberg: 
“Tt is well known, and may be proved by their 
own writings, that they deny and contradict 
the sublime article of our faith concerning the 
Holy Trinity, from which it follows immedi- 
ately that they also deny the deity of Christ.” 
“Christ is not the natural, true Son of God,” 
such was also the accusation made by Justus 
Menius in his book concerning the Doctrines 
and Secrets of the Anabaptists. In his Ser- 
mons on the Life of Luther, Mathesius said: 
“Now the Anabaptists speak most contemp- 
tuously of the deity of Jesus Christ. . . 
This was their chief article that they de- 
spised the written Word, the Holy Bible, and 
believed nothing or very little of Jesus Christ, 
the eternal Son of God.” 


265., Franck, Campanus, Ochino, Ser- 
vetus, Blandrata, etc. 


Sebastian Franck and John Campanus must 
also be numbered among the Antitrinitarians. 
Franck was a pantheist, who had been pastor 
in the vicinity of Nuernberg till 1528, when 
he resigned and engaged in soap manufactur- 
ing, writing, and printing. Campanus ap- 
pearéd in Wittenberg, 1527. At the Colloquy 
of Marburg he endeavored to unite Luther and 
Zwingli by explaining the words: “This is 
My body” to mean: This is a body created 
by Me. In 1530 he published a book: 


/ 


234 


“Against the Entire World after the Apostles 
— Contra Totum post Apostolos Mundum,” in 
which he taught that the Son is inferior to 
the Father, and denied the personality of the 
Holy Spirit. “He argues,” says Melanchthon, 
who in his letters frequently refers to the 
“blasphemies of Campanus,” “that, Christ is 
not God; that the Holy Spirit is not God; 
that original sin is an empty word. Finally 
there is nothing which he does not transform 
into philosophy.” (CO. R. 2, 33. 34. 93, 29. 513; 
9,763; 10,132.) When Campanus endeavored 
to spread his doctrines, he was banished from 
Saxony, 1531. He returned to Juelich, where 
he preached on the imminence of Judgment 
Day, with the result that the peasants sold 
their property and declined to work any 
longer. Campanus was imprisoned for twenty 
years and died 1575. 

Prominent among the numerous Antitrini- 
tarians who came from Italy were Ochino, 
Servetus, Gribaldo, Gentile, Blandrata, and 
Alciati. Bernardino Ochino, born 1487, was 
Vicar-General of the Capuchins and a re- 
nowned pulpit orator in Siena. In 1542 he 
was compelled to leave Italy in order to es- 
cape the Inquisition. He served the Italian 
congregation in Zurich from 1555 to 1564, 
when he was banished because he had de- 
fended polygamy. He died in Austerlitz, 
1565. In his Thirty Dialogs, published 1563, 
he rejects the doctrines of the Trinity, of the 
deity of Christ, and of the atonement. (Her- 
zog R.14, 256.) — Michael Servetus was born 
in 1511 and educated at Saragossa and Tou- 
louse. In 1581, at Hagenau, Alsace, he pub- 
lished De Trinitatis Hrroribus Libri VII. He 
was opposed by Zwingli and Oecolampadius. 
In 1540 he wrote his Christianismi Resti- 
tutio, a voluminous book, which he published 
in 1553. In it he opposes the Trinity as an 
‘unbiblical and satanic doctrine, and at the 
same time rejects original sin and infant bap- 
tism. ~The result was that, while passing 
through Geneva, on his way to Italy, he was 
arrested at the instarice of Calvin, tried, con- 
demned, and burned at the stake, October 27, 
1553 — an act which was approved also by 
Melanchthon. (C0. R. 8, 362; 9,763.) — Matteo 
Gribaldo, in 1554, uttered tritheistic views 
concerning the Trinity in the Italian congre- 
gation at Geneva. Arrested in Bern, he re- 
tracted his doctrine. He died 1564.— John 
Valentine Gentile also belonged to the Italian 
fugitives in Geneva. In 1558 he signed an 
orthodox confession concerning the Trinity. 
Before long, however, he relapsed into his 
Antitrinitarian errors. He was finally be- 
headed at Bern. (Herzog R. 6, 518.) 

George Blandrata, born 1515, was influ- 
enced by Gribaldo. Fearing for his liberty, 
he left Geneva aid went to Poland and thence 
to Transylvania. Here he published his Con- 
fessio Antitrinitaria, and was instrumental in 
introducing Unitarianism into Transylvania. 
He died after 1585. In 1558 Gianpaolo Al- 
ciati of Piedmont accompanied Blandrata to 
Poland. He taught that Christ was inferior 
to the Father, and denied that there were two 
natures in Christ. 
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266. Davidis and Socinus. 


Francis Davidis in Transylvania was an 
Antitrinitarian of the most radical ‘stripe. 
He had studied in Wittenberg 1545 and 1548. 
In 1552 he joined the Lutherans, in 1559 the 
Calvinists. Secretly after 1560 and publicly 
since 1566 he cooperated with Blandrata to 
introduce Unitarianism in Transylvania. In 
numerous disputations he attacked the doc- 
trine of the Trinity as unscriptural and con- 
tradictory. In 1567 he published his views in 
De Falso et Vera Unius Dei Patris, Filii et 
Spiritus Sancti Cognitione Libri Duo. He 
contended that the doctrine of the Trinity | 
was the source of all idolatry in the Church; 
that Christ, though born of Mary in a super- 
natural way, was preexistent only in the de- 
cree of God, and that the Holy Spirit was 
merely a power emanating from God for our 
He also rejected infant bap- 
tism and the Lord’s Supper. After the prince 
and the greater part of the nobility had been 
won for Unitarianism, Davidis, in 1568, was ~ 
made Superintendent of the Unitarian Church 
in ‘Transylvania. In 1571 religious liberty 
was proclaimed, and Unitarians, Catholics, 
Lutherans, and Calvinists were tolerated 
equally. Before long, however, a reaction 
set in. The Catholic Stephan Bathory, who 
succeeded to the throne, removed the Uni- 


-tarians from his court and surrounded himself 


with Jesuits. On March 29, 1579, Davidis de- 
livered a sermon against the adoration of 
Christ, declaring it to be the same idolatry as 
the invocation of Mary and the saints. Three 
days after he was deposed and imiprisoned. 
In the proceedings instituted against him he 
was convicted as a blasphemer and sentenced_ 
to imprisonment for life. He died in prison, 
November 15, 1579, prophesying the final 
downfall of all “false dogmas,” meaning, of 
course, the doctrines which he had combated. 

In Poland, especially since 1548, the human- 
istic and liberal-minded nobility opposed the 
Catholic clergy and protected Protestants and 
later on also fugitive Antitrinitarians. Among 
these were the Italians Francis Lismanio, 
Gregory Pauli, and Peter Statorius. These 
Unitarians, however, lacked unity and _har- 
mony. They disagreed on infant baptism, the 
preexistence and adoration of Christ, ete. 
These dissensions continued until Faustus So- 
cinus (born at Siena 1539, died 1604 in Po- 
land) arrived. He was the nephew of the 
skeptical and liberal-minded Laelius Socinus 
(Lelio Sozzini) who left Italy in 1542, when 
the Inquisition was established there, and 
died in Zurich, 1562. 

Faustus Socinus claimed that he had received 
his ideas from his uncle Laelius. In 1562 he 
published anonymously an explanation of the 
first chapter of the Gospel of St. John, which 
contained the entire program of Unitarianism. 
In 1578 he followed an invitation of Blan- 
drata to oppose non-adorantism (the doctrine 
that Christ must not be adored) as taught by 
Davidis. In the following year Faustus re- 
moved to Poland, where he endeavored to 
unite the various Unitarian parties: the Ana- 
baptists, Non-adorantes, the believers in the 
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preexistence of Christ, etc., and their oppo- 
nents. The growth of Unitarianism in Poland 
was rapid. A school flourished in Rakow, 
numbering in its palmy days. about 1,000 
scholars. However, here, too, a Jesuitic re- 
action set in. In 1638 the school at Rakow 

as destroyed, the printery closed, and the 
teachers and ministers expelled. In 1658 the 
Unitarians generally were banished as trai- 
tors, and in 1661 the rigorous laws against 
Unitarianism were confirmed. 

The chief source of the Antitrinitarian and 
Socinian doctrine is the Racovian Catechism, 
published 1605 in the Polish and 1609 in the 
Latin language under the title: “Catechism 
of the Churches in the Kingdom of Poland 
which affirm that no one besides the Father 
of our Lord. Jesus Christ is that One God of 
Israel.” It teaches: There is but one divine 
person; Christ is a mere man; the doctrine 
concerning the deity of Christ is false; as 
a reward for His sinless life, God has given 
Christ all power in heaven and on earth; as 
such, as God’s representative (homo Deus 
factus, the man made God), He may be 
adored; there is no original sin; with the 
help of God, that is to say, with the com- 
mandments and promises of God revealed by 
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Christ, man may acquire salvation; he is 
able to keep these commandments, though not 
perfectly; man’s shortcomings are pardoned 


‘by God on account of his good intention; an 


atonement by Christ is not required for this 
purpose; moreover, the doctrine of atonement 
must be opposed as false and pernicious; by 
His death Christ merely sealed His doctrine; 
all who obey His commandments are ad- 
herents of Christ; these will participate in 
His dominion; the wicked and the devils will 
be annihilated; there is no such thing as 
eternal punishment; whatever in the Bible 
comports with human reason and serves moral 
ends is inspired; the Old Testament is super- 
fluous for Christians, because all matters per- 
taining to religion are contained better and 
roe in the New Testament. (Tschackert, 
473.) 

Evidently, in every detail, Antitrinitarian- 
ism and Socinianism are absolutely incom- 
patible with, and destructive of, the very 


essence of Christianity. The Apology declares: 


that the deniers of the doctrine of the Holy 
Trinity “are outside of the Church of Christ, 
and are idolaters, and insult God.” (103, 1.) 
This verdict is confirmed by Article XII of 
the Formula of Concord. (843, 30; 1103, 39.) 
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Concord. 


267. Lutherans Yearning for a Godly 
Peace. 


A holy zeal for the purity and unity of 
doctrine is not at all incompatible, rather 
always and of necessity connected with an 
earnest desire for peace; not, indeed, a peace 
at any price, but a truly Christian and godly 
peace, a peace consistent with the divine 
truth. Also in the loyal Lutherans, who dur- 
ing the controversies after Luther’s death 
faithfully adhered to their Confessions, the 
fervent desire for such a godly peace grew in 
proportion as the dissensions increased. While 
Calvinists and Crypto-Calvinists were the ad- 
vocates of a unionistic compromise, true Lu- 
therans everywhere stood for a union based 
on the truth as taught by Luther and con- 
tained in the Lutheran Confessions. Though 
yearning for peace and praying that the con- 
troversies might cease, they were determined 
that the Lutheran Church should never be con- 
taminated with indifferentism or unionism, 
nor with any teaching deviating in the least 
from the divine truth. 

As a result, earnest and repeated efforts to 
restore unity and peace were made everywhere 
by Lutheran princes as well as by theologians, 
especially the theologians who had not par- 
ticipated in the controversies, but for all that 
were no less concerned about the maintenance 
of pure Lutheranism and no less opposed to 
a peace at the expense of the divine truth 
than the others. As early as 1553 Flacius 
and Gallus published their Provokation oder 
Erbieten der adiaphorischen Sachen halben, 
auf Erkenntnis und Urteil der Kirchen. In 
this Appeal they urged that ten or twenty 


competent men who hitherto had not partici- 
pated in the public controversy be appointed 
to decide the chief differences between them- 
selves and the Interimists. In the two fol- 
lowing years Flacius and Gallus continued 
their endeavors to interest influential men in 
Saxony and other places for their plan. Me- 
lanchthon and his Wittenherg colleagues, how- 
ever, maintained silence in the matter. 

At the behest of the dukes of Thuringia, 
Amsdorf, Stolz, Aurifaber, Schnepf, and Stri- 
gel met at Weimar in the early part of 1556 
to discuss the conditions of peace. Opposed 
as they were to a peace by agreeing to dis- 
agree or by ignoring the differences and past 
contentions, they demanded that synergism, 
Majorism, adiaphorism, as also the doctrines 
of Zwingli, Osiander, and Schwenckfeldt, be 
publicly rejected by the Wittenbergers. (Pre- 
ger 2, 4. 7.) 


268. Pacific Overtures of Flacius. 


Soon after the convention in Weimar, Gott- 
schalk Praetorius, rector of the school in 
Magdeburg, and Hubertus Languet from Bur- 
gundy (an intimate friend of Melanchthon 
and a guest at his table, who later on ma- 
liciously slandered Flacius) had an interview 
with Flacius, in which the latter submitted 
the conditions on which peace might be estab- 
lished. However, a letter written in this mat- 
ter by Praetorius, in April, 1556, was not 
answered by Melanchthon, who, moreover, in- 
sinuated that Flacius’s object merely was to 
kindle hatred. (0. R. 8, 794.) 

In May, 1556, Flacius, continuing his peace 
efforts, forwarded to Paul Eber his “Mild Pro- 
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posals, Linde Vorschlaege, dadurch man gott- 
selige und notwendige friedliche Vergleichung 
machen koennte zwischen den Wittenbergi- 
schen und Leipzigischen Theologen in causa 
Adiaphoristica und den andern, so wider sie 
geschrieben haben.” According to these Pro- 
posals, Flacius demanded that, in a publica- 
tion signed by the theologians of both parties, 
the Pope be denounced as the true Antichrist, 
the Augsburg Interim be rejected, the propo- 
sition: “Good works are necessary to salva- 
tion,” be condemned, also the errors of Zwingli 
and Osiander. “The good Lord knows,” said 
Flacius, “that every day and hour I consider 
and plan earnestly how the affair of the Adi- 
aphorists might be settled in a Christian man- 
ner.” But he added that he could not be satis- 
fied until, by repentance, they wipe out their 
sin, denial, apostasy, and persecution, instead 
of increasing them by their excuses.” But 
Flacius received an answer neither from Kber 
nor from Melanchthon. Instead, the Witten- 
bergers, with the silent consent of Melanch- 
thon, circulated a caricature in which Flacius 
was accorded the réle of a braying ass being 
crowned by other asses with a soiled crown. 
(Preger 2, 11. 13.) 

Another offer of Flacius to meet Melanch- 
thon in Wittenberg and discuss the matter 
personally was also declined. July 15, 1556, 
Melanchthon wrote: “I enjoyed a 
friendship and familiarity with Illyricus, and 
I would gladly confer with him on the entire 
doctrine. But before this he has spread 
things which-I had neither said nor thought, 
wherefore now, too, I fear treachery (insidias 
metuo).” Timid as he was, Melanchthon 
really feared for his life at the contemplated 
colloquy, because the statement of Chytraeus: 
“As long as Flacius and Melanchthon are 
alive, unity will not be restored,” had been re- 
ported to him in the form: unless Philip 
were put out of the way, unity would not be 
possible. “None of my friends,” he wrote, 
is willing to attend the colloquy, and they be- 
lieve that it is not safe for me to confer with 
him [Flacius] alone.” (C.R. 8, 798.) Con- 
sidering Melanchthon’s answer as insincere 
and sophistical, Flacius declared that, after 
having éarnestly sought peace in a private 
way, he would now appeal to the Church. 
He did so by publishing “Von der Hinigkeit, 
Concerning Unity,” a book which he had writ- 
ten before he made his pacifie overtures to 
Melanchthon. (Preger 2, 17. 22.) 

However, induced by a letter of Fabricius 
of Meissen (August 24, 1556), Flacius made 
a further effort, addressing Melanchthon in a 
letter of September 1, 1556, in which he im- 
plored him to make his peace with God and 
the Church by an unequivocal disavowal of 
Adiaphorism, As a result, Melanchthon wrote 
his famous letter of September 5, 1556, re- 
ferred to in our chapter on the Adiaphoristic 
Controversy, in which he admitted in a quali- 
fied way that he had sinned in the matter. 
In his reply of September 16, 1556, Flacius 
again declared that his object was not any 
triumph or glory for himself, but “only the 
maintenance of truth and the rooting out of 
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error,” and that nothing was able to remove 
the offense given by Melanchthon and the 
Adiaphorists but a clear confession of the 
truth and an unequivocal rejection of error. 
Melanchthon, however, broke off the corre- 
spondence and continued to nurse his ani- 
mosity against Flacius. (Preger 2, 29 f.) 


269. Lower Saxons Endeavoring to Me- 
diate between Melanchthon and Flacius. 


Despite his experiences with Melanchthon, 
Flacius did not allow himself to be dis- 
couraged in his efforts to bring about unity 
and peace. Embracing an opportunity which 
a correspondence with the clergy of Lower 
Saxony concerning Schwenckfeldt offered him, 
he requested the Lower Saxons to mediate 
between himself and Melanchthon, submitting 
for this purpose articles, differing from the 


% Mild Proposals only in expressly mentioning 
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also the Leipzig Interim. The request was 
granted, and four superintendents, accompa- 
nied by four ministers, were delegated for the 
purpose to Wittenberg. The delegates were: 
from Luebeck: Valentin Curtius and Diony- 
sius Schunemann; from Hamburg: Paul von 
Hitzen and Westphal; from Lueneburg: F. 
Henning and Antonius Wippermann; from 
Brunswick: Moerlin and Chemnitz. After 
agreeing, at Brunswick, January 14, 1557, on 
theses based on those of Flacius, and after 
conferring with Flacius in Magdeburg, Jan- 
uary 17, 1557, they unexpectedly, January 19, 
arrived in Wittenberg, offering their services 
as mediators. 

Melanchthon received them in a friendly 
manner; but when, on the following day, 
Moerlin read the articles of agreement, he 
denounced Flacius and Gallus as having slan- 
dered him, and declined to treat with the 
Lower Saxons on the basis of the “Flacian 
theses.” On January 21 the delegation sub- 
mitted eight new articles. Of these the third 
read: “All corruptions which militate against 
the pure apostolic doctrine and that of the 
Augsburg Confession shall be eliminated from 
the article of justification, in particular the 
corruption concerning the necessity of good 
works to salvation.” Article VII requested 
Melanchthon to make a public statement con- 
cerning the adiaphora and the necessity of 
good works, declaring his agreement with the 
confession of our Church. (Preger 2, 37.) 

The presentation of these articles had a 
most unfavorable effect on Melanchthon. The 
Saxon mediators report that he was excited 
to such an extent that they feared he would 
be taken seriously ill. In a most violent man- 
ner Melanchthon charged the delegation with 
treacherously conspiring with Flacius to en- 
snare him. However, appeased by Paul Eber, 
he finally consented to reply in writing on the 
morrow, January 22. In his answer Melanch- 
thon declared: For thirty years he had borne 
the heavy burdens of the Church and encoun- 
tered most insidious conflicts; they therefore 
ought now to have had compassion with him 
instead of assaulting him alone; it was being 
fulfilled what Sturm had once told him on 
leaving: We shall meet again to crucify you. 
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Sparing Flacius, they had presented articles 
with the sole purpose of forcing him and 
others to cut their own throats. As to the 
articles themselves, Melanchthon objected to 
the third, because, he said, it falsely charged 
him and others with having taught and de- 
fended errors regarding justification. He de- 
clined Article VII because the publication 
there required was unnecessary, since it might 
easily be learned from his many writings what 
he had taught in the matter there referred to. 
(Preger 2, 38. 40.) 

Fearing that the Lower Saxon mediators 
might yield and make concessions detrimental 
to the truth, Flacius and his adherents (Wi- 
gand, Baumgartner, Judex, Albert Christiani, 
P. Arbiter, H. Brenz, Antonius Otto) assem- 
bled in Coswig, a place not very far from Wit- 
tenberg. In a letter, dated January 21, 1557, 
they admonished the Saxon mediators not to 
yield anything contrary to the divine truth, 
but firmly to insist on the elimination of the 
errors connected with the Interim (ut id iugu- 
lum recte iuguletis). Flacius also* requested 
Count of Ungnad first to meet them in Cos- 
wig, and then go to Wittenberg in order to 
assist in winning Melanchthon for his peace 
proposals. In the letter to the Count, Flacius 
remarked: he feared that the mediators were 
administering to Melanchthon “sweet rather 
than wholesome and strong medicine.” (Pre- 
ger 2, 42.) In a similar manner Pastor 
Michael Stiefel was urged to go to Witten- 
berg to influence Melanchthon. At the same 
time Judex was sent to implore the Saxon 
delegates not to discontinue their efforts, and 
adopt no resolution before submitting it also 
to them [the Magdeburgers] for consideration. 
No news having arrived by Saturday, Jan- 
uary 23, an additional letter was dispatched 
to Wittenberg, written in the same spirit of 
anxiety, and urging the mediators to stand 
firm, not to yield, and to continue their efforts 
until successful, since failure, they said, 
would not only expose them to ridicule, but 
greatly damage the Church. (2, 42 f.) 

On the evening of the same day Moerlin, 
Hennig, and Westphal arrived in Coswig. 
Moerlin reported on their discussions, and 
submitted the articles presented to Melanch- 
thon together with the latter’s answer. At 
the same time he requested the Flacians to 
overlook the harsh language of Philip, tell- 
ing also of the animosity and general oppo- 
sition they had met with in Wittenberg, 
where the students, he said, had even threat- 
ened to stone them. Having heard the report, 
the Flacians withdrew for a brief consulta- 
tion. Their impression was (which they nei- 
ther made any efforts to hide) that in defer- 
ence to Melanchthon the Saxons had not been 
sufficiently careful in seeking only the honor 
of God, the welfare of the Church, and the 
true conversion of sinners. In a meeting held 
on Sunday, January 24, Wigand and Flacius 
declared their dissatisfaction with the pro- 
ceedings in Wittenberg. Referring particu- 
larly to the shocking stubbornness of Melanch- 
thon, the former urged the Saxon delegates 
to regard God higher than men, and earnestly 
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and openly to call the Wittenbergers to re- 
pentance. He thereupon handed the delegates, 
besides a list of Adiaphoristic errors arid of 
offensive statements culled from Major’s homi- 
lies, two sealed letters, which contained their 
strictures on the eight articles presented to 
Melanchthon, their answer to Melanchthon’s 
charges, etc. Flacius said in the meeting: 
This matter troubled him day and night; 
hope for the conversion of the Adiaphorists, 
who had despised the admonition, not of men, 
but of the Holy Spirit, was constantly de- 
creasing; having already yielded more than 
he should have done, he now must insist that, 
in a publication signed by both parties, the 
Leipzig Interim he condemned by name, and 
that also in the future the people be warned 
against such sins and be called to repentance. 
Flacius furthermore declared that his theses 
should have been either retained or refuted. 
In this he was supported by Otto of Nord- 
hausen. Moerlin answered, irritated: They 
had presented other articles because Melanch- 
thon had declined the first; if any one was 
able to frame better theses, he was at liberty 
to do so. Discouraged and ill-humored, the 
delegation returned to Wittenberg, where, too, 
animosity had reached its climax. For in his 
sermon, delivered Sunday in Bugenhagen’s 
pulpit, and in the presence of Melanchthon 
and the other professors, John Curio had 
spoken of Flacius as “the rascal and knaye 
(Schalk und Bube),” and even referred to the 
Lower Saxon delegates in unfriendly terms. 
Also a filthy and insulting pasquil, perhaps 
composed by Paul Crell, in which Flacius and 
the Saxon delegates were reviled, was circu- 
lated in Wittenberg and even sent to Coswig. 
(Preger 2,49.) The first lines of the pasquil 
ran thus: “Qui huc venistis legati Illyrici 
permerdati, Ab illo concacati, Polypragmones 
inflati, Illius natibus nati, Quae communio 
weritati, Mendacio et vanitati?” (C.R.9, 50. 
235.) 

Having read the sealed letters and con- 
vinced themselves that Melanchthon could 
never be induced to accede to the demands 
of the Magdeburgers, the delegation (with the 
exception of Chemnitz) immediately returned 
to Coswig, January 25. Here they declared: 
They had not delivered the list of errors to 
Melanchthon; if they had done so, delibera- 
tions would have been broken off immediately ; 
only the charges with respect to justification 
had been transmitted; they therefore re- 
quested the Magdeburgers to declare their 
agreement with the articles already submitted 
to Melanchthon. Seeing no other course, the 
Magdeburgers finally yielded, though reluc- 
tantly, and not without protests and some 
changes in the articles. Flacius, too, con- 
sented, but “only with a wounded conscience,” 
as he declared. Having returned to Witten- 
berg, the delegates transmitted the modified 
articles together with the additions of the 
Magdeburgers to Melanchthon. 

In his answer of January 27 to the Lower 
Saxon pastors, Melanchthon said in part: 
“You know that in the last thirty years a 
great confusion of opinions obtained in which 
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it was difficult not to stumble somewhere. 
And many hypocrites have been, and still are, 
hostile in particular to me.- I was also drawn 
into the insidious deliberations of the princes. 
If, therefore, I have either stumbled anywhere 
or been too lukewarm in any matter, I ask 
God and: the churches to forgive me and shall 
submit to the verdict of the Church.... As 
to the Flacian quarrels, however, concerning 
which you are now treating with me so 
eagerly, and into which Flacius has injected 
many foreign matters, you yourselves know 
that this affair pertains also to many others, 
and that, without offending them, I cannot 
decide and settle anything (me aliquid sta- 
twere posse). ... This now I desire to be 
my last answer (hanc volo nune meam postre- 
man responsionem esse); if it does not sat- 
isfy you, I appeal to the verdict of the Church, 
in which you, too, will be judges. 
Son of God govern all of us, and grant that 
we be one in Him!” As to the articles sub- 
mitted by the delegates, Melanchthon rejected 
all the changes and additions suggested by 
the Magdeburgers. He declared that he was 
not willing to enter into a discussion of the 
adiaphora, nor in any way to censure the 
honorable men who had participated in the 
deliberations concerning the Leipzig Interim. 
(CO. R. 9, 62.) 


Toward evening Flacius received Melanch- 


thon’s answer, together with the information 
that the Saxon delegates would depart on the 
morrow, and that now the Magdeburgers 
might do what seemed best, to them. Early 
next morning they dispatched another letter 
written by Flacius, in which they modified 
their demands, and urged the Saxon delegates 
to continue their efforts to induce the Wit- 
tenbergers to reject the Adiaphoristic errors. 
“We call upon God as our witness,” they said, 
“that we most earnestly desire a godly peace, 
and that, if it is not brought about, the fault 
lies not with us, but with them, who expressly 
say and confess concerning themselves that 
they absolutely refuse to condemn the Adi- 
aphoristic errors — the real issue of the entire 
controversy.” (C. R. 9,67.) But the messenger 
arrived too late; he met the delegation when 
they were about to leave the gates of Witten- 
berg. Increased animosity on both sides was 
the only result of the mediation-efforts of the 
Lower Saxon theologians. 


270. Futile Efforts of Duke John 
Albrecht. 


Four weeks later Duke John Albrecht of 
Mecklenburg sent messengers to Wittenberg 
for the same purpose, viz., of mediating be- 
tween Melanchthon and Flacius, Melanchthon 
in particular having previously requested him 
to frame articles which might serve as a basis 
of peace, The articles, composed by the theo- 
logians and counselors of the Duke, were more 
severe than those of the Lower Saxons. 
George Venetus, professor at Rostock, and 
Counselor Andrew Mylius were commissioned 
to present them, first at Wittenberg, then at 
Magdeburg. When the articles were submit- 
ted to Melanchthon, he again fell into a state 
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of violent agitation. The report says: “As 
soon as he noticed that Adiaphorism was 
criticized, and that he was requested to re- 
ject it, even if only in a mild form, he in- 
stantly sprang up with great impatience and 
would not permit them [the delegates] to 
finish their speech (although they most ear- 
nestly, in the name of their prince, requested 
to be heard), but burst forth into:invectives 
and denunciations of Illyricus and others, and 
finally also declaimed against the prince him- 
self and his delegates, vociferating that Illy- 
ricus secretly entertained many repulsive 
errors, etc.” On February 27, Melanchthon 
delivered his answer to the delegates. When 
these urged him to give a more favorable 
reply, he again interrupted them, exclaiming: 
“Oppress me, if you so desire; such is the lot 
of the peaceful. ... I commend myself to 
God.” After Melanchthon had left, Peucer, 
who had accompanied him, harshly told the 
delegates: “Don’t trouble my father-in-law 
any more with such matters. Ihr sollt fort- 
hin meinen Schwaeher zufrieden lassen mit 
solchen Haendeln.” (9, 106 f.) 

Regarding the last (8) of the articles sub- 
mitted by the delegates of Duke Albrecht which 
dealt with the Adiaphora, Melanchthon de- 
clared in his answer of February 27: “I should 
not be astonished to have these two conditions 
[to confess the Adiaphoristic errors, ete.] im- 
posed on me if I had been an enemy. The 
action of the Saxon pastors was milder. 
I may have been lukewarm in some trans- 
actions, but I certainly have never been an 
enemy. ... Therefore I clearly state that 
I do not assent to these presentations [of 
Duke Albrecht], which are cunningly framed, 
so that, if I accept them, I myself may cut 
my throat (wt me, si eas recepero, ipse wgu- 
lem).” (CO. R. 9, 104.) 

The Magdeburgers refused to participate in 
these efforts of Count Albrecht, chiefly be- 
cause, as they said, there was _ no hope for 
peace as long as Melanchthon remained under 
the influence of his Wittenberg friends.’ But 
even now Flacius did not entirely abandon 
his attempts to bring about a godly peace. 
In 1557 he asked Paul Vergerius, who passed 
Jena on his way to Wittenberg, to treat with 
Melanchthon on the Adiaphoristic question. 
Melanchthon, however, is reported to have 
said: “Omit that; let us treat of other 
things.” Flacius also wrote to King Chris- 
tian III of Denmark to influence Elector 
August to abolish the Adiaphoristic errors, 
but apparently without any result. 


271. Clash at Colloquy in Worms, 1557. 


The Diet at Regensburg, which adjourned 
in March of 1557, resolved that a colloquy be 
held at Worms to bring about an agreement 
between the Lutheran and Roman parties of 
the Empire. In order to prepare for the col- 
loquy, a convention was held by the Lutherans 
in June, 1557, at Frankfort-on-the- Main. 
June 30 a.resolution was adopted to the effect 
that all controversies among the Lutherans be 
suspended, and the Romanists be told at the 
prospective colloquy that the Lutherans were 
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all agreed in the chief points of doctrine. 
Against this resolution Nicholas Gallus and 
several others entered their protest. Self- 
evidently, also Flacius and his adherents, who 
had always held that the controverted issues 


involved essential points of doctrine, could not . 


assent to the resolution without violating 
their conscience, and denying their convictions 
and the truth as they saw it. Such being the 
situation, the wise thing for the Lutherans 
to, do would have been to decline the colloquy. 
For, since also Ducal Saxony with its stanch 
Lutherans was held to attend it, a public 
humiliating clash of the Lutherans was un- 
avoidable. 

Before the formal opening of the colloquy, 
the Thuringian delegates at Worms received 
a letter from Flacius, dated August 9, 1557, 
in which he admonished them to make a de- 
termined confession, and to induce the other 
Lutheran theologians to reject the Interim, 
Adiaphorism, Majorism, Osiandrism, and 
Zwinglianism. This was necessary, said Fla- 
eius, because the Romanists would, no doubt, 
exploit the concessions made in the Leipzig 
Interim and the dissensions existing among 
the Lutherans. (C. R. 9, 199 ff.) Flacius ex- 
pressed the same views in an opinion to the 
dukes of Saxony, who, in turn, gave cor- 
responding instructions to their delegates in 
Worms. In a letter dated August 20, 1557, 
Duke John Frederick said it was impossible 
that, in defending the Awgsburg Confession 
against the Romanists, the Lutherans could 
stand as one man and speak as with one 
mouth (fwer einen Mann und also ex wno 
ore), if they had not previously come to an 
agreement among themselves and condemned 
the errors. For otherwise the Papists would 
be able to defeat the Lutherans with their 
own sword, 2. ¢., their own polemical publica- 
tions. (231.) On the same day, August 20, 
1557, Flacius repeated his sentiments and ad- 
monitions in letters to Schnepf, Moerlin, and 
Sarcerius. (232 ff.) 

In a meeting of the Lutheran theologians 
at Worms, held September 5, Dr. Basilius 
Monner, professor of jurisprudence at Jena, 
made a motion in keeping with his instruc- 
tions and the admonitions of Flacius, where- 
upon Erhard Schnepf, professor in Jena, read 
a list of the errors that ought to be rejected. 
But the majority, led by Melanchthon, op- 
posed the motion. A breach seemed unavoid- 
able. For Duke John Frederick had decided 
that his theologians could not participate in 
the colloquy with Lutherans who refused to 
reject errors conflicting with the Augsburg 
Confession, nor recognize them as pure, faith- 
ful, loyal, and true members and adherents 
of the Augsburg Confession, the Apology, and 
the Smalcald Articles. (Preger 2, 67.) The 
imminent clash was temporarily warded off 
by the concession on the part of the Melanch- 
thonians that the Thuringian theologians 
should be allowed freely to express their 
opinion on any article discussed at the col- 
loquy. At the session held September 11, 
1557, however, Bishop Michael Helding de- 
manded to know whether the Lutherans ex- 
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eluded the Zwinglians, Calvinists, Osiandrists, 
and Flacians (in the doctrine de servo arbi- 
trio) from the Augsburg Oonfession. The 
Jesuit Canisius plied the Lutherans with 
similar questions: Whether they considered 
Osiander, Major, and others adherents of the 
Augustana. Melanchthon declared evasively 
that all evangelical delegates and pastors 
present were agreed in the Augsburg Confes- 
sion, As a result the Thuringians decided to 
enter their protest. In a special meeting of 
the Lutherans the majority threatened.to ex- 
clude the Thuringians from all following ses- 
sions if they dared to express their protest 
[containing the list of errors which they re- 
jected] before the Papists. The consequence 
was that the Thuringians presented their 
protest in writing to the President, Julius 
Pflug, and departed from Worms. The Ro- 
manists, who from the beginning had been 
opposed to the colloquy, refused to treat with 
the remaining Lutheran theologians, because, 
they said, it was impossible to know who the 
true adherents of the Augsburg Confession 
were with whom, according to the Regensburg 
Resolution, they were to deal. 


272. Efforts of Princes to Restore Unity: 
Frankfort Recess. 


The Colloquy of Worms had increased the 
enmity and animosity among the Lutherans. 
It had brought their quarrels to a climax, and 
given official publicity to the dissensions ex- 
isting among them, —a situation which was 
unscrupulously exploited by the Romanists, 
also politically, their sinister object being to 
rob the Lutherans of the privileges guaranteed 
by the Augsburg Peace, and to compel them 
to return to the Roman fold. In particular 
the Jesuits stressed the point that the dis- 
sensions among the Lutherans proved conclu- 
sively that they had abandoned the Augsburg 
Confession, to the adherents of which alone 
the provisions of the Augsburg Peace of 1555 
applied. At the same time they embraced the 
opportunity to spread false reports concerning 
all manner of heresies that were tolerated in 
the Lutheran churches. This roused the Lu- 
theran princes, who according to the Augs- 
burg Peace Treaty were responsible to the 
Empire for the religious conditions within 
their territories, to bend all their energies 
toward healing. the breach and restoring re- 
ligious unity within their churches. Efforts 
to this effect were made especially at Frank- 
fort-on-the-Main, 1558, and at Naumburg, 
1561. But instead of promoting peace among 
the Lutherans also these conventions of the 
princes merely poured oil into the flames by 
adding new subjects of dissension, increasing 
the general distrust, and confirming the con- 
viction that Luther’s doctrine of the Lord’s 
Supper was in danger indeed. For, instead of 
insisting on a clear confession of the truth 
and an unequivocal rejection of error, the 
princes endeavored to establish peace by ig- 
noring, veiling, and compromising the dif- 
ferences. 

At Frankfort, Otto Henry of the Palatinate, 
Augustus of Saxony, Joachim of Brandenburg, 
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Wolfgang of Zweibruecken, Christopher of 
Wuerttemberg, and Philip of Hesse discussed 
the religious situation and, on March 18, 1558, 
signed the so-called Frankfort Recess (Agree- 
ment), in which they again solemnly pledged 
their adherence to the Holy Scriptures, the 
Ecumenical Symbols, the Augsburg Confession 
of 1530, and its Apology. (0. R.9,494.) In 
the Recess the princes stated that the existing 
dissensions encouraged the Romanists to pro- 
ceed against the Lutherans, who, the princes 
declared, were not disagreed in their confes- 
sion. In four articles the controverted ques- 
tions concerning justification, good works, the 
Lord’s Supper, and the adiaphora were dealt 
with, but in vague and ambiguous terms, the 
articles being based on Melanchthon’s anti- 
Flacian opinion of March 4, 1558. (499 ff.; 
462 ff.) ; 

When the Frankfort Recess was submitted 
for subscription to the estates who had not 
been present at Frankfort, it failed to receive 
the expected approval. It was criticized by 
the theologians of Anhalt, Henneberg, Meck- 
lenburg, Pomerania, the Lower Saxon cities, 
and Regensburg. The strongest opposition, 
however, came from Ducal Saxony, where Fla- 
cius attacked the Recess in two books. The 
first was entitled: “Refutatio Samaritans In- 
terim, in quo vera religio cum sectis et cor- 


ruptelis scelerate et perniciose confunditur —™ 


Refutation of the Samaritan Interim, in 
which the true religion is criminally and 
perniciously confounded with the sects.” The 
other: “Grund und Ursach’, warum das 
Frankfurtisch Intertm in keinem Wege anzu- 
‘ nehmen set — Reason and Cause why the 
Frankfort Interim must Not he Adopted.” 
The chief objections of Flacius were: 1. The 
Smalcald Articles should have been included 
in the confessions subscribed to. 2. The dif- 
ferences within the Lutheran Church should 
not have been treated as questions of minor 
import. 3. Major’s statement should have 
been rejected as simply false, and not merely 
when falsely interpreted. 4. The statements 
concerning the Lord’s Supper are “dark, gen- 
eral, and ambiguous,” hence Crypto-Calvin- 
istic. 5. The article on the adiaphora is am- 
biguous and altogether unsatisfactory. 6. The 
measures adopted to suppress theological dis- 
cussions and controversies would lead to sup- 
pression of the truth (“binding the mouth of 
the Holy Ghost”) and tyrannizing of the 
churches by the princes. (Preger 2, 74.) 

In his attitude Flacius was supported by 
his colleagues in Jena and by Duke John 
Frederick. When a delegation appeared re- 
questing him to sign the Recess, he declined 
and ordered his theologians to set forth his 
objection in a special book. Elector August, 
in turn, charged Melanchthon to write an 
apology of the Recess against the ducal theo- 
logians; which, again, was answered by Fla- 
cius. In order to unite the opponents of the 
Recess, John Frederick invited the Lower 
Saxons to attend a convention in Magdeburg. 
When this failed, Flacius induced the Duke 
to publish a book treating particularly the 
doctrinal differences within the Lutheran 
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Church. In the drafting and revision of this 
Book of Confutation, as it was called, the 
following theologians participated: Strigel, 
Schnepf, Andrew Huegel, John Stoessel, Simon 
Musaeus, Joachim Moerlin, Sarcerius, Auri- 
faber, and Flacius. November 28, 1558, it re- 
ceived the sanction of the dukes. Among the 
Melanchthonians the Book of Oonfutation, 
which had made it a special point to refute 
and reject the errors of the Wittenberg Phil- 
ippists, caused consternation and bitter re- 
sentment. For evidently its theological atti- 
tude was incompatible with the Recess, and 
hence the breach now seemed incurable and 
permanent. By order of Elector August, Me- 
lanchthon, in the name of the Wittenberg 
faculty, wrote an opinion of the Book of Con- 
futation. (C.R.9, 763.) But contents as well 
as form of this opinion merely served to con- 


‘firm the ducal theologians in their position. 


The Philippists also fortified themselves by 
publishing the Corpus Doctrinae (Corpus Phi- 
lippicum or Misnicwm), which contained 
writings only of Melanchthon. The Frank- 
fort Recess, therefore, instead of bringing re- 
lief to the Lutherans, only increased their 
mutual enmity and distrust. In order to 
reconcile John Frederick, the Duke of Wuert- 
temberg suggested a convention of princes at 
Fulda, on January 20, 1559. But when Elec- 
tor ‘August heard that besides the Duke of 
Saxony also other opponents of the Frankfort 
Recess were invited, he foiled the plan by de- 
clining to attend. 


273. General Lutheran Council Advocated 
by Flacianists. 


To heal the breach and end the public scan- 
dal, Flacius and his adherents fervently ad- 
vocated the convocation of a General Lutheran 
Synod. In 1559 they published “Supplicatio 
Quorundam Theologorum ... pro Libera Chri- 
stiana et Legitima Synodo, Supplication of 
Some Theologians ... for a Free, Christian, 
and Lawful Synod.” The document was signed 
by 51 superintendents, professors, and pas- 
tors, “who after Luther’s death,” as they em- 
phasized, “had contended orally and in writ- 
ing against the corruptions and sects.” The 
signatures represented theologians from Ducal 
Saxony, Hamburg, Bremen, Luebeck, Rostock, 
Wismar, Brunswick, Magdeburg, Halberstadt, 
Koethen, Nordhausen, Schweinfurt, Regens- 
burg, Lindau, Upper Palatinate, Hesse, Bran- 
denburg, Electoral Saxony, Nuernberg, Augs- 
burg, Baden, ete. Some of the first were: 
Amsdorf, Musaeus, Joachim Moerlin, Hesshu- 
sius, Max Moerlin, Gallus, Wigand, Judex, 
Westphal, John Freder of Wismar, Anton Otto 
of Nordhausen, Flacius. The Supplication 
showed why a General Synod was necessary 
and how it was to be conducted. Its chief 
object, the Supplication said, would be to pass 
on adiaphorism, Majorism, and synergism, all 
participants in the Synod having previously 
been pledged on the Augsburg Confession, the 
Apology, and the Smaleald Articles, accord- 
ing to which all questions were to be decided. 
(Preger 2, 86 f.) 

The most violent opponent of this plan was 
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Melanchthon. Fearing that the Flacianists 
might get control of the prospective general 
council, he, in advance, denounced and branded 
it as a “Robber Synod (Raeubersynode), ad- 
vocated by the ignorant Flacian rabble.” 
Three weeks before his death, March 28, 1560, 
he wrote: “Since they [the Flacians] cannot 
kill me, the object of these hypocrites is to 
expel me. For long ago they have said that 
they would not leave a foot of ground for me 
in Germany. Hoc agunt isti hypocritae, ut 
me pellant, cum sanguinem meum haurire non 
possint; et quidem oratio istorum vetus est, 
qua diverunt, se mihi non relicturos esse im 
Germania vestigium pedis.” (C. R. 9, 1079.) 
Philip of Hesse consented to attend the gen- 
eral synod with the proviso that the power of 
the Jena theologians be curbed and also the 
Swiss be admitted. (Preger 2,93.) That the 
plan of the Flacianists failed was chiefly due 
to Elector August, who declined to attend the 
synod. 


274. Futile Efforts of Princes at 
Naumburg. 


In lieu of the General Lutheran Council 
advocated by the Flacians, Christopher of 
Wuerttemberg, in March, 1559, recommended 
as the best means to heal the breach a con- 
vention of all the Lutheran princes and 
estates to be held at Naumburg, deliberations 
to begin January 20, 1561. The object of this 
assembly, he said, was neither to discuss the 
differences among the Lutherans, nor to for- 
mulate any condemnations, but only to renew 
the subscription to the Augsburg Confession, 
and to consider how the Lutherans might pre- 
sent a united front and a unanimous confes- 
sion at the next diet and at the prospective 
papal council. All finally consented to at- 
tend, including Duke John Frederick, . Elector 
August (who, instigated by Melanchthon, first 
had declined participation), and the Crypto- 
Calvinist, Elector Frederick of the Palatinate. 
Expecting no results favorable to genuine Lu- 
theranism from this assembly, the Jena theo- 
logians renewed their request for a general 
synod and sent their Supplication to Naum- 
burg with an additional writing, dated Jan- 
uary 23, 1561, in which they admonished the 
princes not to enter into an ungodly and 
unionistic agreement, rather to eliminate the 
errors of Major, Osiander, etc. But the 
princes, whose object was to settle matters 
without the theologians, declined to consider 
their petition, and, on February 8, the last 
day of the convention, returned the documents 
to their authors in Jena. 

After comparing the various editions of the 
Augsburg Confession, the Naumburg Assembly 
decided to subscribe to the Confession as de- 
livered 1530 in Augsburg and published 1531 
in German and Latin at Wittenberg. But 
when, in the interest of Calvinism, whither 
he at that time already was openly tending, 
Elector Frederick, supported by Elector 
August, demanded that the edition of 1540 
he recognized as the correct explanation of 
the original Augustana, the majority of the 
princes yielded, and, as a result, the Variata 
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of 1540 alone was mentioned in the Preface 
(Praefatio), in which the princes stated the 
reasons for renewing their subscription to 
the Augsburg Confession at Naumburg. This 
Preface, prepared by Elector Frederick and 
the Wittenberg Crypto-Calvinist Cracow, also 
asserted that hitherto no-doctrinal corruptions 
or deviations from the Augsburg Confession 
had been tolerated among the Lutherans. It 
mentioned neither the controversies within 
the Lutheran Church nor the Smalcald 
Articles. 

BRvidently, to subscribe to this Preface was 
impossible for genuine Lutherans. Duke John 
Frederick was told by his theologians Moer- 
lin and Stoessel that, if he signed it, they 
would resign and leave. The duke replied 
that he, too, would mount his horse and de- 
part rather than put his signature to a docu- 
ment in which the errors introduced by the 
Philippists, ete., were not rejected. Ulrich of 
Mecklenburg took the same stand. And fail- 
ing in his efforts to have the Preface changed 
in accordance with his convictions, the Duke 
entered his protest and left Naumburg with- 
out any further conference with the princes. 
When hereupon the latter sent messengers to 
Weimar, John Frederick remained firm. As 
conditions of his subscription the Duke de- 
manded that in the Preface the apostasy dur- 
ing the Interim be confessed, the distinctive 
features of the Lutheran doctrine concerning 
the Lord’s Supper be brought out clearly, the 
recognition of the Variata of 1540 as a doc- 
trinal norm be eliminated, and the Smalcald 
Articles be recognized with the rest of the 
Lutheran symbols. “Unwilling to accede to 
these demands, the princes closed the discus- 
sions at Naumburg without the Duke, — hence 
also without having attained their goal: peace 
among the Lutherans. 

The Preface containing the objectionable 
features was signed by the Electors of the 
Palatinate, Saxony, and Brandenburg, by 
Christopher of Wuerttemberg, Philip of Hesse, 
Carl of Baden, and quite a number of other 
princes and cities. However, Duke John 
Frederick did not by any means stand alone 
in his opposition to the ambiguous, unionistic 
Naumburg document. He was supported by 
Ulrich of Mecklenburg (who also left Naum- 
burg before the close of the convention), 
Hirnest and Philip of Brunswick, Albrecht of 
Mecklenburg, Adolf of Holstein, Francis of 
Saxon-Lauenburg, the counts of Schwartzburg, 
Mansfeld, Stolberg, Barby, and a number of 
other princes and cities, among the latter 
Regensburg, Augsburg, Strassburg, Nuernberg, 
and Windsheim. Besides, the loyal Lutherans 
were represented also in the territories of 
almost all the princes who had signed the 
Preface. Margrave John of Brandenburg em- 
phatically declared his dissatisfaction with 
the subscription of his delegate at Naumburg. 
Before long also August of Saxony, Wolfgang 
of the Palatinate, Christopher of Wuerttem- 
berg, and Joachim of Brandenburg signified 
their willingness to alter the Preface in ac- 
cordance with the views and wishes of John 
Frederick, especially regarding the doctrine of 
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the Lord’s Supper. Indeed, the princes de- 
clared that from the beginning they had 
understood the Preface in the strict Lutheran 
sense. In the Preface of the Book of Concord 
signed by the Lutheran princes, we read: 
“Now, our conferences and those of our illus- 
trious predecessors, which were undertaken 
with a godly and sincere intention, first at 
Frankfort-on-the-Main and afterwards at 
Naumburg, and were recorded in writing, not 
only did not accomplish that end and peaceful 
settlement which was desired, but from them 
even a defense for errors and false doctrines 
was sought by some, while it had never 
entered our mind, by this writing of ours, 
either to introduce, furnish a cover for, and 
establish any false doctrine, or in the least 
even to recede from the Confession presented 
in the year 1530 at Augsburg, but rather, as 
many of us as participated in the transactions 
at Naumburg, wholly reserved it to ourselves, 
and promised besides that if, in the course of 
time, anything would be desired with respect 
to the Augsburg Confession, or as often as 
necessity would seem to demand it, we would 
further declare all things thoroughly and at 
length.” (Conc. Trreu. 15.) Even Philip of 
Hesse finally consented to the changes de- 
manded by Duke John Frederick. Elector 
Frederick of the Palatinate, however, who had 
misled and, as it were, hypnotized the Lu- 
theran princes at Naumburg, openly embraced 
the Reformed confession and expelled all con- 
sistent Lutherans. For the cause of Luther- 
anism the loss of the Palatinate proved a 
great gain internally, and helped to pave the 
way for true unity and the formulation and 
adoption of the Formula of Concord. And 
more than any other individual it was Fla- 
cius who had helped to bring about this re- 
sult. (Preger 2, 102.) 


275. Andreae and Chemnitz. 


The theologians who were first in adopting 
effective methods and measures to satisfy the 
general yearning for a real peace in the divine 
truth were Jacob Andreae and Martin Chem- 
nitz. Andreae was born 1528 in Weiblingen, 
Wuerttemberg. He studied at Stuttgart and 
Tuebingen. In 1546 he became pastor in 
Stuttgart, where, two years later, he was de- 
posed because of his refusal to consent to the 
Interim. In 1549 he became pastor and later 
on superintendent in Tuebingen. Since 1562 
he was also professor and chancellor of the 
university. He died 1590. Andreae has been 
called “the spiritual heir of John Brenz.” 
Hoping against hope, he incessantly labored 
for the unity and peace of the Lutheran 
Church. Being a man of great energy and 
diplomatic skill, he served her at numerous 
occasions and in various capacities. In his 
pacification efforts he made more than 120 
journeys, visiting nearly all evangelical 
courts, cities, and universities in Northern 
and Southern Germany. With the consent of 
the Duke of Wuerttemberg, Andreae entered 
the service of Elector August, April 9, 1567, 
and lived with his family in Saxony till his 
dismissal in December, 1580. Here he was 


to the Symbolical Books. 


engaged in directing the affairs of the 
churches and universities, and in promoting 
the work of Lutheran pacification and concord 
at large. During his efforts to unite the Lu- 
therans he was maligned by the Philippists, 
and severely criticized also by the strict Lu- 
therans. The latter was largely due to the 
fact that in his first attempts at pacification 
he allowed himself to be duped by the Witten- 
berg Philippists, being even blind enough to 
defend them against the charges of Calvinism — 
in the doctrine of the Lord’s Supper made by 
their opponents in Jena and in Lower Saxony. 
While thus Andreae was the able and en- 
thusiastic promoter of the pacification which 
culminated in the adoption of the Formula of 
Concord, he lacked the theological insight, 
acumen, and consistency which characterized 
Martin Chemnitz. 

% Martin Chemnitz was born November 9, 
1522, at Treuenbritzen in Brandenburg. As 
a boy he attended, for a brief period, the 
school in Wittenberg, where he “rejoiced to 
see the renowned men of whom he had heard 
so much at home, and to hear Luther preach.” 
From 1539 to 1542 he attended the Gymna- 
sium at Magdeburg; from 1543 to 1545 ‘he 
studied in Frankfort-on-the-Oder; in 1545 
he went to Wittenberg, where Melanchthon 
directed his studies. In 1548 he became rector 
of the school in Koenigsberg, and 1550 libra- 
rian of Duke Albrecht, with a good salary. 
Owing to his participation in the Osiandrian 
controversy, Chemnitz lost the favor of Al- 
brecht, and in 1553 he removed to Witteh- 
berg. On June 9, 1554, he began his lectures 
‘on Melanchthon’s Loci Communes before a 
large and enthusiastic audience, Melanchthon 
himself being one of his hearers. In Novem- 
ber, 1554, he accepted a position as pastor, 
and in 1567 as superintendent, in the city of 
Brunswick. He died April 8, 1586. _Chem- 
nitz was the prince of the Lutheran divines 
of his age and, next to Luther, the greatest 
theologian of our Church. Referring to Lu- 
ther and Chemnitz, the Romanists said: 
“You Lutherans have two Martins; if the 
second had not appeared, the first would have 
disappeared (si posterior non fuisset, prior 
non stetisset).” Besides the two Lutheran 
classics: Haamen Conoilti Tridentint, pub- 
lished 1565—1573, and De Duabus Naturis in 
Christo, 1570, Chemnitz wrote, among other 
books: Harmonia Evangelica, continued and 
published 1593 by Leyser and completed by 
John Gerhard, and Foundations (Die Funda- 
mente) of the Sound Doctrine concerning the 
Substantial Presence, Tendering, and Hating 
and Drinking of the Body and Blood of the 
Lord in the Supper,, 1569. 

Andreae and Chemnitz became acquainted 
with each other in 1568, when Duke Julius 
invited the former to conduct the visitation 
in Brunswick together with Chemnitz. They 
jointly also composed the Brunswick Church 
Order of 1569, which was preceded by the 
Corpus Doctrinae Iulium, compiled by Chem- 
nitz and containing the Augsburg Confession, 
the Apology, the Smalcald Articles, the Cate- 
chisms of Luther, and a “short [rather long], 
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simple, and necessary treatise on the preva- 
lent corruptions.” Andreae and Chemnitz are 
the theologians to whom more than any other 
two men our Church owes the Formula of 
Concord and the unification of our Church in 
the one true Christian faith as taught by 
Luther. However, it is Chemnitz who, more 
than Andreae or any other theologian, must 
be credited with the theological clarity and 
correctness which characterizes the Formula. 


276. First Peace Efforts of Andreae Fail. 


In his first attempts to unify the Lutheran 
Church, Andreae endeavored to reconcile all 
parties, including the Wittenberg Philippists, 
who then were contemplating an agreement 
with the Calvinists. In 1567, at the instance 
of Landgrave William of Hesse-Cassel and 
Duke Christopher of Wuerttemberg, Andreae 
composed his “Oonfession and Brief Explana- 
tion of Several Controverted Articles, accord- 
ing to which a Christian unity might be 
effected in the churches adhering to the Awgs- 
burg Confession, and the offensive and weari- 
some dissension might be settled.” In five 
articles he treated: 1. Justification, 2. Good 
Works, 3. Free Will, 4. The Adiaphora, 
5. The Lord’s Supper. The second article 
maintains that we are neither justified nor 
saved by good works, since Christ has earned 
for us both salvation and righteousness by 
His innocent obedience, suffering, and death 
alone, which is imputed as righteousness to 
all believers solely by faith. It rejects all 
those who teach otherwise, but not directly 
and expressly the statement: Good works are 
necessary to salvation. The third article 
maintains that, also after the Fall, man is 
not a block, but a rational creature having 
a free, though weak, will in external things; 
but that in divine and spiritual matters his 
intellect is utterly blind and his will is dead; 
and that hence, unless God creates a new 
volition in him, man is unable of himself, of 
his own powers, to accept the grace of God 
offered in Christ. It rejects all who teach 
otherwise. The fourth article states that cere- 
monies are no longer free, but must be aban- 
doned, when their adoption is connected with 
a denial of the Christian religion, doctrine, 
and confession. It rejects all those who teach 
otherwise. The fifth article emphasizes that 
also the wicked, when they partake of the 
Lord’s Supper, receive the body of Christ, but 
to their damnation. It furthermore declares: 
Since it is objected that the body and blood 
cannot be present in the Holy Supper because 
Christ ascended to heaven with His body, it 
is necessary “to explain the article of the in- 
carnation of the Son of God, and to indicate, 
in as simple a way as possible, the manner 
in which both natures, divine and human, are 
united in Christ, wherefrom it appears to 
what height the human nature in Christ has 
been exalted by the personal union.” (Hutter, 
Concordia Concors, 110 ff.) 

In 1568, at the Brunswick Visitation, re- 
ferred to above, Andreae submitted his five 
articles to Duke Julius, and succeeded in win- 
ning him for his plan. In the same interest 


243 


he came to Wittenberg, January 9, 1569. 
Furnished with letters of commendation from 
Duke Julius and Landgrave William of Hesse, 
he obtained an interview also with Elector 
August, who referred him to his theologians. 
On August 18, 1569, Andreae held a confer- 
ence with the Wittenbergers. They insisted 
that the basis of the contemplated agreement 
must be the Corpus Misnicum (Philippicum). 
When Andreae, unsophisticated as he still was 
with respect to the real character of Phil- 
ippism, publicly declared that the Witten- 
bergers were orthodox teachers, and that the 
Corpus Misnicwm contained no false doctrine, 
he was supplied with a testimonial in which 
the Wittenbergers refer to their Corpus, but 
not to Andreae’s articles, to which also they 
had not fully consented. The result was that 
the Jena theologians, in particular Tilemann 
Hesshusius, denounced Andreae’s efforts as a 
unionistic scheme and a betrayal of true Lu- 
theranism in the interest of Crypto-Calvinism. 
They rejected Andreae’s articles because they 
were incomplete, and contained no specific re- 
jection of the errors of the Philippists. 

At the instance of Andreae, May 7, 1570, 
a conference met at Zerbst in Anhalt, at which 
twenty theologians represented Electoral Sax- 
ony, Brunswick, Hesse, Brandenburg, Anhalt, 
and Lower Saxony (the Ducal Saxon theolo- 
gians declining to participate). The confer- 
ence decided that a new confession was not 
needed, and unanimously recognized the Awgs- 
burg Confession, its Apology, the Smalcald 
Articles, and the Catechisms of Luther. An- 
dreae was elated. In his “Report” to the Em- 
peror and the princes he gloried in “the Chris- 
tian unity” attained at Zerbst. But also this 


y@pparent victory for peace and true Lutheran- 


ism was illusory rather than real, for the 
Wittenberg theologians qualified their sub- 
scription by formally declaring that they 
interpreted and received the confessions enu- 
merated only in as far as they agreed with 
the Corpus Philippicum. And before long the 
Crypto-Calvinistie publications, referred to in 
the chapter on the Crypto-Calvinistic Contro- 
versy, began to make their appearance. The 
only result of these first peace efforts of An- 
dreae, which lacked in single-minded devotion 
to the truth, and did not sufficiently exclude 
every form of indifferentism and unionism, 
was that he himself was regarded with in- 
creasing suspicion by the opponents of the 
Philippists. As for Andreae, however, the 
dealings which he had with the dishonest Wit- 
tenbergers opened his eyes and convinced him 
that it was impossible to win Electoral Sax- 
ony for a truly Lutheran union as long as the 
Crypto-Calvinists were firmly seated in the 
saddle. 


277. Andreae’s Sermons and the 
Swabian Concordia. 


Abandoning his original scheme, which had 
merely served to increase the animosity among 
the Lutherans and to discredit himself, An- 
dreae resolved henceforth to confine his peace 
efforts to true Lutherans, especially those of 
Swabia and Lower Saxony, and to unite them 
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in opposition to the Zwinglians, Calvinists, 
and Philippists, who, outside of Electoral 
Saxony, were by this time generally regarded 
as ‘traitors to the cause of Lutheranism. In 
1573 he made his first move to carry out this 
new plan of his by publishing sermons which 
he had ,delivered 1572 on the doctrines con- 
troverted within the Lutheran Church. The 
title ran: “Sia Christian Sermons concerning 
the dissensions which from the year 1548 to 
this 1573d year have gradually arisen among 
the theologians of the Augsburg Confession, 
as to what attitude a plain pastor and a com- 
mon Christian layman who may have been 
offended thereby should assume toward them 
according to his Catechism.” These sermons 
treat of justification, good works, original sin, 
free will, the adiaphora, Law and Gospel, and 
the person of Christ. As the title indicates, 
‘ Andreae appealed not so much to the theolo- 
gians as to the pastors and the people of the 
Lutheran Church, concerning whom he was 
convinced that, adhering as they did, to Lu- 
ther’s Catechism, they in reality, at least in 
their hearts, were even then, and always had 
been, agreed. Andreae sent these sermons to 
Chemnitz, Chytraeus, Hesshusius, Wigand, 
and other theologians with the request that 
they be accepted as a basis of agreement. In 
the preface, dated February 17, 1573, he dedi- 
eated them to Duke Julius of Brunswick, 
whose good will and consent in the matter he 
had won in 1568, when he assisted in intro- 
ducing the Reformation in his territories. Be- 
fore this Nicholas Selneccer, then superintend- 
ent of Wolfenbuettel, in order to cultivate the 
friendly relations between Swabia and Lower 
Saxony, had dedicated his Instruction. in the 
Christian Religion (Institutio Religionis Chri- 
stianae) to the Duke of Wuerttemberg, prais- 
ing the writings of Brenz, and lauding the 
services rendered by Andreae to the duchy of 
Brunswick. i 

The sermons of Andreae were welcothed by 
Chemnitz, Westphal in Hamburg, David Chy- 
traeus in Rostock, and others. They also 
endeavored to obtain recognition for them 
from various ecclesiastical ministries of Lower 
Saxony. But having convinced themselves 
that the sermonic form was not adapted for 
a confession, they, led by Chemnitz, advised 
that their contents be reduced to articles in 
“thesis and antithesis,” and that this be done 
“with the assistance of other theologians.” 
_ Andreae immediately acted on this suggestion, 
and the result was what is known as the 
Swabian Concordia (Schwaebische Konkordie) , 
— the first draft of the Formula of Concord. 
This document, also called the Tuebingen 
Book, was submitted to, and approved by, the 
theologians of Tuebingen and by the Stutt- 
gart Consistory. In substance it was an elabo- 
ration of the Sia Sermons with the addition 
of the last two articles. It contains eleven 
articles, treating 1. Original Sin; 2. Free 
Will; 3. The Righteousness of Faith before 
God; 4. Good Works; 5. Law and Gospel; 
6. The Third Use of the Law; 7. The Church 
Usages Called Adiaphora; 8. The Lord’s Sup- 
per; 9. The Person of Christ; 10. Eternal 
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Election; 11. Other Factions and Sects. In 
the introduction Andreae also emphasizes the 
necessity of adopting those symbols which 
were afterwards received into the Book of 
Concord. 


278. The Swabian-Saxon Concordia. 


On March 22, 1574, Andreae sent the Swa- 
bian Concordia to Duke Julius and Chemnitz 
with. the request to examine it and to have it 
discussed in the churches of Lower Saxony. 
On the twelfth of May the Duke ordered 
Chemnitz to prepare an opinion on the book 
and to present it to the clergy for their ex- 
amination and approval. Under the leader- 
ship of Chemnitz numerous conferences were 
held, and the various criticisms offered led 
to a revision of the document. This work 


was begun in April, 1575, by the theological 


faculty of Rostock. Apart from numerous 
changes and additions everywhere, the articles 
on Free Will and on the Lord’s Supper were 
completely remodeled by Chytraeus and Chem- 
nitz. 

The new confession, known as the Swabian- 
[Lower] Saxon Concordia, was subscribed by 
the theologians and pastors of the duchies of 
Brunswick, Mecklenburg, Mansfeld, Hoya, and 
Oldenburg. It acknowledges as its doctrinal 
basisthe Holy Scriptures, the three Ecumen- 
ical Creeds, the Augsburg Confession, its 
Apology, the Smaleald Articles, and Luther’s 
two Catechisms. It discusses the following 
articles in the following order: 1. Of Original 
Sin; 2. Of the Person of Christ; .3. Of the 
Righteousness of Faith before God; 4. Of 
Good Works; 5. Of the Law and the Gospel; 
6. Of the Third Use of the Law of God; 7. Of 


» the Holy Supper; 8. Of God’s Eternal Provi- 


dence and Election; 9. Of Church Usages 
which are Called Adiaphora or Things Indif- 
ferent; 10. Of Free Will or Human Powers; 
11. Of Other Factions and Sects which have 
Never Acknowledged the Augsburg Confession. 
While this new Concordia was adopted in 
Lower Saxony, the Swabians, to whom it was 
forwarded, September 5, 1575, were not quite 
satisfied with its form, but did not object to 
its doctrinal contents. They criticized the un- 
evenness of its style, its frequent use of Latin 
technical terms, its quotations (now approved, 
now rejected) from Melanchthon, ete. Par- 
ticularly regarding the last mentioned point, 
they feared that the references to Melanchthon 
might lead to new dissensions; hence they 
preferred that citations be taken from Lu- 
ther’s writings only, which was done in the 
Formula of Concord as finally adopted. 


279. The Maulbronn Formula. 


The movement for a general unity within 
the Lutheran Church received a powerful im- 
petus by the sudden and ignominious collapse 
of Crypto-Calvinism in Electoral Saxony, 
1574. By unmasking the Philippists, God had 
removed the chief obstacle of a godly and gen- 
eral peace among the Lutherans. Now the 
clouds of dissension began to disappear rap- 
idly. As long as the eyes of Elector August 
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were closed to the dishonesty of his theolo- 
gians, there was no hope for a peace embrac- 
ing the entire Lutheran Church in Germany. 
Even before the public exposure of the Philip- 
pists, August had been told as much by Count 
Henneberg and other princes, vig., that the 
Wittenberg theologians were universally sus- 
pected, and that peace could not be established 
until their Calvinistic errors had been con- 
demned. For in the doctrines of the Lord’s 
Supper and of the person of Christ, as has 
been shown in the chapter on the Crypto- 
Calvinistie Controversy, the Philippists of 
Electoral Saxony and of other sections of Ger- 
many were Calvinists rather than Lutherans. 
It was the appearance of the Calvinistic Hae- 
gesis Perspicua of 1574 which left no doubt in 
the mind of the Elector that for years he had 
been surrounded by a clique of dishonest theo- 
logians and unscrupulous schemers, who, 
though claiming to be Lutherans, were secret 
adherents of Calvinism. And after the Elec- 
tor, as Chemnitz remarks, had discovered the 
deception of his theologians in the article on 
the Lord’s Supper, he began to doubt their 
entire contention. (Richard, 426.) 

Among Lutherans generally the humiliating 
events in Saxony increased the feeling of 
shame at the conditions prevailing within 
their Church as well as the earnest desire for 
a genuine and lasting peace in the old Lu- 
theran truths. And now Elector August, who, 
despite his continued animosity against Fla- 
cius, always wished to be a true Lutheran, but 
up to 1574 had not realized that the Philip- 
pistie type of doctrine dominant in his country 
departed from Luther’s teaching, was deter- 
mined to satisfy this universal longing for 
unity and peace. Immediately after the un- 
masking of the Philippists he took measures 
to secure the restoration of orthodox Luther- 
anism in his own lands. At the same time 
he placed himself at the head of the larger 
movement for the establishment of religious 
peace among the Lutherans generally by the 
elaboration and adoption of a doctrinal for- 
mula settling the pending controversies. To 
restore unity and peace to the Lutheran 
Church, which his own theologians had done 
so much to disturb, was now his uppermost 
desire. He prosecuted the plan of pacification 
with great zeal and perseverance. He also 
paid the heavy expenses (80,000 gulden), in- 
curred by the numerous conventions, etc. And 
when, in the interest of such peace and unity, 
the theologians were engaged in conferences, 
the pious Elector and his wife were on their 
knees, asking God that He would crown their 
labor with success. 

The specific plan of the Elector was, as ap- 
pears from his resecript of November 21, 1575, 
to his counselors, that pacifie theologians, ap- 
pointed by the various Lutheran princes, 
“meet in order to deliberate how, by the grace 
of God, all [the existing various corpora 
doctrinae] might be reduced to one corpus, 
which we all could adopt, and that this book 
or corpus doctrinae be printed anew and the 
ministers in the lands of each ruler be re- 
quired to be guided thereby.” Before this 
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Elector August had requested Count George 
Ernest of Henneberg to take the initiative in 
the matter. Accordingly, in November, 1575, 
Henneberg, Duke Ludwig of Wuerttemberg, 
and Margrave Carl of Baden ‘agreed to ask 
a number of theologians to give their opinion 
concerning the question as to how a document 
might be prepared which would serve as a be- 
ginning to bring about true Christian concord 
among the churches of the Augsburg Confes- 
sion. The theologians appointed were the 
Wuerttemberg court-preacher Lucas Osiander 
(born 1534; died 1604), the Stuttgart provost 
Balthasar Bidembach (born 1533; .died 1578), 
and several theologians of Henneberg and 
Baden. Their opinion, delivered November 14, 
1575, was approved by the princes, and Osian- 
der and Bidembach were ordered to prepare 
a formula of agreement in accordance with .it. 
The document which they submitted was dis- 
cussed with theologians from Henneberg and 
Baden at Cloister Maulbronn, Wuerttemberg, 
and, subscribed January 19, 1576. 

The Maulbronn Formula, as the document 
was called, differs from the Swabian-Saxon 
Concordia in being much briefer (about half 
as voluminous), in avoiding technical Latin 
terms, in making no reference whatever to 
Melanchthon, in quoting from Luther’s works 
only, and in omitting such doctrinal points 
(Anabaptism, Schwenckfeldianism, Antitrini- 
tarianism, etc.) as had not been controverted 
among the Lutherans. Following the order of 
the Augustana, this Formula treats the fol- 
lowing articles: 1. Of Original Sin; 2. Of the 
Person of Christ; 3. Of Justification of Faith; 
4. Of the Law and Gospel; 5. Of Good Works; 
6. Of the Holy Supper of Our Lord Christ; 
7. Of Church Usages, Called Adiaphora or 
Things Indifferent; 8. Of Free Will; 9. Of 
the Third Use of God’s Law. 


280. The Torgau Book. © 


On February 9, 1576, the Maulbronn For- 
mula, approved by Count Ludwig of Wuert- 
temberg, Margrave Carl of Baden, and Count 
George Ernest of Henneberg, was transmitted 
to Elector August, who had already received 
a copy of the Swabian-Saxon Concordia from 
Duke Julius of Brunswick. The Elector sub- 
mitted both to Andreae for an opinion, whom 
formal reasons induced to decide in favor of 
the Maulbronn Formula, At the same time 
Andreae advised the Elector to arrange a gen- 
eral conference of prominent theologians to 
act and decide in this matter, suggesting as 
two of its members Chemnitz and Chytraeus 
of Rostock. This being in agreement with his 
own plans, the Elector, at the convention at 
Lichtenberg, February 15, 1576, submitted the 
suggestions of Andreae to twelve of his own 
theologians, headed by Nicholas Selneccer, 
then professor in Leipzig. [Selneeccer was born 
December 6, 1530. In 1550 he took up his 
studies in Wittenberg, where he was much 
impressed and influenced by Melanchthon. In 
1557 he was appointed court-preacher in 
Dresden. Beginning with 1565, after the ban- 
ishment of Flacius and his colleagues, he was 
professor in Jena, He returned to Leipzig in 
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1568. In 1570 he accepted a call from Duke 
Julius as court-preacher and superintendent 
in Brunswick, but returned to Leipzig in 1574. 
Before the unmasking of the Crypto-Calvinists 
his theological attitude lacked clearness and 
determination. Ever after, however, he was 
the leader of the Lutheran forces in Electoral 
Saxony. At the Lichtenberg Convention, con- 
voked February 16, 1576, by Elector August, 
Selneccer successfully advocated the removal 
of the Wittenberg Catechism, the Consensus 
Dresdensis, and the Corpus Philippicum. In 
their place he recommended the adoption of 
a new corpus doctrinae containing the three 
Ecumenical Creeds, the Unaltered Augsburg 
Confession, the Apology, the Smalcald Ar- 
ticles, the Catechisms of Luther, and, if de- 
sired, Luther’s Oommentary on Galatians. 
Finally he advised that the electors and 


princes arrange a convention of such repre- 


sentative theologians as, ¢.g., Chytraeus, 
Chemnitz, Andreae, and Marbach, to discuss 
the doctrinal differences. Selneccer’s recom- 
mendations were adopted by the convention 
and transmitted to Elector August. Though 
contributing little to the contents of the For- 
mula of Concord, Selneccer heartily cooperated 
in its preparation, revision, and adoption. In 
1580, of his own accord, he published the 
Latin Book of Concord, which was followed 
in 1584 by an edition authorized by the 
princes. Selneccer also participated in pre- 
paring the Apology of the Book of Concord, 
first published 1582 in Magdeburg. In May, 
1589, after the Crypto-Calvinistic reaction 
under Christian I, Selneecer, whom the Cal- 
vinists hated more than others of the theolo- 
gians who had participated in the promulga- 
tion of the Formula of Concord, was deposed, 
harassed, and reduced to poverty because of 
his testimony against Chancellor Crell and his 
earnest and continued warnings against the 
Calvinists. After the death of Christian I, 
Selneccer was recalled to Leipzig, where he 
arrived May 19, 1592, five days before his 
death, May 24, 1592.) 

Having through the influence of Selneccer, 
at Lichtenberg, obtained the consent of his 
clergy to his plans of unification, and, also 
in accordance with their desire, called An- 
dreae to Saxony, Elector August immediately 
made arrangements for the contemplated gen- 
eral convention of theologians. It was held 
at Torgau, from May 28 to June 7, 1576, and 
attended by Selneccer, the Saxon ministers 
who had participated in the Lichtenberg con- 
vention, Andreae, Chemnitz, Andrew Musculus 
[General Superintendent of Brandenburg], 
Christopher Cornerus [professor in Frankfurt- 
on-the-Oder; born 1518; died 1549], and Da- 
vid Chytraeus [born February 26, 1530, in 
Wuerttemberg; awarded degree of magister in 
Tuebingen when only fourteen years old; be- 
gan his studies 1544 in Wittenberg, where he 
also heard Luther; was professor in Rostock 
from 1551 till his death, June 25, 1600]. The 
result of the Torgau deliberations, in which 
much time was spent on the articles of Origi- 
nal Sin and Free Will, was the so-called Tor- 
gawu Book. On the seventh of June the theo- 
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logians informed the Elector that, on the basis 
of the Swabian-Saxon and the Maulbronn 
documents, they, as desired by him, had agreed 
on a corpus doctrinae. 

The Torgaw Book was essentially the Swa- 
bian-Sawon Concordia, recast and revised, as 
urged by Andreae, with special reference to 
the desirable features (enumerated above) of 
the Maulbronn Formula. The majority de- 
cided, says Chemnitz, that the Saxon Con-. 
cordia should be retained, but in such a man- 
ner as to incorporate also the quotations from 
Luther, and whatever else might be regarded 
as useful in the Maulbronn Formula. The 
Torgau Book contained the twelve articles of 
the later Formula of Concord and in the same 
sequence; Article IX, “Of the Descent of 
Christ into Hell,” had been added at Torgau. 
The Book was entitled: “Opinion as to how 


‘the dissensions prevailing among the theolo- 


gians of the Augsburg Confession may, ac- 
cording to the Word of God, be agreed upon 
and settled in a Christian manner.” It was 
signed as “their faith, doctrine, and confes- 
sion” by the six men who were chiefly re- 
sponsible for its-form and contents: Jacob 
Andreae, Martin Chemnitz, Nicholas Selnec- 
cer, David Chytraeus, Andrew Musculus, and 
Christopher Cornerus. The convention was 
closed, with a service of thanksgiving to 


‘Almighty God for the blessed results of their 


labors and the happy termination and favor- 
able issue of their discussions, Selneccer de- 
livering the sermon. Similar services were 
held at other places, notably in Mecklenburg 
and Lower Saxony. ; 

In a letter to Hesshusius, Chemnitz says 
concerning the Torgau Convention: ‘“Every- 
thing in this entire transaction occurred aside 
from, beyond, above, and contrary to the hope, 
expectation, and thought of all. I was utterly 
astounded, and could scarcely believe that 
these things were done when they were done. 
It seemed like a dream to me. Certainly a 
good happy and desired beginning has been 
made toward the restoration of purity of doc- 
trine, toward the elimination of corruptions, 
toward the establishment of a godly confes- 
sion.” In a letter of July 24, 1576, to Hess- 
husius and Wigand, Andreae wrote in a simi- 
lar vein, saying: “Often were they [Chemnitz 
and Chytraeus] almost overwhelmed with re- 
joicing and wonder that we were there [at 
Torgau] brought to such deliberation. Truly, 
this is the change of the right hand of the 
Most High, which ought also to remind us 
that since the truth no longer suffers, we 
should do everything that may contribute to 
the restoration of good feeling.” (Richard, 
428. 430.) 


281. The Bergic Book or the Formula of 
Concord. 


In accordance with the recommendation of 
the Torgau convention the Elector of Saxony 
examined the Torgaw Book himself and had 
copies of it sent to the various Lutheran 
princes and estates in Germany with the re- 
quest to have it tested by their theologians, 
and to return their opinions and censures to 
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Dresden. Of these (about 25) the majority 
were favorable. The churches in Pomerania 
and Holstein desired that Melanchthon’s 
authority be recognized alongside of Luther’s. 
On the other hand, Hesshusius and Wigand 
demanded that Flacius, Osiander, Major, Me- 
lanchthon, and other “originators and patrons 
of corruptions” be referred to by name and 
condemned as errorists. Quite a number of 
theologians objected to the Torgaw Book be- 
cause it was too bulky. To meet this objec- 
tion the Hpitome, a summary of the contents 
of the Torgau Book, was prepared by Andreae, 
' with the consent of the Elector. Originally 
its title read: “Brief Summary of the articles 
which, controverted among the theologians of 
the Augsburg Confession for many years, were 
settled in a Christian manner at Torgau in 
the month of June, 1576, by the theologians 
which there met and subscribed.” 

After most of the censures had arrived, the 
“triumvirate” of the Formula of Concord (as 
Chytraeus called them 1581), Andreae, Sel- 
neccer, and Chemnitz, by order of the Elector, 
met on March 1, 1577, at Cloister Bergen, near 
Magdeburg, for the consideration of the criti- 
cisms and final editing of the new confession. 
They finished their work on March 14. Later, 
when other criticisms arrived and a further 
revision took place (also at Bergen, in May, 
1577), Musculus, Cornerus, and Chytraeus 
were added to their number. Though numer- 
ous changes, additions, and omissions were 
made at Bergen, and in Article IX the present 
form was substituted for the sermon of Lu- 
ther, the doctrinal substance of the Torgau 
Book remained unchanged. The chief object 
of the revisers was to eliminate misunder- 
standings and to replace ambiguous and dark 
terms with clear ones. At the last meeting 
of the six revisers (at Bergen, in May) the 
Solid Declaration was quickly and finally 
agreed upon, only a few changes of a purely 
verbal and formal nature being made. On 
May 28, 1577, the revised form of the Torgau 
Book was submitted to Elector August. It is 
known as the Bergic Book, or the Solid Decla- 
ration, or the Formula of Concord, also as the 
Book of Concord (a title which was after- 
wards reserved for the collection of all the 
Lutheran symbols). Of course, the Epitome, 
prepared by Andreae, was also examined and 
approved by the revisers at Cloister Bergen. 

In order to remove a number of misunder- 
standings appearing after the completion of 
the Bergic Book, a “‘Preface” (Introduction to 
the Book of Concord) was prepared by the 
theologians and signed by the princes: The 
Catalog of Testimonies, added first with the 
caption “Appendix” and later without the 
same, or omitted entirely, is a private work 
of Andreae and Chemnitz, and not a part of 
the confession. Its special purpose is to prove 
that the Lutheran doctrine concerning the 
person of Christ and the majesty of His 
human nature as set forth in Article VII of 
the Formula of Concord, is clearly taught by 
the Scriptures as well as by the Fathers of 
the ancient Church. The Formula of Concord 
(German) was first published at Dresden, 
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1590, as a part of the Book of Concord. The 
first authentic Latin edition appeared in Leip- 
zig, 1584. (Compare chapter on “The Book of 
Concord.”’) 


282. Subscription to the Formula of 
Concord. 


Originally Elector August planned to sub- 
mit the Bergic Book to a general convention 
of the evangelical estates for approval. But, 
fearing that this might lead to new discus- 
sions and dissensions, the six theologians, in 
their report (May 28, 1577) on the final re- 
vision of the Bergic Book, submitted and 
recommended a plan of immediate subscription 
instead of an adoption at a general conven- 
tion. Consenting to their views, the Electors 
of Saxony and Brandenburg forthwith sent 
copies of the Bergic Book to such princes and 
estates as were expected to consent. These 
were requested to multiply the copies, and 
everywhere to circulate and submit them for 
discussion and subscription. As a result the 
Formula of Concord was signed by the elec- 
tors of Saxony, of Brandenburg, and of the 
Palatinate; furthermore by 20 dukes and 
princes, 24 counts, 4 barons, 35 imperial 
cities, and about 8,000 pastors and teachers, 
embracing about two-thirds of the Lutheran 
territories of Germany. 

The first signatures were those of Andreae, 
Selneccer, Musculus, Cornerus, Chytraeus, and 
Chemnitz, who on May 29, 1577, signed both 
the Epitome and the Thorough Declaration, 
the latter with the following solemn protes- 
tation: ‘Since now, in the sight of God and 
of all Christendom, we wish to testify to those 
now living and those who shall come after us 
that this declaration herewith presented con- 
cerning all the controverted articles afore- 
mentioned and explained, and no other, is our 
faith, doctrine, and confession, in which we 
are also willing, by God’s grace, to, appear 
with intrepid hearts before the judgment-seat 
of Jesus Christ, and give an account of it; 
and that we will neither privately nor pub- 
licly speak or write anything contrary to it, 
but, by the help of God’s grace, intend to abide 
thereby: therefore, after mature deliberation, 
we have, in God’s fear and with the invocation 
of His name, attached our signatures with our 
own hands.” (Conc. Trig. 1103, 40; 842,31.) 

Kolde remarks: “Wherever the civil author- 
ities were in favor of the Bergic Book, the 
pastors and teachers also were won for its 
subscription. That the wish of the ruler con- 
tributed to this result cannot be denied and is 
confirmed by the Crypto-Calvinistic troubles 
reappearing later on in Saxony. But that the 
influence of the rulers must not be overesti- 
mated, appears, apart from other things, 
from the frequent additions to the signatures: 
‘With mouth and heart (cum ore et corde). ” 
Self-evidently the Crypto-Calvinists as well as 
other errorists had to face the alternative of 
either subscribing or being suspended from the 
ministry. The very object of the Formula of 
Concord was to purge the Lutheran Church 
from Calvinists and others who were not in 
sympathy and agreement with the Lutheran 
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Confessions and constituted a foreign and dis- 
turbing element in the Lutheran Church. 

- As to the manner in which the Formula 
was submitted for subscription, it was cer- 
tainly not indifferentistic, but most solemn 
and serious, and perhaps, in some instances, 
even severe. Coercion, however, was nowhere 
employed for obtaining the signatures. At 
any rate, no instance is recorded in which 
compulsion was used to secure its adoption. 
Moreover, the campaign of public subscription, 
for which about two years were allowed, was 
everywhere conducted on the principle that 
such only were to be admitted to subscription 
as had read the Formula and were in complete 
agreement with its doctrinal contents. Yet 
it was probably true that some, as Hutter 
assumes, signed with a bad conscience [Hut- 
ter: “Deinde esto: subscripserunt aliqu mala 
conscientia Formulae Concordiae” ; 
Einleitung, 115]; for among those who af- 
fixed their names are quite a few of former 
Crypto-Calvinists — men who had always 
found a way of escaping martyrdom, and, 
also in this instance, may have preferred the 
retaining of their livings to following their 
conviction. The fact is that no other confes- 


sion can be mentioned in the elaboration of~ 


which so much time, labor,;and care was ex- 
pended to bring out clearly the divine truth, 
to convince every one of its complete har- 
mony with the Bible and the Lutheran sym- 
bols, and to hear and’ meet all objections, as 
was the case with respect to the Formula of 
Concord. 

“In reply to the criticism [of the Calvinists 
in the Neustadt Admonition, etc.] that it was 
unjust for only six theologians to write a Con- 
fession for the whole Church, and that a Gen- 
eral Synod should have been held before the 
signing of the Confession, the Convention of 
Quedlinburg, in 1583, declared it untrue that 
the Formula of Concord had been composed by 
only six theologians, and reminded the critics 
how, on the contrary, the articles had first 
been sent, a number of times, to all the Lu- 
theran churches in Germany; how, in order to 
consider them, synods and conferences had 
been held on every side, and the articles had 
been thoroughly tested; how, criticisms had 
been made upon them; and how the criticisms 
had been conscientiously taken in hand by a 
special commission. The Quedlinburg Con- 
vention therefore declared in its minutes that, 
indeed, ‘such a frequent revision and testing 
of the Christian Book of Concord, many times 
repeated, is a much greater work thin if a 
General Synod had been assembled respect- 
ing it, to which every province would have 
commissioned two or three theologians, who 
in the name of all the rest would have helped 
to test and approve the book. Tor in that 
way only one synod would have been held for 
the comparing and testing of this work, but, 
as it was, many synods were held; and it was 
sent to many provinces, which had it tested 
by the weighty and mature judgment of their 
theologians, in such manner as has never oc- 
curred in the case of any book or any matter 
of religion since the beginning of Christian- 


ae 


j 


Mueller,» 
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ity, as is evident from the history of the 
Church.’ ... We are solemnly told [by An- 
dreae, Selneccer, etc.] that no one was forced 
by threats to sign the Formula of Concord, 
and that no one was tempted to do so by 
promises. We know that no one was taken 
suddenly by surprise. Every one was given 
time to think. As the work of composition 
extended through years, so several years were 
given for the work of signing, We very much 
doubt whether the Lutheran Church to-day 
could secure any democratic subscription so 
clean, so conscientious, so united, or so large 
as that which was given to the Book of Con- 
cord.” (Schmauk, 663 f.) 


283. Subscription in Electoral Saxony, 
Brandenburg, etc. 


In Electoral Saxony, where Crypto-Calvin- 
Xm had reigned supreme for many years, pre- 
vailing conditions naturally called for a strict 
procedure. For Calvinists could certainly not 
be tolerated as preachers in Lutheran churches 
or as teachers in Lutheran schools. Such was 
also the settled conviction and determination 
of Elector August. When he learned that the 
Wittenberg professors were trying to evade an 
unqualified subscription, he declared: By the 
help of God I am determined, as long as I live, 


to. keep my churches and schools pure and in 


agreement with the Formula of Concord. 
Whoever does not want to cooperate with me 
may go; I have no desire for him. God pro- 
tect me, and those belonging to me, from Pa- 
pists and Calvinists —I have experienced it. 
(Richard, 529.) 

The Elector demanded that every pastor 
affix his own signature to the Formula. Ac- 
cordingly, in every place, beginning with Wit- 
tenberg, the commissioners addressed the min- 
isters and schoolteachers, who had been sum- 
moned from the smaller towns and villages, 
read the Formula to them, exhorted them to 
examine it and to express their doubts or 
scruples, if they had any, and finally de- 
manded subscription of all those who could 
not bring any charge of false doctrine 
against it. According to Planck only one 
pastor, one superintendent (Kolditz, who later 
on subscribed), and one schoolteacher refused 
to subscribe. (6, 560.) Several professors in 
Leipzig and Wittenberg who declined to ac- 
knowledge the Formula were dismissed. 

However, as stated, also in Electoral Saxony 
coercion was not employed. Moreover, ob- 
jections were listened to with patience, and 
time was allowed for consideration. Indeed, 
in the name of the Elector every one was ad- 
monished not to subscribe against his con- 
science. J. F. Mueller says in his Historico- 
Theological Introduction to the Lutheran 
Symbols: “At the Herzberg Convention, 1578, 
Andreae felt justified in stating: ‘I can truth- 
fully say that no one was coerced to subseribe 
or banished on that account. If this is not 
true, the Son of God has not redeemed me 
with His blood; for otherwise I do not want 
to become a partaker of the blood of Christ.’ 
Pursuant to this declaration the opponents 
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were publicly challenged to mention a single 
person who had subscribed by compulsion, but 
they were unable to do so. Moreover, even 
the Nuernbergers, who did not adopt the For- 
mula of Concord, acknowledged that the sig- 
natures had been affixed without employment 
of force.” (115.) True, October 8, 1578, An- 
dreae wrote to Chemnitz: “We treated the 
pastors with such severity that a certain truly 
good man and sincere minister of the church 
afterwards said to us in the lodging that, 
when the matter was proposed so severely, his 
mind was seized with a great consternation, 
which caused him to think that he, being near 
Mount Sinai, was hearing the promulgation 
of the Mosaic Law (se animo adeo consternato 
fuisse, cum negotiwm tam severiter proponere- 
tur, ut existimaret, se monti. Sinai proximum 
legis Mosaicae promulgationem audire)... . 
I do not believe that anywhere a similar 
severity has been employed.” °(116.) But the 
term “severity” here employed does not mean 
force or compulsion, but merely signifies re- 
ligious seriousness and moral determination 
to eliminate Crypto-Calvinism from the Lu- 
theran Church in Electoral Saxony. The 
spirit in which also Andreae desired this mat- 
ter to be conducted appears from his letter of 
November 20, 1579, to Count Wolfgang, in 
which he says: Although as yet some minis- 
ters in his country had not subscribed to the 
Formula, he should not make too much of 
that, much less press or persuade them; for 
whoever did not subscribe spontaneously and 
with a good conscience should abstain from 
subscribing altogether much rather than 
pledge himself with word and hand when his 
heart did not concur — denn wer es nicht mit 
seinem Geist und gutem Gewissen tue, bleibe 
viel besser davon, als dass er sich mit Worten 
und mit der Hand dazu bekenne und das Herz 
nicht daran waere. (115.) 

Also Selneccer testifies to the general will- 
ingness with which the ministers in Saxony 
affixed their signatures. With respect to the 

, universities of Wittenberg and Leipzig, how- 
ever, he remarks that there some were found 
who, while willing to acknowledge the first 
part of the Book of Concord, begged to be ex- 
cused from signing the Formula, but that they 
had been told by the Elector: If they agreed 
with the first part, there was no reason why 
they should refuse to sign the second, since it 
was based on the first. (Carpzov, Isagoge 20.) 
While thus in Electoral Saxony subscription 
to the Formula was indeed demanded of all 
professors and ministers, there is not a single 
case on record in which compulsion was em- 
ployed to obtain it. 

In Brandenburg the clergy subscribed un- 
conditionally, spontaneously, and with thank- 
fulness toward God and to their “faithful, 
pious ruler for his fatherly care of the 
Church.” Nor was any opposition met with 
in Wuerttemberg, where the subscription was 
completed in October, 1577. In Mecklenburg 
the ministers were kindly invited to subscribe. 
Such as refused were suspended and given 
time for deliberation, with the proviso that 
they abstain from criticizing the Formula be- 
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fore the people. When the superintendent of 
Wismar and several pastors declined finally to 
adopt the Formula, they were deposed. 

Accordingly, it was in keeping with the 
facts when the Lutheran electors and princes 
declared in the Preface to the Formula of Con- 
cord “that their theologians, ministers, and 
schoolteachers” “did with glad heart and 
heartfelt thanks to God the Almighty volun- 
tarily and with well-considered courage adopt, 
approve, and subscribe this Book of Ooncord 
[formula of Concord] as the true and Chris- 
tian sense of the Augsburg Confession, and 
did publicly testify thereto with heart, mouth, 
and hand. Wherefore also this Christian 
Agreement is not the confession of some few 
of our theologians only, but is called, and is, 
in general, the unanimous confession of each 
and every one of the ministers and school- 
teachers of our lands and provinces.” (Conc. 
AD Cie ys S56) 


284. Where and Why Formula of Con- 
cord was Rejected. 


Apart from the territories which were really 
Calvinistic (Anhalt, Lower Hesse, the Palati- 
nate, etc.), comparatively few of the German 
princes and estates considered adherents of 
the Augsburg Confession declined to accept 
the Formula of Concord because of any doc- 
trinal disagreement. Some refused to append 
their names for political reasons; others, be- 
cause they were opposed on principle to a new 
symbol. With still others, notably some of 
the imperial cities, it was a case of religious 
particularism, which would not brook any dis- 
turbance of its own mode of church-life. 
Also injured pride, for not having been con- 
sulted in the matter, nor called upon to par- 
ticipate in the preparation and revision of the 
Formula, was not altogether lacking as a 
motive for withholding one’s signature. In 
some instances personal spite figured as a 
reason. Because Andreae had given offense 
to Paul von Eitzen, Holstein rejected the For- 
mula, stating that all the articles it treated 
were clearly set forth in the existing symbols. 
Duke Julius of Brunswick, though at first 
most zealous in promoting the work of paci- 
fication and the adoption of the Book of Con- 
cord, withdrew in 1583, because Chemnitz had 
rebuked him for allowing his son to be conse- 
crated Bishop of Halberstadt. (Kolde, 73 f.) 
However, despite the unfriendly attitude of 
Duke Julius, some of the Brunswick theolo- 
gians openly declared their agreement with 
the Formula as well as their determination, 
by the help of God, to adhere to its doctrine. 
No doubt but that much more pressure was 
exercised in hindering than in urging Lu- 
therans to subscribe to the Formula. 

For the reasons enumerated the Formula of 
Concord was not adopted in Brunswick, Wol- 
fenbuettel, Holstein, Hesse, Pomerania (where, 
however, the Formula was received later), An- 
halt, the Palatinate (which, after a short Lu- 
theran interregnum, readopted the Heidelberg 
Catechism under John Casimir, 1583), Zwei- 
bruecken, Nassau, Bentheim, Tecklenburg, 
Solms, Ortenburg, Liegnitz, Brieg, Wohlau, 
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Bremen, Danzig, Magdeburg, Nuernberg, 
Weissenburg, Windsheim, Frankfort-on-the- 


Main, Worms, Speyer, Strassburg. 

In Sweden and Denmark, Frederick IT 
issued an edict, July 24, 1580, forbidding (for 
political reasons) the importation and publi- 
cation of the Formula of Concord on pen- 
alty of execution and confiscation of property. 
He is said to have cast the two elegantly 
bound copies of the Formula sent him by his 
sister, the wife of Elector August of Saxony, 
into the fireplace. Later on, however, the 
Formula came to be esteemed also in the 
Danish Church and to be regarded as a sym- 
bol, at least in fact, if not in form. 

While some of the original signatories sub- 
sequently withdrew from the Formula of Con- 
cord, a larger number acceded to it. Among 
the latter were Holstein, Pomerania, Krain, 
Kaernthen, Steiermark, etc. In Sweden the 
Formula was adopted 1593 by the Council of 
Upsala; in Hungary, in 1597. With few ex- 
ceptions the Lutheran synods in America and 
Australia all subscribed also to the Formula 
of Concord. 


285. Formula Not a New Confession 
Doctrinally. 


The Formula of Concord purified the Lu- 
theran Church from. Romanism, Calvinism, 
indifferentism, unionism, synergism, and other 
errors and unsound tendencies. It did so, not 
by proclaiming new exclusive laws and doc- 
trines, but by showing that these corruptions 
were already excluded by the spirit and letter 
of the existing Lutheran symbols. Doctrinally 
the Formula of Concord is not a new confes- 
sion, but merely a repetition and explanation 
of the old Lutheran confessions. It does not 
set forth or formulate a new faith or tenets 
hitherto unknown to the Lutheran Church. 
Nor does it correct, change, or in any way 
modify any of her doctrines. On the contrary, 
its very object was to defend and maintain the 
teaching of her old symbols against all man- 
ner of attacks coming from without as well 
as from within the Lutheran Church. The 
Formula merely presents, repeats, reaffirms, 
explains, defends, clearly defines, and consist- 
ently applies the truths directly or indirectly, 
explicitly or implicitly confessed and taught 
in the antecedent Lutheran confessions. The 
Augsburg Confession concludes its last para- 
graph: “If there is anything that any one 
might desire in this Confession, we are ready, 
God willing, to present ampler information 
(latiorem informationem) according to the 
Scriptures.” (94,7.) Close scrutiny will re- 
veal the fact that in every detail the Formula 
must be regarded as just such an “ampler in- 
formation, according to the Scriptures.” The 
Lutheran Church, therefore, has always held 
that whoever candidly adopts the Augsburg 
Confession cannot and will not reject the For- 
mula of Concord either. 

As for the Formula itself, it most emphatic- 
ally disclaims to be anything really new. In 
their Preface to the Book of Concord the Lu- 
theran princes declared: “We indeed (to re 
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peat in conclusion what we have mentioned — 
several times above) have wished, in this 
work of concord, in no way to devise anything 
new, or to depart from the truth of the heay- 
enly doctrine, which our ancestors (renowned 
for their piety) as well as we ourselves have 
acknowledged and professed. We mean that 
doctrine, which, having been derived from the 
prophetic and apostolic Scriptures, is con- 
tained in the three ancient Creeds, in the 
Augsburg Oonfession, presented in the year 
1530 to Emperor Charles V, of excellent 
memory, then in the Apology, which was 
added to this, in the Smalcald Articles, and 
lastly in both the Catechisms of that excellent 
man, Dr. Luther. Therefore we also have de- 
termined not to depart even a finger’s breadth 
either from the subjects themselves, or from 
the phrases which are found in them, but, the 


«Spirit of the Lord aiding us, to persevere con- 


stantly, with the greatest harmony, in this 
godly agreement, and we intend to examine 
all controversies according to this true norm 
and declaration of the pure doctrine.” (Conc. 
TRIGL., 23.) In the Comprehensive Summary 
we read: “We [the framers and signers of the 
Formula of Concord] have declared to one an- 
other with heart and mouth that we will not 
make or receive a separate or new confession 
of our faith, but confess the public common 


“writings which always and everywhere were 


held and used as such symbols or common con- 
fessions in all the churches of the Augsburg 
Confession before the dissensions arose among 
those who accept the Augsburg Confession, 
and as long as in all articles there was on all 
sides a unanimous adherence to the pure doc- 
trine of the divine Word, as the sainted 
Dr. Luther explained it.” (851, 2.9.) The For- 
mula of Concord therefore did not wish to 
offer anything that was new doctrinally. It 
merely expressed the consensus of all loyal 
Lutherans, and applied the truths contained 
in the existing symbols to the questions raised 
in the various controversies. 


286. Formula a Reaffirmation of Genuine 
Lutheranism. 


To restore Luther’s doctrine, such was the 
declared purpose of the promoters and authors 
of the Formula of Concord. And in deciding 
the controverted questions, they certainly did 
most faithfully adhere to Luther’s teaching. 
The Formula is an exact, clear, consistent, and 
guarded statement of original Lutheranism; 
purified of all foreign elements later on in- 
jected into it by the*Philippists and other 
errorists. It embodies the old Lutheran doc- 
trine, as distinguished not merely from Ro- 
manism and Calvinism, ‘but also from Me- 
lanchthonianism and other innovations after 
the death of Luther. Surely Luther would 
not have hesitated to endorse each and all of 
its articles or doctrinal statements. Even 
Planck, who poured contempt and sarcasm on 
the loyal Lutherans, admits: “It was almost 
beyond controversy that the Formula, in every 
controverted article, established and author- 
ized precisely the view which was most clearly 
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sanctioned by the Unaltered Augsburg Confes- 
sion, by its Apology according to the edition 
of the year 1531, by the Smalcald Articles, 
and by the Catechisms of Luther.” (6, 697.) 
This complete agreement with Luther also ac- 
counts for the fact that the Formula was 
immediately acknowledged by two-thirds of 
the Protestants in Germany. ’ 

As for Luther, the Formula of Concord re- 
gards him as the God-given Reformer and 
teacher of the Church. We read: “By the 
special grace and mercy of the Almighty the 
doctrine concerning the chief articles of our 
Christian religion (which under the Papacy 
had been horribly obscured by human teach- 
ings and ordinances) were ewplained and puri- 
fied again from God’s Word by Dr. Luther, of 
blessed and holy memory.” (847, 1.) Again: 
“Tn these last times God, out of special grace, 
has brought the truth of His Word to light 
again from the darkness of the Papacy 
through the faithful service of the precious 
man of God, Dr. Luther.” (851,5.) Luther is 
spoken of as “this highly illumined man,” 
“the hero illumined with unparalleled and 
most excellent gifts of the Holy Ghost,” “the 
leading teacher of the Augsburg Confession.” 
(980, 28; 983, 34.) “Dr. Luther,” says the 
Formula, “is to be regarded as the most dis- 
tinguished (vornehmste, praecipwus) teacher 
of the Churches which confess the Augsburg 
Confession, whose entire doctrine as to sum 
and substance is comprised in the articles of 
the Augsburg Confession.” (985,41.) Again: 
‘Dr. Luther, who, above others, certainly 
understood the true and proper meaning of 
the Augsburg Confession, and who constantly 
remained steadfast thereto till his end, and 
defended it, shortly before his death repeated 
his faith concerning this article [of the Lord’s 
Supper] with great zeal in his last Confes- 
sion.” (983, 33.) Accordingly, only from Lu- 
ther’s writings quotations are introduced by 
the Formula to prove the truly Lutheran char- 
acter of a doctrine. Im this respect Luther 
was considered the highest authority, out- 
weighing by far that of Melanchthon or any 
other Lutheran divine. Everywhere Luther’s 
books are referred and appealed to, e.g., his 
“beautiful and glorious exposition of the 
Epistle of St. Paul to the Galatians,” his book 
concerning Councils, his Large Oonfession, his 
De Servo Arbitrio, his Commentary on Gene- 
sis, his sermon of 1533 at Torgau, ete. 
(925,28; 937, 67; 823, 21; 897,43; 827, 2; 
1051, 1; ef. 1213 ff.) 

Luther’s doctrine, according to the Formula 
of Concord, is embodied in the old Lutheran 
symbols, and was “collected into the articles 
and chapters of the Augsburg Confession.” 
(851, 5.) The Augsburg Confession, the Apol- 
ogy, the Smalcald Articles, and the Small and 
the Large Catechism, says the Formula, “have 
always been regarded as the norm and model 
of the doctrine which Dr. Luther, of blessed 
memory, has admirably deduced from God’s 
Word, and firmly established against the 
Papacy and other sects; and to his full ex- 
planations in his doctrinal and _ polemical 
writings we wish to appeal, in the manner 
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and as far as Dr. Luther himself in the Latin 
preface to his published works has given neces- 
sary and Christian admonition concerning his 
writings.” (853, 9.) According to the For- 
mula there were no dissensions among the 
Lutherans “as long as in all articles there 
was on all sides a unanimous adherence to 
the pure doctrine of the divine Word as the 
sainted Dr. Luther explained it.” (851, 2.) 
Melanchthon, Agricola, Osiander, Major, and 
the Philippists, departing from Luther, struck 
out on paths of their own, and thus gave rise 
to the controversies finally settled by the For- 
mula of Concord. 

As for the Formula of Concord itself, the 
distinct object also of its promoters and 
authors was to restore, reaffirm, and vindicate 
the doctrine of Luther. In a letter of July 24, 
1576, to Hesshusius and Wigand, Andreae, 
giving an account of the results of the Tor- 
gau Convention, remarks: “For this I dare 
affirm and promise sacredly that the illus- 
trious Elector of Saxony is bent on this alone, 
that the doctrine of Luther, which has been 
partly obscured, partly corrupted, partly con- 
demned openly or secretly, shall again be re- 
stored pure and unadulterated in the schools 
and churches, and accordingly Luther shall 
live, 1. e., Christ, whose faithful servant Lu- 
ther was —adeoque Lutherus, hoc est, Chri- 
stus, cuws fides minister Lutherus fuit, 
vwat. What more do you desire? Here [in 
the Torgau Book] nothing is colored, nothing 
is dressed up, nothing is concealed, but every- 
thing is in keeping with the spirit of Luther, 
which is Christ’s. Nihil hic fucatum, nihil 
palliatum, mhil tectum est, sed iuxta spiri- 
tum Luthert, qui Christi est.” (Schaff 1, 339.) 
Also the Formula of Concord, therefore, con- 
tains Luther’s theology. 

It has been asserted that the Formula of 
Concord is a compromise between Luther and 
Melanchthon, a “synthesis or combination of 
the two antagonistic forces of the Reforma- 
tion, a balance of mutually destructive prin- 
ciples,” etc. The Formula, says also Seeberg, 
represents a “Melanchthonian Lutheranism.” 
But the plain truth is that the Formula is 
a complete victory of Luther over the later 
Melanchthon as well as the other - errorists 
who had raised their heads within the Lu- 
theran Church. It gave the floor, not to 
Philip, but to Martin. True, it was the 
avowed object of the Formula to restore peace 
to the Lutheran Church, but not by compro- 
mising in any shape or form the doctrine of 
Luther, which, its authors were convinced, is 
nothing but divine truth itself. In thesis and 
antithesis, moreover, the Formula takes a 
clearly defined stand against all the errorists 
of those days: Anabaptists, Schwenckfeldians, 
Antitrinitarians, Romanists, Zwinglians, Cal- 
vinists, Crypto-Calvinists, Adiaphorists, Anti- 
nomians, Synergists, Majorists, the later Fla- 
cianists, etc. It did not acknowledge, or leave 
room for, any doctrines or doctrinal tenden- 
cies deviating in the least from original gen- 
uine Scriptural Lutheranism. At every poiut 
it oceupied the old Lutheran ground. Every- 
where it observed a correct balance between 
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two errors (e. g., Romanism and Zwinglianism, 
Calvinism and synergism, Majorism and anti- 
nomianism); it steered clear of Scylla as well 
as Charybdis, avoiding errors to the right as 
well as pitfalls to the left. The golden high- 
way of truth on which it travels was not 
Melanchthon nor a middle ground between 
Luther and Melanchthon, but simply Luther 
and the truths which he had brought to light 
again. 

Melanchthonianism may be defined as an 
effort td inoculate Lutheranism with a union- 
istic and Calvinistic virus. The distinct ob- 
ject of the Formula, however, was not merely 
to reduce, but to purge the Lutheran Church 
entirely from, this as well as other leaven. 
The Formulas theology is not Lutheranism 
modified by, but thoroughly cleansed from, 
antinomianism, Osiandrianism, and particu- 
larly from Philippism. Accordingly, while in 
the Formula Luther is celebrated and quoted 
as the true and reliable exponent of Lutheran- 
ism,,Melanchthon is nowhere appealed to as 
an authority in this respect. It is only in the 
Preface of the Book of Concord that his writ- 
ings are referred to as not to be “rejected and 
condemned”; but the proviso is added, “in 
as far as (quatenus) they agree throughout 
with the norm laid down in the Book of Con- 
cord.” (16.) 


287. Scripture Sole Standard and Rule. 


From the high estimation in which Luther 
was held by the Formula of Concord it has 
falsely been inferred that this Confession 
accords Luther the “highest authority,” as 
Hase says, or considers him “the regulative 
and almost infallible expounder” of the Bible, 
as Schaff asserts. (Creeds 1, 313.) But accord- 
ing to the Formula the supreme arbiter and 
only final rule in all matters of religion is 
the inspired Word of God; and absolutely all 
human teachers and ‘books, including Luther 
and the Lutheran symbols, are subject to its 
verdict. When, after Luther’s death, God per- 
mitted doctrinal controversies to distract the 
Church, His purpose, no doubt, being also to 
have her fully realize not only that Luther’s 
doctrine is in complete harmony with Scrip- 
ture, but, in addition, that in matters of faith 
and doctrine not Luther, not the Church, not 
the symbols, nor any other human authority, 
but His Word alone is the sole rule and norm. 
The Formula certainly learned this lesson 
well. In its opening paragraph we read: 
“We believe, teach, and confess that the sole 
rule and standard according to which both all 
doctrines and all teachers should be estimated 
and judged are the prophetic and apostolic 
Scriptures of the Old and the New Testament 
alone.... Other writings, however, of ancient 
or modern teachers, whatever name they bear, 
must not be regarded as equal to the Holy 
Scriptures, but all of them together be sub- 
jected to them.” (777,1.) And in this, too, 
the Formula was conscious of being in agree- 
ment with Luther. Luther himself, it de- 
clares, “has expressly drawn this distinction, 
namely, that the Word of God alone should 
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be and remain the only standard and rule of 
doctrine, to which the writings of no man 
should be regarded as equal, but to which 
everything should be subjected.” (853, 9.) 
Scripture is, and always must remain, the 
only norma normans, the standard that rules 
everything, — such was the attitude of the 
Formula of Concord. a 

Accordingly, the proof proper for the truth 
of any doctrinal statement is taken by the 
Formula neither from the Lutheran symbols 
nor the writings of Luther, but from the Word 
of God. And the only reason why the pro- 
moters and framers of the Formula were 
determined to restore the unadulterated teach- 
ing of Luther was because, in the controversies 


following his death, they had thoroughly con- 


vinced themselves that, on the one hand, the 
doctrines proclaimed by Luther were nothing 


&but the purest gold mined from the shafts of 


God’s Word, and that, on the other hand, the 
various deviations from Luther’s teaching, 
which had caused the dissensions, were aber- 
rations not only from the original Lutheran 
Confessions, but also from Holy Scripture. 
The thirty years of theological discussion had 
satisfied the Lutherans that to adhere to the 
Bible was tantamount to adhering to the 
teaching of Luther, and vice versa. Accord- 
ingly, the Formula also declared it as its ob- 


“ject ‘to prove that the doctrines it presented 


were in harmony with the Bible, as well as 
with the teaching of Luther and the Augs- 
burg Confession. (856,19.) This agreement 
with the Word of God and the preceding Lu- 
theran symbols constitutes the Formula a 
Lutheran confession, which no one who is 
a true Lutheran can reject or, for doctrinal 
reasons, refuse to accept. 


288. Formula Benefited Lutheran Church. 


It has frequently been asserted that the 
Formula of Concord greatly damaged Lu- 
theranism, causing bitter controversies, and 
driving many Lutherans into the fold of Cal- 
vinism, e. g., in the Palatinate (1583), in An- 
halt, in Hesse, and in Brandenburg (1613). 
Richard says: “The Formula of Concord was 
the cause of the most bitter controversies, dis- 
sensions, and alienations. The position taken 
by the adherents of the Formula of Concord 
that this document is the true historical and 
logical explanation of the older confessions, 
and is therefore the test and touchstone of 
Lutheranism, had the effect, as one extreme 
generates a counter-extreme, of driving many 
individual Lutherans and many Lutheran 
churches into the Calvinistie fold, as that 
fold was represented in Germany by the Hei- 
delberg Catechism as the chief confession of 
faith.” (516.) 

But this entire view is founded on indiffer- 
entism and unionism flowing from the false 
principle that quality must be sacrificed to 
quantity, eternal truth to temporal peace, and 
unity to external progress and temporary suc- 
cess. Viewed in the light of God’s Word, 
error is the centrifugal force and the real 
cause of dissension and separations among 
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Christians, while divine truth always acts as 
a centripetal or a truly unifying power. The 
Formula therefore, standing clearly as it 
does for divine truth only, cannot be charged 
with causing dissension and breeding trouble 
among Christians. It settled many contro- 
versies and healed dissensions, but produced 
none. True, the Formula was condemned by 
many, but with no greater justice and for no 
other reasons than those for which the truths 
of God’s Word have always been assailed by 
their enemies. 

Nor is the statement correct that the For- 
mula of Concord drove loyal Lutherans out of 
their own churches into Calvinistic folds. It 
clearly stated what, according to God’s Word 
and their old confessions, Lutherans always 
will believe, teach, and confess, as also what 
they always must reject as false and detri- 
mental to the cause of the Church of Christ; 
however, in so doing, it did not drive Lu- 
therans into the ranks of the Calvinists, but 
drove masked Calvinists out of the ranks of 
loyal Lutherans into those folds to which they 
really belonged. Indeed, the Formula failed 
to make true Lutherans of all the errorists; 
but neither did the Augsburg Confession suc- 
ceed in making friends and Lutherans of all 
Papists, nor the Bible, in making Christians 
of all unbelievers. However, by clearly stat- 
ing its position in thesis and antithesis, the 
Formula did succeed in bringing about a 
wholesome separation, ridding the Lutheran 
Church of antagonistic spirits, unsound ten- 
dencies, and false doctrines. In fact, it saved 
the Church from slow, but sure poisoning at 
the hands of the Crypto-Calvinists; it re- 
stored purity, unity, morale, courage, and 
hope when she was demoralized, distracted, 
and disfigured by many dissensions and cor- 
ruptions. Whatever, by \adopting the For- 
mula of Concord, the Lutheran Church there- 
fore may have lost in extension, it won in 
intention; what it lost in numbers, it won in 
unity, solidity, and firmness in the truth. 

True, the Formula of Concord completely 
foiled Melanchthon’s plan of a union between 
the Lutheran and Reformed churches on the 
basis of the Variata of 1540, —a fact which 
more than anything else roused the ire of 
Philippists and Calvinists. But that was an 
ungodly union, contrary to the Word of God; 
a union involving a denial of essential Chris- 
tian truths; a union incompatible with the 
spirit of Lutheranism, which cannot survive 
where faith is gagged and open confession of 
the truth is smothered; a union in which Cal- 
vinism, engrafted on Lutheranism, would have 
‘ reduced the latter to a mere feeder of a for- 
eign life. However, though it shattered the 
ungodly plans of the Philippists and Calvin- 
ists, the Formula did not in the least destroy 
the hope of, or block the way for, a truly 
Christian agreement. On the contrary, it for- 
mulated the only true basis for such a union, 
which it also realized among the Lutherans. 


And if the Lutheran and Reformed churches ° 


will ever unite in a true and godly manner, 
it must be done on the basis of the truths set 
forth by the Formula. 
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289. Necessity of Formula of Concord. 


Several Lutheran states, as related above, 
declined to accept the Formula of Concord, 
giving as their reason for such action that 
there was no need of a new confession. The 
fact, however, that the Formula was adopted. 
by the great majority of Lutheran princes,. 
professors, preachers, and congregations proves 
conclusively that they were of a different, 
opinion. A new confession was necessary, not 
indeed because new truths had been discovered 
which called for confessional coining or formu- 
lation, but because the old doctrines, assailed 
by errorists, were in need of vindication, and 
the Lutheran Church, distracted by prolonged 
theological warfare, was sorely in need of 
being restored to unity, peace, and stability. 
The question-marks suspended everywhere in 
Germany after Luther’s death were: Is Lu- 
theranism to die or live? Are its old stand- 
ards and doctrines to be scrapped or vindi- 
cated? Is the Church of Luther to remain, 
or to be transformed into a unionistic or 
Reformed body? Is it to retain its unity, or 
will it become a house divided against itself 
and infested with all manner of sects? 

Evidently, then, if the Lutheran Church was 
not to go down ingloriously, a new confession 
was needed which would not only clear the 
religious and theological atmosphere, but re- 
store confidence, hope, and normalcy. A con- 
fession was needed which would bring out 
clearly the truths for which Lutherans must 
firmly stand if they would be true to God, 
true to His Word, true to their Church, true 
to themselves, and true to their traditions. 
A confession was needed which would draw 
exactly, clearly, and unmistakably the lines 
which separate Lutherans, not only from 
Romanists, but also from Zwinglians, Cal- 
vinists, Crypto-Calvinists, unionists, and the 
advocates of other errors and unsound tenden- 
cies. Being essentially the Church of the pure 
Word and Sacrament, the only way for the 
Lutheran Church to maintain her identity and 
independence was to settle her controversies, 
not by evading or compromising the doctrinal 
issues involved, but by honestly facing and 
definitely deciding them in accordance with 
her principles: the Word of God and the old 
confessions. Particularly with respect to the 
doctrine of the Lord’s Supper, Melanchthon, 
by constantly altering the Augsburg Confes- 
sion, had muddied the water to such an ex- 
tent that the adoption of the Augustana was 
no longer a clear test of Lutheran orthodoxy 
and loyalty. Even Calvin, and the German 
Reformed generally, subscribed to it; “in the: 
sense,” they said, “in which Melanchthon has 
explained it.” The result was a corruption 
of Lutheranism and a pernicious Calvinistic 
propaganda in Lutheran territories. A new 
confession was the only means of ending the: 
confusion and checking the invasion. 


290. Formula Fully Met Requirements. 


The Formula of Concord was just such a 
confession as the situation called for. The 
Preface to the Apology of the Book of Con- 
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cord, signed by Kirchner, Selneccer, and Chem- 
nitz, remarks that the purpose of the Formula 
was “to establish and propagate unity in the 
Lutheran churches and schools, and to check 
the Sacramentarian leaven and other corrup- 
tions and sects.” This purpose was fully at- 
tained by the Formula. It maintained and 
vindicated the old Lutheran symbols. It 
cleared our Church from all manner of for- 
eign spirits which threatened to transform its 
very character. It settled the controversies by 
rendering a clear and correct decision on all 
doctrinal questions involved. It unified our 
Chureh when she was threatened with hope- 
less division, anarchy, and utter ruin. It sur- 
rounded her with a wall of fire against ali her 
enemies. It made her a most uncomfortable 
place for such opponents of Lutheranism as 
Crypto-Calvinists, unionists, etc. It infused 
her with confidence, self-consciousness, con- 
viction, a clear knowledge of her own position 
over against the errors of other churches and 
sects, and last, but not least, with a most re- 
markable vitality. 

* Wherever and whenever, in the course of 
time, the Formula of Ooncord was ignored, 
despised, or rejected, the Lutheran Church fell 
an easy prey to unionism and sectarianism; 
but wherever and whenever the Formula was 
held in high esteem, Lutheranism flourished, 
and its enemies were confounded. Says 
Schaff: “Outside of Germany the Lutheran 
Church is stunted in its normal growth, or 
undergoes, with the change of language and 
nationality, an ecclesiastical transformation. 
This is the case with the’ great majority of 
Anglicized and Americanized Lutherans, who 
adopt Reformed views on the Sacraments, the 
observance of Sunday, church discipline, and 
other points.” But the fact is that, since 
Schaff wrote the above, the Lutheran Church 
developed and flourished nowhere as in 
America, owing chiefly to the’ return of 


American Lutherans to their confessions, in- , 


cluding the Formula of Concord. The For- 
mula of Concord fully supplied the dire need 
created by the controversies after Luther’s 
death; and, despite many subsequent contro- 
versies, also in America, down to the present 
day, no further confessional deliverances have 
been necessary, and most likely such will not 
be needed in the future either. 

The Formula of Concord, therefore, must 
ever be regarded as a great blessing of God. 
“But for the Formula of Concord,” says 
Krauth, “it may be questioned whether Prot- 
estantism could have been saved to the world. 
It staunched the wounds at which Lutheran- 
ism was bleeding to death; and crises were 
at hand in history in which Lutheranism was 
essential to the salvation of the Reformatory 
interest in Europe. The Thirty Years’ War, 
the war of martyrs, which saved our modern 
world, lay indeed in the future of another 
century, yet it was fought and settled in the 
Cloister of Bergen. But for the pen of the 
peaceful triumvirate, the sword of Gustavus 
had not been drawn. Intestine treachery and 
division in the Church of the Reformation 
would have done what the arts and arms of 


‘the-iré and rage of her enemies. 
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Rome failed to do. But the miracle of resto- 
ration was wrought. From being the most 
distracted Church on earth, the Lutheran 
Church had become the most stable. The 
blossom put forth at Augsburg, despite the 
storm, the mildew, and the worm, had rip- 
ened into the full round fruit of the amplest 
and clearest Confession in which the Chris-, 
tian Church has ever embodied her faith.” 
(Schmauk, 830.) 


291. Formula Attacked and Defended. 


Drawing accurately and deeply, as it did, 
the lines of demarcation between Lutheran- 
ism, on the one hand, and Calvinism, Philip- 
pism, etc., on the other, and thus also putting 
an end to the Calvinistic propaganda success- 
fully carried on for decades within the Lu- 
theran Church, the Formula of Concord was 


‘wbound to become a rock of offense and to meet 


with opposition on the part of all enemies of 
genuine Lutheranism within as well as with- 
out the Lutheran Church. Both Romanists 
and Calvinists had long ago accustomed them- 
selves to viewing the Lutheran Church as 
moribund and merely to be preyed upon by 
others. Accordingly, when, contrary to all ex- 
pectations, our Church, united by the For- 
mula, rose once more to her ‘pristine power 
and glory, it roused the envy and inflamed 
Numerous 
protests against the Formula, emanating 
chiefly from Reformed and Crypto-Calvinistic 
sources, were lodged with Elector August and 
other Lutheran princes. Even Queen Eliza- 
beth of England sent a deputation urging the 
Elector not to allow the promulgation of the 
new confession. John Casimir of the Palati- 
nate, also at the instigation of the English 
queen, endeavored to organize the Reformed 
in order to prevent its adoption. Also later 
on the Calvinists insisted that a general coun- 
cil (of course, participated in by Calvinists 
and Crypto-Calvinists) should have been held 
to decide on its formal and final adoption! 

Numerous attacks on the Formula of Con- 
cord were published 1578, 1579, 1581, and 
later, some of them anonymously. They were 
directed’ chiefly against its doctrine of the 
real presence in the Lord’s Supper, the maj- 
esty of the human nature of Christ, and eter- 
nal election, particularly its refusal to solve, 
either in a synergistic or in a Calvinistic 
manner, the mystery presented to human rea- 
son in the teaching of the Bible that God 
alone is the cause of man’s salvation, while 
man alone is the cause of his damnation. In 
a letter to Beza, Ursinus, the chief author of 
the Heidelberg Catechism, shrewdly advised 
the Reformed to continue accepting the Auwgs- 
burg, Confession, but to agitate against the 
Formula. He himself led the Reformed at- 
tacks by publishing, 1581, “Admonitio Ohri- 
stiana de Libro Concordiae, Christian Admo- 
nition Concerning the Book of Concord,” also 
called “Admonitio Neostadiensis, Neustadt 
Admonition.” Its charges were refuted in the 
“Apology or Defense of the Christian Book of 
Concord — Apologia oder Verantwortung des 
christlichen Konkordienbuchs, in welcher die 
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wahre christliche Lehre, so im Konkordien- 
buch verfasst, mit gutem Grunde heiliger, 
goettlicher Schrift verteidiget, die Verkehrung 
aber und Kalumnien, so von unruhigen Leuten 
wider gedachtes christliche Buch ausgespren- 
get, widerlegt worden,” 1583 (1582). Having 
been prepared by command of the Lutheran 
electors, and composed by Kirchner, Selneccer, 
and Chemnitz, and before its publication also 
submitted to other theologians for their ap- 
proval, this guardedly written Apology, also 
called the Erfurt Book, gained considerable 
authority and influence. 

The Preface of this Erfurt Book enumerates, 
besides the Christian Admonition of Ursinus 
and the Neustadt theologians, the following 
writings published against the Formula of 
Concord: 1. Opinion and Apology (Bedencken 
und Apologie) of Some Anhalt Theologians; 
2. Defense (Verantwortung) of the Bremen 
Preachers; Christian Irenaeus on Original 
Sin; Nova Novorwm (“ein famos Libell’’) ; 
other libelli, satyrae et pasquilli; Calumniae 
et Scurrilia Convitia of Brother Nass (Bruder 
Nass); and the history of the Augsburg Con- 
fession by Ambrosius Wolf, in which the 
author asserts that from the beginning the 
doctrine of Zwingli and Calvin predominated 
in all Protestant churches. The theologians 
of Neustadt, Bremen, and Anhalt replied to 
the Erfurt Apology; which, in turn, called 
forth counter-rephes from the Lutherans. 
Beza wrote: Refutation of the Dogma Con- 
cerning the Fictitious Omnipresence of the 
Flesh of Christ. In 1607 Hospinian published 
his Concordia Discors,’ to which Hutter re- 
plied in his Concordia Concors. The papal 
detractors of the Formula were led by the 
Jesuit Cardinal Bellarmin, who in 1589 pub- 
lished his Judgment of the Book of Concord. 


292. Modern Strictures on Formula of 
Concord. 


Down to the present day the Formula of 
Concord has been assailed particularly by 
unionistic and Reformed opponents of true 
Lutheranism. Schaff criticizes: “Religion 
was confounded with theology, piety with 
orthodoxy, and orthodoxy with an exclusive 
confessionalism.” (1, 259.) However, the sub- 
jects treated in the Formula are the most 
vital doctrines of the Christian religion: con- 
cerning sin and grace, the person and work of 
Christ, justification and faith, the means of 
grace, — truths without which neither Chris- 
tian theology nor Christian religion can re- 
main. “Here, then,” says Schmauk, “is the 
one symbol of the ages which treats almost 
exclusively of Christ — of His work, His pres- 
ence, His person. Here is the Christ-symbol 
of the Lutheran Church. One might almost 
say that the Formula of Concord is a devel- 
oped witness of Luther’s explanation of the 
Second and Third Articles of the Apostles’ 
Creed, meeting the modern errors of Protes- 
tantism, those cropping up from the sixteenth 
to the twentieth century, in a really modern 
way.” (751.) Tschackert also designates the 
assertion that the authors of the Formula of 
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Concord “abandoned Luther’s idea of faith 


and established a dead scholasticism” as an 
unjust charge. (478.) Indeed, it may be ques- 
tioned whether the doctrine of grace, the real 
heart of Christianity, would have been saved 
to the Church without the Formula. 

R. Seeberg speaks of the “ossification of 
Lutheran theology” caused by the Formula 
of Concord, and Tschackert charges it with 
transforming the Gospel into a “doctrine.” 
(571.) But what else is the Gospel of Christ 
than the divine doctrine or statement and 
proclamation of the truth that we are saved, 
not by our own works, but by grace and faith 
alone, for the sake of Christ and His merits? 
The Formula of Concord truly says: “The 
Gospel is properly a doctrine which teaches 
what man should believe, that he may obtain 
forgiveness of sins with God, namely, that 
the Son of God, our Lord Christ, has taken 
upon Himself and borne the curse of the Law, 
has expiated and paid for all our sins, through 
whom alone we again enter into favor with 
God, obtain forgiveness of sins by faith, are 
delivered from death and all the punishments 
of sins, and eternally saved.” (959, 20.) Says 
Schmauk: “The Formula of Concord was... 
the very substance of the Gospel and of the 
Augsburg Confession, kneaded through the ex- 
perience of the first generation of Protes- 
tantism, by incessant and agonizing conflict, 
and coming forth from that experience as a 
true and tried teaching, a standard recognized 
by many.” (821.) The Formula of Concord 
is truly Scriptural, not only because all its 
doctrines are derived from the Bible, but also 
because the burden of the Scriptures, the doc- 
trine of justification, is the burden also of all 
its expositions, the living breath, as it were, 
pervading all its articles. 

Another modern objection to the Formula © 
is that it binds the future generations to the 
Book of Concord. This charge is correct, for 
the Formula expressly states that its decisions 
are to be “a public, definite testimony, not 
only fér those now living, but also for our 
posterity, what is and should remain (sei und 
bleiben solle—esseque perpetuo debeat) the 
unanimous understanding and judgment of 
our churches in reference to the articles in 
controversy.” (857,16.) However, the criti- 
cism implied in the charge is unwarranted. 
For the Lutheran Confessions, as promoters, 
authors, and signers of the Formula were 
fully persuaded, are in perfect agreement with 
the eternal and unchangeable Word of God. 
As to their contents, therefore, they must 
always remain the confession of every Church 
which really is and would remain loyal to the 
Word of God. 


293. Formula Unrefuted. 


From the day of its birth down to the 
present time the Formula of Concord has 
always been in the limelight of theological 
discussion. But what its framers said in 
praise of the Awgsburg Confession, viz., that, 
in spite of numerous enemies, it had remained 
unrefuted, may be applied also to the For- 
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mula: it stood the test of centuries and 
emerged unscathed from the fire of every con- 
troversy. It is true to-day what Thomasius 
wrote 1848 with special reference to the For- 
mula: “Numerous as they may be who at 
present revile our Confession, not one has ever 
appeared who has refuted its chief proposi- 
tions from the Bible.” (Bekenntnis der ev.- 
luth. Kirche, 227.) 

Nor can the Formula ever be refuted, for 
its doctrinal contents are unadulterated 
truths of the infallible Word of God. It con- 
fesses the doctrine which Christians every- 
where will finally admit as true and divine, 
indeed, which they all in their hearts believe 
even now, if not explicitly and consciously, 
at least implicitly and in principle. The doc- 
trines of the Formula are the ecumenical 
truths of Christendom; for true Lutheranism 
is nothing but consistent Christianity. The 
Formula, says Krauth, is “the completest and 
clearest’ confession in which the Christian 
Church has ever embodied her faith.” Such 
being the case, the Formula of Concord must 
be regarded also as the key to a godly peace 
and true unity of entire Christendom. 

The authors of the Formula solemnly de- 
clare: “We entertain heartfelt pleasure and 
love for, and are on our part sincerely in- 
clined and anxious to advance with our ut- 
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most power that unity [and peace] by which 
His glory remains to God uninjured, nothing 
of the divine truth of the Holy Gospel is 
surrendered, no room is given to the least 
error, poor sinners are brought to true, gen- 
uine repentance, raised up by faith, confirmed 
in new obedience, and thus justified and eter- 
nally saved alone through the sole merit of 
Christ.” (1095, 96.) Such was the godly peace 
and true Christian unity restored by the For- 
mula of Concord to the Lutheran Church. 
And what it did for her it is able also to do 
for the Church at large. Being in complete 
agreement with Scripture, it is well qualified 
to become the regeneration center of the en- 
tire present-day corrupted, disrupted, and de- 
moralized Christendom. 

Accordingly Lutherans, the natural advo- 
cates of a truly wholesome and God-pleasing 


% union based on unity in divine truth, will not 


only themselves hold fast what they possess 
in their glorious Confession, but strive to im- 
part its blessings also to others, all the while 
praying incessantly, fervently, and trustingly 
with the pious framers of the Formula: 
“May Almighty God and the Father of our 
Lord Jesus grant the grace of His Holy Ghost 
that we all may be one in Him, and con- 
stantly abide in this Christian unity, which 
is well pleasing to Him! Amen.” (837, 23.) 


SOLI DEO GLORIA! 
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Accident, 146. 

Accountability, man’s, 140. 

Adiaphoristic Controversy, 7. 103. 107 f. 

Admonitio Christiana de Libro Concordiae, 
254, 

Aegidius on A.C., 19. 

Aepinus, John, 7. 103; his doctrine on Christ’s 
descent into hell, 193 f. 

Agricola, catechist at Wittenberg, 75; in- 
structed to write catechism, 77; co-author 
of Augsburg Interim, 95 ff.; praises In- 
terim, 98; author of Antinomistic Contro- 
versy, 103. 161 ff.; on necessity of good 
works, 123. 

Ajax, in Homer, 112. ’ 

Alber, 181. 

Albert of Mayence, 46. 

Albrecht, O., defines catechism, 63. 79. 80. 92. 

Albrecht of Prussia, 153 f. 

Altenburg Colloquy, 186. 

Altered Augsburg Confession, 23 ff. 

Althamer, 63. 74. 233. 

Alziati, 234. 

Amsdorf, 102, 113. 115. 122. 124. 132. 135. 154. 
196. 235. 240. 

Anabaptists, 9. 229 ff. 

Andreae, 3. 103. 130. 181. 191. 200. 242—249. 

Ann, St., prayer to, 67. 

Antinomian Controversy, 103. 161 ff. 

Antisynergists, 142. 196. 

Antitrinitarians, 229. 233. 

Antwerp Fanatic, 220. 

Apology of Augsburg Confession, 26. 37 ff. 
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Apology of Book (Formula) of Concord, 201. 
225 f. 253. 246. 254. 

Apostles’ Creed, 2. 10. 

Apostolic Brethren in Augsburg, 229. 231. 

Appendia of Formula of Concord, 5. 173. 247. 

Aptitude, passive — active in conversion, 152. 

Aquila, encourages Melanchthon to come out 
against the Interim, 98. 

Aquinas, Thomas, a godless sophist, 132. 

Arbiter, 237. 

Arws, 13. 

Athanasian Creed, 3. 13. 

Athanasius, 13. 

Augsburg Confession, 15 ff. 32 ff. 56. 97; 
changed by Melanchthon, 23. 26. 187; at 
Naumburg, 241. 

Augsburg, delegates of, at Smaleald, 55. 

Augsburg, Diet at, 15. 39 ff. 

Augsburg Interim, 95. 153; see Interim. 

Augsburg peace treaty, 239. 

Augustana; see Augsburg Confession. 

Augustine, 3. 132. 

August, Elector, 240 f. 245. 248. 

Aurifaber, 88. 94. 235. 240. 

Ansbach-Nuernberg Sermons on Catechism, 6. 

Ave Maria, in medieval books, 67. 

Book of Concord. 


Ban, Christian, 230. 

Bang, on Second Article, 92. 

Baptism, infant, 230; according to Schwenck- 
feld, 233. 

Basil, statements of, 129. 

Baumgaertner, 40. 175. 237. 

Beatus, 151. 

Bellarmine, 255. 

Bergen, cloister at, 247. 

Bergic Book, 246 f. 

Bern, city of, opposes Calvinism, 198. 

Bertram, vindicates Melanchthon’s authorship 

( of Tract, 61. 

Beza, 181 ff. 255; his absolute predestination, 
198. 

Bible-stories illustrate Catechism, 73. 

Bidembach, 245. 

Bindseil, 129. 

Blandrata, 233. = F 

Blaurer, his attitude at Smalcald, 55; on 
Lord’s Supper, 56 f. 

Bohemian Brethren, their catechism, 89; their 
error regarding Lord’s Supper, 77. 

Bolsec, opposed Calvin’s Predestinarianism, 
198. 

Block or stone in conversion, 140. 

Booklet for Laymen and Children, 76. 

Book of Concord, 3. 5. 

Book of Confutation, 7. 131. 134. 142, 229. 240. 

Books, medieval, 66. 

Bread-worship, 179. 

Bremen, lost to Lutheranism, 184. 

Brenz, John, 8. 20. 33. 88. 96. 103. 112. 154. 
237. 242. 244; his catechism, 63; admon- 
ishes Melanchthon, 101; his attitude 
toward Osiander, 157; his confession, 179; 
on Christ’s majesty and omnipresence, 
181 ff.; on Christ’s descent into hell, 195; 
on predestination, 196. 

Brethren, false, 166. 

Bridget-prayers, 67. 

Briessman, 153. 

Brinius, 8. 

Brueck, Chancellor, 18. 33. 38. 41. 

Bucer, 9. 42. 96. 177. 200; his attitude 4537 
at Smaleald, 55; on Lord’s Supper, 56 f.; 
opposed by Melanchthon, 175; on predes- 
tination, 196. 

Buchwald, G., 62. 76. 78. 79. 

Buenderlin, Jacob, 229 

Bueren, Daniel von, 185. 

Bugenhagen, 9. 15. 75; his influence on Smat- 
cald Articles, 55; defines catechism, 62; 
his Booklet for Laymen and Children, 76. 

Bullinger, 181 f. 

Burer, Albert, 75. 


Caesarius of Arles, 12. 
Cahatus, 106. 
Calwin warns Melanchthon regarding adiaph- 


q 


ays 
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orism, 101; agrees with Zwingli, 173 f. 
182; praises Luther, 173; reviles loyal 


Lutherans, 174; signs Augsburg Confes- 
sion, 174; claims Melanchthon as ally, 


179; opposes Westphal, 181 ff.; his double, 


predestination, 198; his Institutio Religio- 
nis Ohristianae, 198; opposed in Bern, etc., 
198. 

Calvinistic confessions, 198 ff. 

Calvinists, deny universality of God’s grace, 
195 f. 198 f. 

Camerarius, 40. 102. 

Campanus, 9. 2338. 

Campegius on Augsburg Confession, 19. , 

Canisius at Worms, 239. 

Canons of Synod of Dort, 199. 

Capito, Wolfgang, 9. 91; Luther’s letter con- 
cerning De Servo Arbitrio to, 225. 

Carlstadt, 162. 

Carpzov, Isagoge, 12; 
scription to Smaleald Articles, 54. 59. 

Casimir, John, opposed to Formula of Con- 
cord, 254. 

Cassel Colloquy between Melanchthon and Bu- 
eer, 177. 

Catalogs, medieval, of virtues and sins, 66. 

Catalogus of Formilla of Concord, 5; see “Ap- 
pendix of F. of C.” 

Catechesis, Wittenberg, 187. 

Catechetical instruction restored by Luther, 
62 ff.; in the Middle Ages, 65. 

Catechetical publications of Luther, 75. 

Catechism, meaning of the term, 62; its chief 
parts, 63; inherited from ancient Church, 
64; its study fallen into decay, 64; cate- 
chisms before Luther, 74; forerunners of 
Luther’s, 76; read from pulpit in Witten- 
berg, 76; Luther’s catechisms, 5. 77 ff.; 
sample of Luther’s Catechism Sermons of 
1528, 76 f.; similarity and dissimilarity of 
Luther’s Small and Large Catechism, 80; 
their purpose, 80; Fifth Chief Part of, 88; 
symbolical authority of, 90; enemies and 
friends of, 90; praise of, 91; literary 
merit of Small Catechism, $2. 

Catechism of Bohemian Brethren, 77. 

Catechism of Wittenberg Crypto-Calvinists, 
187. 

Catechism, Racovian, 235. 

Catholic = Christian, 12. 

Causa sine qua non, Melanchthon’s definition 
of, 113. 

Causes, three concurring, 129. 

Ceremonies, Romish, reintroduced by Interim, 
107. 

Chandieu, 199. 

Charles V, 15. 19..31. 33. 35. 37 f. 95 f.; 
ored by Luther and Melanchthon, 45. 

Ohemnitz, 3. 5. 7. 103. 116. 149. 152. 191. 226. 
236. 247.255; his life, 242 ff.; on Variata, 
27; on Torgau Convention, 246; on 
Christ’s majesty and omnipresence, 184; 
on mystery in predestination, 201; rebukes 
Duke Julius, 249. 

Children, to be instructed by parents, 70. 

Christ, His person and work, 14; righteous- 
ness of His divine nature, 156; in Him we 
may know our predestination, 222; His 
humanity deified according to Schwenck- 
feld, 232. 


hon- 


on Melanchthon’s sub- 
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Christian Questions, 88. 

Christian, Albert, 237. 

Chrysostom, 131 f. 

Church, ancient, Dnthecank true to, 64. 

Chytraeus, 61. 103. 244247. 

Clavis Scripturae of Flacius (1567), 146. 

Clement VII, Pope, 15. 47. 

Cloister Bergen, 247. 

Cochlaeus, slanders Luther and Melanchthon, 
16. 28. 31—36. 

Coelestinus, 151. 187. 

Coercion in sinning and in conversion? 137. 
140. 214; not employed in obtaining sub- 
scriptions to Formula of si tg 247 f. 

Cohrs, F., 62. 79. 

Coler, Jacob, 148. 

Colet, his Catechyzon, 63. 66. 

Colli, slandered Luther, 32. 

Colloquy at Herzberg, 130; Castle Mansfeld, 

151; at Langenau, 148; at Marburg, 233; 
at Altenburg, 186; at Montbeliard, 198; 
at Worms, 1557, 238. 

Comfort of predestination, 207 ff. 

Commentary, Luther’s, on Genesis, 225. 

Communicants to be examined, 76. 

Concord, Wittenberg ; see Wittenberg Concord. 

Concordia, 3; see Book of Concord. 

Concurring causes, three, in conversion, 129. 

Confession of the truth, 109. 

Confession, private, at Wittenberg, served in- 
-struction, 75; confession books of Middle 
Ages, 63. 65. 89. 

Confessions, Calvinistic, 198 ff. 

Confession, Torgau, of 1574, 191. 

Confessional oath, opposed by Osiander, 9. 

Confessio Wittenbergica, 135. 

Confutation, Book of; see Book of Confuta- 
tion. 

ae aie pontifical, of the A.C., 28. 34. 

Gace pontifical, 32 f.; 
Melanchthon, 45. 

Consensus Dresdensis, 188. 

Consensus Genevensis, 198. 

Consensus Tigurinus, 173; on Lord’s Supper 
and person of Christ, 175. 

Constance, city of, 96. 

Constantine, Emperor, ES: 

Consummatists, opponents of Aepinus, 193. 

Contradictions, seeming, in God, 211; will be 
solved hereafter, 211. 218 f. 

Controversies after Luther’s death, 102 ff. 
Conversion, 103; involves no physical change, 
148; its relation to predestination, 204. 
Capenstous, his book published by Osiander,, 

53. 


denounced by 


Cordatus, opposed Melanchthon, 113. 

Cornerus, Chr., 108. 246 f. 

Corpus Christi Festival, restored by Leipzig 
Interim, 99. 107. 

Corpus Doctrinae, 3. 6; Philippicum, 186 f. 
189. 240. 243. 246; Pruthenicum, 154; Iu- 


lium, 242. 
Corvinus, 9; grieving over Melanchthon’s 
vacillation, 101. 


Coswig, assembly of theologians at, 59. 237. 


‘Council, General, 13; demanded by Lutherans, 


47; not needed by them, 48; superior to 
Pope, 50; counter- council, 51; general Lu- 
theran council advocated by Flacians, 240f. 
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Counter-Council disadvised by Lutheran theo- 
logians, 51. 

Oracow, George, 102. 186. 190. 

Cranmer, 6. 

Creeds, General, 3. 10. | 

Orell, Nicholas, beheaded, 192. 246. 

Crell, Paul, 102. 132. 172. 

Crentzheim, 148. 

Cruciger, Caspar, Sr., his error regarding good 
works, 113. 181. 221. 

Oruciger, Caspar, Jr., 102. 186. 191. 

Crypto-Calvinists, 27. 102 f. 172 ff. 175. 185. 
186. 188. 190. 192. 243. 245. 

Curaeus, 189. 

Curio, John, 237. 

Cyprian, 3.11; first employed term “sym- 
bol,” 3; on Apostles’ Creed, 11 f. 

Cyrill, his catechizations, 62. 


Dachser, 229. 230. ; 

Damnation man’s own fault, 211. 216. 226. 

David, why accepted, 130. 132. 

Davidis, Francis, 234. 

Deification of flesh of Christ according to 
Schwenckfeld, 232. 

Denk, John, 229. 231; denied deity of Christ, 
233% 

Descent, Christ’s, into hell, 192. 

De Servo Arbitrio, Luther’s, 126. 204. 211 ff. 
224; never retracted, 225; approved by 
Formula of Concord, 127. 225; defended 
by Lutheran theologians, 226; on univer- 
sal grace, 211. 

Deutsche Messe = German Worship, 71. 

Diatribe of Erasmus, 215. 

Diet of Augsburg, 15. 39. 40. 41. 

Dietenberger, John, exploiting Luther’s Cate- 
chism, 92. 

Dietrich, Veit, 38. 62. 113. 

Disputation at Weimar, 134; 
148. 

Dissensions, doctrinal, foretold by Luther, 93. 

Doctrine, unity in pure, 103 f. 

Dort, Synod of, 199. 

Dresden Consensus, 188. 

Du Cange, defines catechism, 62. 


at Langenau, 


Eber, Paul, 102. 132. 181. 

Eberbach, Philip, 175. 

Eck, John, slanders Luther, etc., 16. 19. 21. 25. 
28. 314. 34. 36, 229. 

Eck, Leonard von, 33. 

Eckel, Fabian, 232. 

Ecumenical Symbols, 9 ff. 

Bisenach propositions, seven, 117. 

Eitzen, Paul von, 181 f. 236. 249. 

Election, eternal, 195 ff.; a sore tribulation, 
2238, 

Elizabeth, Queen, protests against F. of C., 
254. 

English translations of Lutheran symbols, 6. 

Entfelder, 229. 

Enthusiasts, 63. 

Bpitome of Formula of Concord, 247. 

Epping, Tileman, 194. 

Bquivocations, 145. 

Erasmus, 66; his Diatribe against Luther, 
126; his Semi-Pelagianism, 127; definition 
of free will, 129. 

Brastus, Thomas, 185. 
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Brfurt Book, 255; see Apology of Book of 
Ooncord. 

Errors rejected by Formula of Concord, 229; 
error a centrifugal force, 252. 

Eucharist ; see Lord’s Supper. 

BHusebius of Caesarea, 13. 

Evil, difference of moral and physical, 111. 

Haamination at Wittenberg to prepare for 
Lord’s Supper, 76. 

Exegesis Perspicua, 189. 245. 


Faber, 28. 31. 32. 33. 35. 

Fabricius, Andrew, 89. 151. 

Fagius, 96. 

Faith, general and justifying, 163; exercised 
by God’s mysterious ways, 219; highest 
degree of, 226; saving faith according to 
Schwenckfeld, 232. 

Fallacy: a debito at posse, 212. 

False Brethren, 166. 

Fanatic from Antwerp, 220. 

Farel, William, 173. 

Feuerlinus, 4. 

Figenbotz, 8. 

Filioque, 13. 

Flacius, his life, 144; on Variata, 25; leader 
of Gnesio-Lutherans, 102; on adiaphora, 
and conversion, 103. 144; his publications 
against Adiaphorists, 108; opposed Major, 
116. 119 f.; on causa sine qua non, 118; 
opposed Pfeffinger, 132; slandered by Wit- 
tenbergers, 121. 132; demanded complete 
victory of truth, 121; falsely charged with 
Amsdorf’s error on good works, 123; de- 
fended JLuther’s monergism, 127; de- 
nounced by Strigel, 134; expelled from 
Jena, 135; protested against rationalism, 
136; on Strigel’s Semi-Pelagianism, 138; 
his antisynergism, 139; charged with 
teaching coercion in conversion, 141; his 
propositions for Weimar disputation, 142; 
inadequate statements, 144; error on origi- 
nal sin, 144; formal and material sub- 
stance, 146; opposed to Manicheism, 
147; denies inborn idea of God, 148; his 
tract on original sin, 149; opposed Osian- 
der, 154; opposed Antinomians, 170; sup- 
ported Westphal, 181; on Christ’s descent 
into hell, 194; denied that Luther re- 
tracted his De Servo Arbitrio, 225; de- 
fends it, 225; his peace efforts, 235 ff.; at 
Coswig, 237; insisted that adiaphorism, 
Majorism, Osiandrism, and Zwinglianism 
must be rejected at Colloquy of Worms, 
239; opposed Frankfort Recess, 240; urges 
drafting of Book of Confutation, 240. 

Flacian Controversy, 103. 144 ff. 

Flacianists, 150; denounced by Philippists, 
187; advocate General Lutheran Council, 
240. 

Flacius, Matthias, Jr., 151. 

“Flesh,” 1465. 

Foerster, 113. 181. 

Formula of Concord, Strassburg; see Strass- 
burg F. of C. 

Formula of Concord on Augsburg Confession, 
23; on Strigel’s Semi-Pelagianism, 138; 
on free will and conversion, 142 f.; on sub- 
stance and accident, 146: on Flacianism, 
151; on Osiander and Stancarus, 160; op- 
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poses Antinomianism in the interest of the 
Gospel, 161; its definition of Law and 
Gospel, 172; contents and purpose of Ar- 
ticles VII and VIII, 172 ff.; on Calvinists, 
174; on the majesty of Christ’s human 
nature, 184; why it embodied Article XI, 
195 ff.; on ‘predestination, 201 ff.; agree- 
ment of Articles XI and II, 203 y, both 
articles teach sola gratia and wniversalis 
gratia, 204f.; its Seripturalism, 205; on 


mystery in predestination, 206; on com- 
fort of predestination, 207 ff.; approves 
Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio, 225; why it 


embodied Article XII, 228; its origin, 
246 f.; its subscription, 247; where and 
why rejected, 249f.; not a new confession 
doctrinally, 28. 250; restored genuine Lu- 
theranism, 250; not a compromise between 
Luther and Melanchthon, 251; benefited 


Lutheran Church, 252; shattered Melanch- 


thon’s plan of union, 253; its necessity, 
253; restored purity and unity to Lu- 
theran Church, 254; imparted vitality, 
254; attacked and defended, 254; modern 
strictures on, 255; truly Scriptural, 255; 
binds future generations, 255; unrefuted, 
255; its desire for a godly peace, 255; its 
prayer for true unity, 256. 

Formula Consensus Helvetici, 199. 

Franck, Sebastian, 233. 

Frank, 209. 129. 131. 132. 138. 171. 

Frankfort Recess, 112. 115. 124. 239. 240. 

Fredeland, 151. 179. 

Freder, 240. 

Frederick II of Denmark rejects Formula of 
Concord, 250. 

Frederick III, Elector of the Palatinate, 59. 
180. 185. 

Free will, 126. 130. 145. 212. 214. 

Freyhub, Andrew, 186. 191. 

Froeschel, Seb., 79. 

Funck, John, 154. 


Gallus, 102. 110. 116. 135. 154. 181. 194. 235. 
239. 240. 

Gartz, John, 194. 

Gefuehlsglaube, 230. 

Geiler, his sermons, 66. 

General Lutheran Council, advocated by Fla- 
cianists, 240 f. 

Gentile, 234, 

Geneva Consensus, 198. 

George, Duke of Saxony, vilified Luther, 45 £.; 
banished Lutherans, 47. 

George of Chur, 229. 

German services advocated by Luther, 71. 

Gernhardt, 189. 

Gerson, on training of the young, 66. 89. 

Gillhoff, J., on Small Catechism, 92. 

Glory of Christ, according to Schwenckfeld, 
232. 

Gnesio-Lutherans, 102. 

Gnostic heresies, 12. 

God, inborn idea of, 148; three personal prop- 
erties of, 160; hidden and revealed, 206; 
His majesty, 210; may be resisted in His 
Word, but not in His majesty, 212; His 
unknowable will, 216; His universal grace, 
216; no real contradictions in Him, 218; 
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always wise, just, and good, 218; can be 
known only in Christ, 222; not cause of 
sin and damnation, 213. 297, 

Good works; see “Works, good. zs 

Gospel and Law, in the Apology, 44; distinc- 
tion of, 161; reveals God, 210; . our only 
guide, 215; object of our. ‘search, 220; is 
a doctrine, 255. 

Grace and gift of grace, us; irresistible 
grace, 204; gratia universalis and sola 
gratia, 204 ff. 216. 222 ff. 227; assurante 
of grace, 217. 

Graf, 186. 

Granvella, 34. 97. 

Grebel, Conrad, 229. 

Greek Church, 13. 

Gregory, St., prayer to, 67. 

Gribaldo, 234. 

Grickel (Agricola), 168 f. 

Grimm’s Lexicon, 89. 

Grundfeste, Wittenberg, 187. 

Guenther, 151. ; 

Guettel, Caspar, 166 f. 

Gurlitt, L., criticizes Catechism, 90. 

Gyrick’s Catechism, 89. 


Hackrott, Caspar, 194. 

Haetzer, Ludwig, 229; his blasphemy, 233. 

Hamburg ministers, on indwelling of God in 
believers, 161. 


»Hordénberg, 180. 184. 


Harder, Wolfgang, 186. 

Harms, Claus, 88. 

Harnack, A., on Apostles’ Creed, 12. 13. 

Hase, 6; on Smalcald Articles, 58. 

Haug, Joerg, 229. 

Hausmann, Nicholas, 76. 

Haustafel, 88. 

Hechinger Latin, 179. ' 

Hegemon, 153. 

Heidelberg Catechism, 185. 

Heidelberg Theses, Luther’s, 126. 

Heidelberger Landluege, 184. 

Heine, 186. 

Heldelin, Caspar, 151. 

Helding, Michael, 95. 239. 

Henkel, John, Charles, Socrates, David, Am- 
brose, John, 6. 34. 

Henneberg, Count of, 190. 245. 

Henning, F., 236. 

Herbst, George, 186. 

Herzberg Colloquy, 130. 248. 


Hesshusius, his life, 185; opposed Klebitz, 
180; 135. 142. 149. 150. 189. 196. 240. 
247, 


Hofmann, Melchior, 229. 

Holy Spirit is our own reason according to a 
fanatic in Antwerp, 238. 

Homoousians, 13. 

Horatius Flaccus, 101. 

Hortulus Animae, 66. 

Hospinian, 255. 

Hubmaier, 229. 230. 

Huegel, 133. 240. 

Hugwald, Ulrich, 229. 

Humanists, 233. 

Hunnmus, Aegidius, 192. 

Huter, Jacob, 231. 

Hutt, Hans, 229. 231. 

Hutter, 192. 248. 
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‘Idea, inborn, of God, 148. 

Ignatius, 11. 

Ignorance, spiritual, before Luther, 65 f. 68. 

Image of God, Osiander’s view of, 153. 158. 

Indifferentism among Luther’s colleagues in 
Wittenberg, 94. 106. 

Indulgences, 67. 

Infant Baptism, 230. 

Infernalists, adherents of Aepinus, 193. 

Instruction, Christian, neglected before the 
days of Luther, 67; catechetical; see 
“Catechetical instruction.” 

Interims, Augsburg and Leipzig, 93 ff. 96. 98. 7. 

Irenaeus, 11. 

Irenaeus, Christopher, 151. 

Isinder, 153. 

Tustitia aliena Christi, 155; inhabitans, 155. 

Jacobs, H. E.; Book of Concord, 6. 

Jena University, 102. 

Jesuits, 93. 239. 

Jews, rejecting Trinity, 15. 

Jonas, Justus, 15. 25. 34; his translation of 
Apology, 43; instructed to prepare cate- 
chism, 77; his praise of Luther’s Cate- 
chism, 91. 

John Albrecht, Duke, his futile efforts to 
establish peace, 238. 

John Frederick, Elector, 15. 16; praised by 
Luther, 20; his bold confession, 23; op- 
posed to alterations of Augsburg Confes- 
sion, 25; opposed to attending papal coun- 
cil, 48; imbued with Luther’s spirit, 49; 
endorsed Smalcald Articles, 53. 58; criti- 
cized Melanchthon’s subscription to Smal- 
cald Articles, 54; on dissensions among 
Lutherans, 58; his attitude toward In- 
terim, 97. 95. 

John Frederick, Duke, 135. 241 ff. 

Judas and Peter, difference between them, 132. 

Judex, Matthias, 102. 135. 181. 237. 240. 

Judgments, God’s mysterious, 215. 228. 

Julius, Bishop of Rome, 12. 

Julius, Duke, 7. 242. 249. 

Julius, Pope, 13. 

Justice, divine, incomprehensible, 218. 

Justification, in Apology, 42 ff.; in Augsburg 
Interim, 96; in Leipzig Interim, 107; cor- 
rupted by Osiander and Stancarus, 152. 
155; identified with regeneration, 157; ac- 
cording to Schwenckfeld, 232. 

Justin Martyr, 10. 


Kautz, Jacob, 229. 

Kauzmann, Daniel, 89. 

Kirchner, 187. 226. 255; 
destination, 201. 

Klebitz, 180. 185. 

Koellmer, on John Frederick and Melanchthon, 
61. 78. 

Kolde, Th., 4; on changes in Augsburg Con- 
fession, 26; his criticisms of Smalcald Ar- 
ticles, 61 f.; on Melanchthon, 180; on sub- 
scription of Formula of Concord, 247. 

Kolditz, refused to subseribe Formula of Con- 
cord, 248. 

Konfutationsbuch, 134; see Book of Confuta- 
tion. 

Krauth, C. P., 6; on Melanchthon, 105. 180; 
on Formula of Concord, 254. 


on mystery of pre- 
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Krautwald, Valentin, 232. 
Kuestrin, Margrave Hans of, 96. 
Kurtius, Valentin, 236. 


Landgrave; see Philip of Hesse. 

Lang, John, 88. 

Langenmantel, 229. 

Languet, Hubert, 235. 

Large Catechism, 79; see “Catechism.” 

Lasco, John, 181 f. 

Lasius, Christopher, 149. 225. 

Lateran Council of 1215, 65. 

Latin, Hechinger, 179. 

Latin Service, 71. 

Law and Gospel, 44. 161; third use of Law, 170. 

Legend Books, 66. 

Lehmann, W. F., 6. 

Leipzig theologians on Melanchthon’s changes 
of Augustana and Apology, 26. 

Leipzig Interim, 98. 99. 104. 107; 
terim.” 

Leutinger, 96. 

Leyser, Polyearp, 89; praises Luther’s Cate- 
chism, 91. 

Iiberty, Christian, 230. 

Liberty, lost, 215; man, through deceit of 
Satan, believes himself to be free, 215. 

Lichtenberg Convention, 246. 

Light of glory, grace, and nature, 219. 

Lismanio, Francis, 234. 

Liturgy, 42. 

Loct Communes, Melanchthon’s, 129. 

Loehe, praises Luther’s Catechism, 91. 

Loescher, Valentin, 189. 200. 

Lombard, Peter, 159. 

Lord’s Supper, in Apology, 42. 46; in Witten- 
berg Concord and Smalcald Articles, 55; 
in discussions at Smaleald, 56; in Crypto- 
Calvinistic controversies, 172 ff.; views of 
Bohemian Brethren, 77; views of Osiander, 
159; of Hubmaier, 230; of Schwenckfeld, 
232; catechisms to prepare for its use, 80. 

Lower Saxon theologians, endeavoring to me- 
diate between Melanchthon and Flacius, 
236. 

Ludwig, H., 6. 

Lueneburg Convention, 59. 

Lufft, Hans, 189. 

Luther, “the faithful man of God,” 7f.; intro- 
duced doctrinal pledges in Wittenberg, 9; 
identifies catholic and Christian, 12; on 
Ecumenical Creeds, 14; resisted Sacramen- 
tarians and Anabaptists, 16; his relation 
to Augsburg Confession, 17; his eriticism 
and praise of A.@., 18—20; his attitude 
toward Variata, 25; on success at Augs- 
burg, 29; on Papal Confutation, 36; his 
letters to confessors in Augsburg, 37; on 
Romanist’s boast of having refuted the 
Augustana, 41; on Sabbath, 42; on im- 
perial edict, 43; preparing a German Apol- 
ogy, 43; on Apology, 43; defends Em- 
peror, 45; reviled by Duke George, 45 f.; 
approves Apology, 47; desired general 
council, 47. 48; his defiance of Pope at 
Smaleald, 49; favors attending council, 
50f.; ready to assist in opposing Roman 

~ tyranny also with his fist, 52; framed 
Smalcald Articles, 52; burdens no one 
with his Articles, 53; did not change his 


see “In- 
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ew 


doctrine, 53; his Articles sidetracked at 
Smaleald, 54; opposed to false union, 55; 
his illness at Smalcald, 56; his Articles 
praised by Osiander, 57; subscribed en- 
thusiastically, 57; endorsed by princes, 
58; his efforts at restoring catechetical in- 
struction, 62; defines Catechism, 62; en- 
larged Catechism, 63; maintained ancient 
catechism, 64; on chief parts of Catechism, 
64; on blessings derived from Papacy, 64; 
his service rendered Catechism, 64; bless- 
ings of “our Gospel,” 65; on medieval 
prayer-books, 66; his Prayer-Booklet, 66; 
complains Christian instruction is neg- 
lected, 67; participated in church visita- 
tion, 67; deplores condition in churches, 
68; cause of advancement in instruction 
among Romanists, 68; devised measures 
to restore catechism, 68: admonishes pas- 
tors and parents to do their duty by the 
young, 69; enlists aid of parents to co- 
operate in training their children, 69; his 
Deutsche Messe, 71; illustrates catechet- 
ical method, 71; urges memorizing Cate- 
chism, 72, and its understanding, 73; his 
catechetical publications, 75; his influence 
on other catechisms, 75; begins work on 
his Catechisms, 77; his connection with 
Bohemian Brethren, 77; completion of his 
Catechisms delayed, 79; origin of his 


Haustafel, 89; was bulwark of peace, 93; « 


foretold coming distress, 93; his colleagues 
in Wittenberg, 94; his authority would 
have warded off dissensions, 98; contended 
for pure doctrine, 104; stood on the Bible, 
105; praised Melanchthon, 106; some of 
his letters published by Flacius, 108; his 
toleration of the weak, 111; warns Cru- 
ciger, 113; encourages Cordatus, 114; op- 
posed doctrine that good works are neces- 
sary to salvation, 114; discussed matter 
with Melanchthon, 114; speaks guardedly 
on good works, 122; slandered by Roman- 
ists as an enemy of good works, 123; on 
truly good works, 124; his monergism, 
125; his theological rule, 136; De Servo 
Arbitrio, 126; on absolute necessity, 127; 
on coercion, 137; on necessity of sinning, 
141; on man’s aptitude in conversion, 152; 
his forebodings as to doctrine of justifica- 
tion, 152; settles conflict between Agricola 
and Melanchthon on Law and Gospel, 163; 
his disputations against Antinomians, 
163 ff.; writes Agricola’s retraction, 166; 
praised by Calvin, 173; on oral eating and 
drinking in Lord’s Supper, 177; discred- 
ited by Crypto-Calvinists, 189; on Christ’s 
descent into hell, 192; his conflict with 
Erasmus, 195; on perseverance of the 
saints, 200; falsely charged with Calvin- 
ism, 209; on the hidden and revealed God, 
209; differing from Calvin, 210; rejoiced 
in universal grace, 210; and in sola gratia, 
217; his statements on predestination, 
209 ff. 219 ff.; on his own temptation con- 
cerning predestination, 222; his Oommen- 
tary on Genesis, 223; never retracted his 
doctrine of grace, 224; never preached pre- 
destinarianism, 224; never retracted De 
Servo Arbitrio, 225; on Schwenckfeld, 
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232; on Antitrinitarians of his day, 233; 
his letter to the Christians in Antwerp, 
233; praised by Formula of Concord, 251; 
his doctrine embodied in Lutheran Con- 
fessions, 251. f 

Lutherans, their Confessions, 7. 8; birthday 
of their Church, 22; disown Variata, 27; 
at Augsburg, 35; clash of, at Colloquy in 
Worms, 238 f.; three theological parties of, 
102; unguarded statements of some, 196; 
vitality of their Church, 254; true to an- 
cient Church, 64. 

Lutheranism restored in Saxony, 190 ff. 

Lysthenus, 190. 


McGiffert, praises Luther’s Catechism, 92. 
Macedonius, 13. 

Magdeburg, 96. 102. 

Magdeburgius, 151. © 


& Mainz Manuscript, 4. 7. 21. 


Majesty, God’s, 210 ff.; serves doctrine of 
grace, 211 f.; must not be investigated, 
215. 220; serves God’s gracious will, 217. 

Majesty of Christ’s human nature, 189. 191. 

Major, George, 94. 102. 115. 116; never ad- 
mitted his error, 120; his-Testament, 120; 
supports Pfeffinger, 132. 239. 

Majorism, 7. 161; its relation to synergism, 
124, 

Majoristic Controversy, 103. 112 ff. 

Mamphrasius, Wolfram, 192. 

Man, his inability in spiritual matters, 211; 
his will as related to God’s majesty, 212; 
must blame himself if lost, 216. 

Manducatio oralis, 189; of the wicked, 189. 

Manicheism, 144. 145. 147. 

Mansfeld, 151; counts of, 96; its ministers 
on synergism, 142; support Flacius, 150. 

Manuals for children in Middle Ages, 65. 

Marbach, John, 103. 199 ff. 

Marbeck, Pilgram, 229. 

Marburg Articles, 17. 

Marburg Colloquy, 233. 

Marcellus, bishop of Ancyra, 12. 

Margaret, St., prayer to, 67. 

Martin, A., translated Large Catechism into 
English, 6. 

Martyr, Peter, 183. 200. 

Mary, medieval prayers to, 66; our Lady in 
the Sun, 67. 

Mass, meaning of term, 71. 

Mathesius, 42; on Luther’s “Lord’s Prayer,” 
75; praises Luther’s Catechism, 91; on 
Anabaptists, 233. 

Matsperger, John, on Christ’s descent into 
hell, 195. 

Maulbronn, religious discussion at, 183; Maul- 
bronn Formula, 244 f. 

Maurice, Elector, “Judas of Meissen,” 101. 

Mane, Felix, 229. 

Mayer, J. Fr., praises Luther’s Catechism, 91. 

Mayer, J. T., on Melanchthon’s Loci of 1548, 
130. 

Means of grace rejected by Hubmaier, 230; 
also by Schwenckfeld, 232. 

Medals; see “Memorial Coin,” 190 f. 

Melanchthon, 5. 6. 7. 9. 15. 33. 34. 38; on 
Augustana, 16; Luther’s spokesman at 
Augsburg, 17; his alterations of Augus- 
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tana, 19. 23. 26. 27; both benefited and 
damaged Church, 25; his cunning, 30; on 
Oonfutation, 42; shared in translating 
Apology, 43; castigates Romanists in 
Apology, 45; his moderation in Apology, 
46; signs his name to Apology, 46; his 
subscription to Smalcald Articles, 53. 54; 
opposed official adoption of Luther’s Ar- 
e ticles, 55; his attitude at Smalcald, 60; 
author of tract On Power of Pope, 60; his 
instruction for visitors, 76; on Luther’s 
death, 93; his attitude towards Interim, 
97; fear induced him to yield during In- 
terim, 98; admonished by Corvinus, Brenz, 
and Calvin, 101 ff.; prime mover of con- 
troversies, 104. 107; his humanistic and 
unionistic tendencies, 105; praised by Lu- 
ther, 106; his “shameful servitude,” 106; 
his letter to Carlowitz, 106; his ill will 
toward Luther, 106; admits to have sinned 
regarding Interim, 112; originator of Ma- 
joristic error, 112. 114; rejects statement 
that good works are necessary to salvation, 
114; opposes Amsdorf, 122; refuses to 
condemn Luther’s monergism, 127. 128; 
father of synergism, 128; his three-con- 


eurring-causes doctrine, 128; his Loci, 
129; his synergistic statements, 129; 
criticized Luther, 129; dissimulated, 129; 


his Hnarratio Symboli Nicaeni, 130; his 
Examen Ordinandorum, 131; his Opinion 
on Weimar Book of Confutation, 131; ap- 
pealed to by Pfeffinger, 133; real target of 
Anti-Synergists, 133; his definitions of 
Substance and accident, 146; his attitude 
toward Osiander, 154. 157; on God’s 
dwelling in believers, 161; opposed by 
Agricola, 163; confounded Law and Gos- 
pel, 171f.; his attitude toward Zwingli, 
Bucer, Calvin, 177 f.; misled by Oecolam- 
padius and Bucer in doctrine of Lord’s 
Supper, 177; his secret letters on Lord’s 
Supper, 177 f.; his Variata, 178; was out 
of sympathy with champions of Luther, 
179; in sympathy with Calvin, 179; his 
silence, 179; his relation to Crypto-Calvin- 
ists, 180; responsible for Calvinistic men- 
ace, 181; his opinion on the controversy 
in Hamburg, 194; on predestination, 197; 
on Calvin’s Stoicism, 198; on perseverance 
of saints, 200; charges Luther with Stoi- 
cism, 197. 209; refuses to retract adiaph- 
oristic errors, 237 f.; ignores pacific over- 
tures of Flacius, 235 ff.; his irritation and 
violence, 236. 238; opposed General Lu- 
theran Council, 240f.; his plan of union 
shattered by Formula of Ooncord, 253. 

Melanchthonianism, its nature, 252. 

Melanchthonians, 102. 

Melissander, Caspar, 189. 

Memorial Coins of victory of Lutheranism 
over Calvinism, 190 f. 
Memorizing, its value, 72 f.; 

Middle Ages, 74. 

Menius, Justus, 3; sides with Major, 117; 
confounds justification and sanctification, 
118; on Osiandrism, 159. 

Menzel, 150. 

Method, catechetical, 71 f. 

Metzsch, Hans and Levin, 79. 


mechanical in 


263 


Micronius, 181. 

Middle Ages, catechetical instruction in, 65. 

Mirus, Martin, 192. 

Modus agendi, man’s, in conversion, 137. 

Moeller, Henry, 191. 186. 

Moelln, Synod of, 59. 

Moenckeberg, 92. 

Moerlin, 7. 108. 1385. 149. 153 f. 170. 184. 201. 
236. 240. 241. 

Monergism, Luther’s, 125. 

Monner, Basilius, 239. 

Morris, J. G., 6. 

Moser, J. B., 6. 

Muehlberg, battle at, 95. 

Mueller, I., on Luther’s predestination, 209. 

Mueller, J. T., 5. 6. 23. 248. 

Muenster, Sebastian, praises Luther’s Ten 
Commandments, 75. 

Muenzer, Thomas, 231. 

Mulier taceat in ecclesia, 136. 

Musaeus, Simon, 102. 135. 142. 144. 148. 185. 
240. 

Musculus, Andrew, 7. 96. 97. 124. 170f. 246. 
247. 

Mylius, Andrew, 238. 

Mylius, George, 192. 

Mystery in doctrine of grace and predestina- 
tion, 201. 205 ff. 211; of conversion, 218; 
must not be investigated, 216. 226; God’s 
mysterious judgments and ways, 228. 

Mysticism, 230. 231. 


Naumburg Assembly of princes, 241 f. 

Nausea, on neglect of catechism before Lu- 
ther, 68. 

Neander, 106. 171: 

Necessary to— meaning of phrase, 122. 

Necessity, 127. 140 f. 197. 213 f. 221. 

Neustadt Admonition, 248. 226. 

Neutral will, 211. 

Neutrals (Schwenckfeldians), 232. 

Newmarket Book of Concord, 6. 

Nicene Creed, 3. 13. 

Niceno-Oonstantinopolitan Creed, 13. 

Nicholas of Cusa, 65. 

Nitzsch, E. T., on Melanchthon and Luther, 18. 

Norma normans, 252. 

Nuernberg delegates at Augsburg, 18. 20. 40. 


Oath of confession, 9. 

Ochino, 181. 234. 

Oecolampadius, praises Luther’s explanation 
of Ten Commandments, 75. 177. 

Office of the Keys, 88. 

Olevianus, Caspar, 185. 

Omnipotence, God’s, 212. 

Omnipresence of Christ’s human nature, 189. 
191. 

Omniscience, infallible, 212. 221. 

Opitz, Joshua, 151. 

Ordination, oath of, 8 f. 

Original sin, 43. 144 ff. 

Osiander, Andrew, 9. 56 f. 61 f. 88. 103. 152 ff. 
239.245; his refutation of Confutation, 40; 
on Melanchthon’s subscription to Smalcald 
Articles, 54; his views on image of God, 
158; on Christ’s descent into hell, 194; 
on Anabaptists, 233; opposed Denk, 231. 

Osiandrian Controversy, 7. 103. 152 ff. 

Otto, 103. 169 ff. 237. 240. 
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Palatinate Calvinized, 93. 185. 
Pantheism, Osiander charged with, 159. 
Papacy, blessings derived from, 64. 

Papal Party at Augsburg, 28 ff. 

Papists, their ignorance of Christian religion, 
65; slander Lutherans, 228; see “Roman- 
istsy, 

Pappus, 201. 

Paradisus Ammae, 66. 

Parents, their duty by their children, 69. 

Parsimonius, on active obedience of Christ, 
160; on descent into hell, 195. 

Passau, treaty of, 102. 

Passional books, 66. 

Pastors must labor for the young,, 69. 

Patenhauptstuecke, 65. 

Paul III, Pope, 47. 

Pauli, Gregory, 234. . 

Peace treaties of Passau and Augsburg, 93. 
102. 239; political, desired by Luther, 29; % 
Lutherans yearning for godly peace, 235. 

Permission, God’s, of sin, 220. 

Persecution of Lutherans, advocated by Ro- 
manists, 30. 

Perseverance of saints, 200. 

Peter and Judas, difference between, 132. 

Peucer, Caspar, 102. 186. 190. 

Pezel, 102. 186. 189. 191. 

Pfeffinger, 102; champions synergism, 131; 
his synergistic statements, 132; his syn- 
ergistic predestination, 197. 

Pflug, Julius, 95. 239. 

Pflugmacher, Veit, 9. 

Philip I destroyed Latin Ms. of A.C., 21. 

Philip of Hesse signs Augsburg Confession, 
22; endeavors to maintain peace at Augs- 
burg, 37; his attitude toward Smalcald 
Articles, 55; surrenders to Emperor 
Charles, 95; his attitude toward Interim, 
97; asserted Luther had modified his doc- 
trine of De Servo Arbitrio, 225. 

Philippi, on Luther’s De Servo Arbitrio, 224. 

Philippists, 102. 245; their synergism, 131; 
dismissed from Jena, 135; confound Law 
and Gospel, 172. 

Philosophy, 136. 

Pictures serve understanding of Catechism, 74. 

Pieper, F., on Luther’s predestination doc- 
trine, 209. 

Pighius, Albert, 198. 

Planck, 132 f. 135 f. 250; praises Luther’s 
antinomian disputations, 168; errs regard- 
ing Otto, 171; criticism of Formula of 
Concord, 204. 

Pledging of Ministers to Confessions, 7. 9. 

Poach, 103. 169 ff. 

Polanus, 181. 

Polemical invectives, 104. 

Polish books, 106. 

Polycarp, 11. 

Pope, his authority not recognized by Luther- 
ans, 49; hatred of, 49; subject to coun- 
cil, 50; treatise on power and primacy of, 
56; Antichrist, 99. 109. 

Praetorius, Gottschalk, 235. 

Prayer-Booklet, Luther’s, 66. 74. 75. 

Prayer-books of Middle Ages, 63. 65. 

Praweas, 11. 

Predestination, 195 ff.; synergistic, 197; 
relation to conversion, 204; 


its 
mystery of 
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205 ff.; special comfort of, 206 ff.; not ob- 
ject of speculation, 221; must be consid- 
ered in Christ, 223. 

Preface to Book of Concord, 247. 

Preger, W., on Melanchthon’s synergism, 131; 
on Pfeffinger, 133. 

Pro and con ability of free will, 145. 

Promises, universal, of the Gospel, 216. 

Pure doctrine, evaluation of, 8. @ 


Quedlinburg Convention concerning Formula 
of Concord, 248. 

Questions, Christian, 88. 

Quicunque, symbolum, 13. 


Racovian Catechism, 235. 

Ranke praises Luther’s Catechism, 91. 

Reason vs. God’s Word, 136. 191. 

Recess, Frankfort, 112. 115. 124. 239. 

Rechenberg, Adam, 6. 

Reformation, peaceable, in Saxony, 16; 
achievements of, 65; conditions prior to, 
68; secret of Luther’s, 74. 

Reformed, their attitude toward Augsburg 
Confession, 24 f.; claimed Luther as their 
ally on predestination, 209. 

Regius, 7; on Anabaptists, 230. 233. 

Regulating Principle, 210. 

Reinecker, 151. 

Revelation, immediate, according to Schwenck- 
feld, 232. 

Reynolds, W. M., 6. 

Rhenanus, Beatus, praises Luther’s ‘“Lord’s 
Prayer,” 75. 

Rhode, 151. 

Richard, charges Luther with predestinarian- 
ism, 224, 

Riedemann, Peter, 229. 

Rinck, 229. 

Roerer, 76. 78. 79. 80. 

Roman Symbol, old (Apostles’ Creed), 12. 

Romamnists, slandering Lutherans, 24. 25. 45 f. 
50; their duplicity and perfidy, 39; their 
boast of having refuted Augustana, 41. 44; 
caused division, 44; implacable opponents 
of Lutherans, 45; see “Papists.” 

Rosenheim, 232. 

Rosinus, 187. 189. 

Roth, Stephan, 78. 

Ruedinger, 186. 189. 

Rule of faith, 3. 10. 12. 

Rupp, Tobias, 151. 


Sabbath, Luther on, 42. 

Saint-worship, medieval, 66 f. 

Salig, History of Augsburg Confession, 41. 

Saliger, 151. 179. 

Salminger, 229. 

Salmuth, John, 192. 

Salve Regina, in medieval books for Latin 
schools, 67. 

Sarcerius, 240. 

Sartorius on Augsburg Oonfession, 23. 

Sawermann’s Latin translation of Luther’s 
Small Catechism, 88. 

Saul expelled the Spirit, 129; why rejected 
130. 132. ; 

Saxony, in grip of Crypto-Calvinists, 185. 

Saxony, Lutheranism restored in, 190 ff. 

Schade, 186. 


’ 


Index to Historical Introductions. 


Schaeffer, C. F., 6. 

Schaff on Melanchthon, 180; his criticism of 
Formula of Concord, 203. 255; on Lu- 
theran Church, 254. 

Schiemer, Leonard, 229. 

Schirmer, Albert, 186. 

Schlaffer, Hans, 229. 

Schluesselburg, 117. 129. 133. 136. 186. 

Schmauk, 10. 92. 131. 248. 255. 

Schmucker, 8. 8., 106. 

Schneider, 151. 

Schnepf, Erhard, 96. 116. 181. 182. 235. 239. 
240. 

Schoenewald, church order of, 78. 

School, Wittenberg; see “Wittenberg” and 
“University, Wittenberg.” 

Schools in Middle Ages, 65. 

Schoppe, Andrew, 150._ 

Schuetz, 186. 

Schuetze, Christian, 186. 190. 

Schunemann, Dionysius, 236. 

Schurf, Aug., 94. 

Schwabach Articles, 17. 

Schweiss, Alex., 35. \ 

Schweitzer, his criticism on Formula of Con- 
cord, 204. 209. 210. 

Schwenckfeld, 9. 229. 232. 

Scotus, 132. 

Scripture, its authority, 7; superior to Em- 
peror, 29; and to reason, 191; only rule 
and principle, 136. 205; our only guide, 
215; ignored by Denk, Muenzer, etc., 231; 
sole standard of faith, 252. 

Secret will of God, 221. 

Seckendorf, praises Apology, 44; on Luther’s 
prophecy of dissension in Wittenberg, 94; 
admires Elector and Melanchthon, 61. 

Seeberg, on Melanchthon’s synergism, 131. 180. 
197; on Strigel, 137; criticizes Formula 

. of Concord, 255. 

Selneccer, 5. 10. 108. 191. 226. 244. 245 f. 247. 
255; testifies to willingness of pastors in 
affixing their signatures to F. of C., 249. 

Sensation-faith, 230. 

Servetus, 7. 9. 173. 229. 234. 

Service, Latin and German, in Wittenberg, 71. 

Severity in obtaining subscription to Formula 
of Concord, 249. 

Sin, not God, but man cause of, 209. 213. 220; 
permitted by God, 220. 

Smalcald Articles, 9f. 47 ff. 52. 53. 240. 241. 
246. 

Smalcald League, condition of membership, 
9. 95. = 

Smalcald War, unfortunate issue of, 93 ff. 

Small Catechism, published before Large, 78; 
see “Catechism.” 

Socinus, Faustus and Laelius, 234. 

Sola fides iustificat, 125; omitted in Leipzig 
Interim, 99. 

Spalatin, 33. 34; on Augustana, 23; on Smal- 
cald Articles, 53. 

Spangenberg, 148. 150. 

Speculations concerning hidden 
210, 221. 

Spener, 106. 

Spirit, un-Lutheran, 104. 

Stadion, Bishop, on Augustana, 19. 

Stancarus, 103; his error regarding justifica- 
tion, 159. 


God futile, 


265 


Statorius, Peter, 234. 

Stiefel, Michael, 113. 237. 
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Preface to the Christian Book of Concord. 


To the Readers, one and all, of these Writ- 
ings of ours, we, the Electors, Princes, and 
Deputies of the Holy Roman Empire in Ger- 
many, adherents of the Augsburg Confession, 
who have subscribed our names to the same, 
announce and declare, according to the dig- 
nity and rank of each one, our devotion, 
friendship, and greeting, combined with 
willing service. 


It is a remarkable favor of Almighty God 
that in these last times and in this old age 
of the world He has willed, according to His 
unspeakable love, forbearance, and mercy, 
that after the darkness of papistical super- 
stitions the light of His Gospel and Word, 
through which alone we receive true salva- 
tion, should arise and shine clearly and purely 
in Germany, our most beloved fatherland. 
And on this account, indeed, a brief and suc- 
cinct confession was prepared from the Word 
of God, and the most holy writings of the 
Prophets and Apostles, and at the Diet of 
Augsburg, in the year 1530, was offered, by 
our most godly ancestors, in the German and 
Latin languages, to the Emperor Charles V, 
of excellent memory, and laid before [all] 
the deputies of the Empire, and finally, being 
circulated publicly among all men professing 
Christian doctrine, and thus in the entire 
world, was diffused everywhere, and began to 
be current in the mouths and speech of all. 

Afterwards many churches and schools em- 
braced and defended this Confession as a sym- 
bol of the present time in regard to the chief 
articles of faith, especially those involved in 
controversy with the Romanists and various 
corruptions of the heavenly doctrine [sects], 
and with perpetual agreement have appealed 
to it without any controversy and doubt. The 
doctrine comprised in it, which they knew 
both to be supported by firm testimonies of 
Scripture, and to be approved by the ancient 
and accepted symbols, they have also con- 
stantly judged to be the only and perpetual 
consensus of the truly believing Church, 
which was formerly defended against mani- 
fold heresies and errors, and is now repeated. 

But it can be unknown to no one that, im- 
mediately after Dr. Martin Luther, that most 
distinguished hero, endowed with most emi- 
nent picty, was removed from human affairs, 
Germany, our dear fatherland, experienced 
most perilous times and most severe agita- 
tions. In these difficulties, and in the sad 
distraction of a government before flourish- 
ing and well regulated, the enemy of mortals 
cunningly labored to scatter in the churches 
and schools the seeds of false doctrine and 
dissensions, to excite divisions combined with 
offense, and by these arts of his to corrupt 
the purity of the heavenly doctrine, to sever 


the bond of Christian love and godly agree- 
ment, and to hinder and retard to a greater 
degree the course of the most holy Gospel. 
It is also known to all in what manner the 
enemies of the heavenly doctrine seized this 
opportunity to disparage our churches and 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 9.] 
schools, to find covering for their errors, to 
draw alarmed and erring consciences away 
from the purity of the Gospel-doctrine, in 
order to render them more compliant in bear- 
ing and tolerating the yoke of the papal 
slavery, and in embracing also other corrup- 
tions conflicting with God’s Word. 

To us, indeed, nothing could happen, either 
more agreeable, or which, we would judge, 
should be sought for more earnestly and 
prayerfully from Almighty God, than that 
both our churches and our schools should 
have persevered in the pure doctrine of God’s 
Word and in that longed-for and godly una- 
nimity of mind, and, as was the case while 
Luther was still alive, that they should have 
been regulated according to the rule of the 
divine Word, and handed down to posterity 
in a godly and excellent way. We notice, 
however, that, just as in the times of the 
Apostles, into those churches in which they 
themselves had planted the Gospel of Christ 
corruptions were introduced by false brethren, 
so, on account of our sins and the looseness 
of these times, this has been allowed by an 
angry God against our churches also. 

Wherefore, mindful of our duty, which, we 
know, has been divinely enjoined upon us, 
we think that we ought diligently to apply 
ourselves to the labor of attacking in our 
provinces and realms the false teachings 
which have been disseminated there, and are 
gradually insinuating themselves, as it were, 
into the intimate acquaintance and famili- 
arity of men, and that we should see to it 
that the subjects in our government may per- 
severe in the straight way of godliness and 
in the truth of the heavenly doctrine, ac- 
knowledged and thus far retained and de- 
fended, and not be suffered to be led away 
from it. In this matter, indeed, partly our 
most worthy predecessors, partly we ourselves, 
were eagerly at work, when, in the year of 
Christ 1558, on the occasion of the Diet which 
was then being held by the Electors at Frank- 
fort on the Main, the resolution was adopted 
by a unanimous vote that a special, general 
assembly should be held, where in a thorough, 
but nevertheless amicable manner there might 
be a conference among us concerning such 
matters as are maliciously charged,.by our 
adversaries, against [us and] our churches 
and schools. 

And, indeed, after these deliberations our 
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predecessors, of godly and excellent memory, 
together with some of us, assembled at Naum- 
burg in Thuringia. On that occasion we took 
in hand the Augsburg Confession, offered to 
the Emperor Charles V in the great assembly 
of the Empire at Augsburg in the year 1530, 
and mentioned by us several times previously, 
and to that godly confession, built upon solid 
testimonies of the truth, which cannot be 
shaken, and is expressed in the Word of God, 
we all subscribed with one mind. In this 
way, of course, we meant to provide for the 
interests of posterity, and to enable and urge 
them, as far as we could, to avoid false doc- 
trines conflicting with God’s Word. This we 
did also with the design that, both with his 
Imperial Majesty, our most clement lord, and 
also universally among all, there might be 
a permanent testimony that it has never been 


our intention to wish to defend or spread any 


new and strange dogma, but that we desired, 
God aiding us, to constantly support and re- 
. tain the truth which we professed at Augs- 
(Concordia Triglotta, p. 11.] 
burg in the year 1530. We were also led to 
entertain a not uncertain hope that in this 
way not only those who oppose the pure 
evangelical doctrine would abstain from 
fabricated charges and accusations, but also 
other good and well-disposed men would be 
attracted by this renewed and repeated con- 
fession of ours, and, with greater zeal and 
care, would seek and investigate the truth 
of the heavenly doctrine, which alone is our 
guide to salvation, and, out of regard for 
the salvation of the soul and their eternal 
happiness, would assent to it, all further 
controversies and disputations being rejected. 

But, not without agitation of mind, we 
were informed that this declaration of ours 
and that repetition of a godly confession had 
too little weight with our adversaries, and 
that neither we nor our churches were de- 
livered from the most grievous slanders, 
arising from prejudice, which they had cir- 
culated against us among the people; also, 
that those things which we have done, with 
the best intention and purpose, have been re- 
ceived by the adversaries of the true religion 
in such a way as though we were so un- 
certain concerning our [confession of faith 
and] religion, and so often had transfused it 
from one formula to another that it was no 
longer clear to us or our theologians what 
is the Confession once offered to the Emperor 
at Augsburg. These fictions of the adver- 
saries have deterred and alienated many good 
men from our churches, schools, doctrine, 
faith, and confession. To these disadvantages 
there is also added that, under the pretext 
of the Augsburg Confession, the teaching con- 
flicting with the institution of the Holy Sup- 
per of the body and blood of Christ and also 
other corruptions were introduced here and 
there into the churches and schools. 

When some godly men, lovers of peace and 
harmony, besides also learned theologians, 
had noticed all these things, they judged that 
these slanders and the dissensions in religion 


which were constantly increasing more and 
more, could not be better met than if the 
controverted articles would be thoroughly 
and accurately set forth and explained from 
the Word of God, the false teachings would 
be rejected and condemned, and, on the other 
hand, the truth divinely delivered be clearly 
and lucidly presented; because they were 
convinced that by this method both silence 
could be imposed upon the adversaries, and 
the more simple and godly be shown a sure 
way and plan as to how they should act in | 
these dissensions, and, aided by divine grace, — 
could also in the future avoid corruptions of 
doctrine. 

In the beginning, therefore, the theologians 
communicated to one another certain writ- 
ings concerning this subject, sufficiently com- 
prehensive, and derived from the Word of 
‘God, in which they showed clearly and skil- 
fully how these controversies, which were 
not without offense to the churches, could 
be put to rest and removed from sight with- 
out any loss to the truth of the Gospel; for 
the result would be that the opportunities 
and pretexts sought for slander would be cut 
off and removed from the adversaries. Fi- 
nally they took up and accurately and in the 
fear of God pondered and explained the con- 
troverted articles, and accordingly in a special 
writing stated comprehensively in what way 
and by what method the dissensions which 
had arisen could be settled in a right and 
godly manner. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 13.J 

Having been informed of this godly pur- 
pose of the theologians, we have not only 
approved it, but have also judged that it 
ought to be promoted by us with great 
earnestness and zeal, in view of the office 
and duty divinely committed to us. 

And accordingly, upon the counsel of some 
other Electors and Princes agreeing with us 
in religion, we, by the grace of God, Duke of 
Saxony, Elector, etec., summoned certain emi- 
nent and least suspected theologians, who 
were also experienced and endowed with pre- 
eminent learning, to Torgau in the year 1576, 
for the purpose of promoting the godly de- 
sign of harmony among the teachers of the 
Church. When they had assembled, they con- 
ferred devoutly with one another concerning 
the controverted articles and the peace docu- 
ment which we have just mentioned. And 
indeed, after prayers had first been offered to 
Almighty God, and His praise and glory, 
they comprised, with extraordinary care and 
diligence, — the Spirit of the Lord aiding 
them by His grace, —all those things which 
seemed to pertain to, and to be required for, 
this deliberation in a very good and suitable 
document. Afterwards this book was trans- 
mitted to some chief adherents of the Augs- 
burg Confession, Electors, Princes, and Depu- 
ties, with the request that they themselves, 
calling to their aid the most eminent and 
most learned theologians, should read it with 
anxious care and godly zeal, should diligently 
examine it, and commit their opinion and 
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criticism upon it to writing, and, finally, 
express their judgment and the reasons there- 
fore concerning the whole and each part. 

Therefore, when we had received these 
criticisms, we found in them many godly and 
useful suggestions how the transmitted dec- 
laration of the pure Christian doctrine could 
be fortified and strengthened against corrup- 
tions and perversions by the testimonies of 
Holy Scripture, in order that in the course 
of time, under its guise, godless doctrines 
might not be concealed, but an altogether un- 
varnished declaration of the pure truth might 
be transmitted to posterity. Therefore, out 
of those things which had been considered 
best when they came to us, that book of godly 
concord of which we spoke was composed, and 
completed in the form in which it will be sub- 
mitted. 

Then some of our rank (for at that time 
not all of us, nor some others as well, were 
able to do this, on account of certain causes 
which were in the way), have caused this 
book to be recited article by article and dis- 
tinctly to the theologians, and the ministers 
of the church and of the schools collectively 
and individually, and have caused them to be 
urged to a diligent and accurate considera- 
tion of those parts of the doctrine which are 
contained in it. 

Accordingly, when they perceived that the 
explanation of the controverted articles, in- 
deed, agreed especially with the Word of God, 
and then with the Augsburg Confession, they 
received this Book of Concord with a very 
ready mind and an expression of their grati- 
tude towards God, as expressing the godly 
and genuine meaning of the Augsburg Con- 
fession, having voluntarily, and indeed ac- 
curately, pondered and considered it, and 
they approved it and subscribed to it, and 
publicly bore witness concerning it with 
heart, mouth, and hand. Wherefore that 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 15.] 
godly agreement is called, and forever will 
be, not only the harmonious and concordant 
confession of some few of our theologians, 
but, in general, of the ministers of our 
churches and rectors of schools, jointly and 
severally, in our provinces and realms. 

Now, our conferences and those of our 
illustrious predecessors which were under- 
taken with a godly and sincere intention, 
first at Frankfort on the Main, and after- 
ward at Naumburg, and were recorded in 
writing, not only did not accomplish that end 
and peaceful settlement which was desired, 
but from them even a defense for errors and 
false doctrines was sought by some, while it 
had never entered our mind, by this writing 
of ours, either to introduce, furnish a cover 
for, and establish any false doctrine, or in 
the least even to recede from the Confession 
presented in the year 1530 at Augsburg, but 
rather, as many of us as participated in the 
transactions at Naumburg wholly reserved it 
to ourselves, and promised besides that if, in 
the course of time, anything would be desired 
with respect to the Augsburg Confession, or 
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as often as necessity would seem to demand 
it, we would further declare all things 
thoroughly and at length. And that is the 
reason why we have elaborated in this Book 
of Concord with great and godly agreement 
a declaration of our constant and perpetual 
wish, and a repetition of our Christian faith 
and confession. Accordingly, in order that 
no persons may permit themselves to be dis- 
turbed by the charges of our adversaries spun 
out of their own mind, by which they boast 
that not even we are certain which is the 
true and genuine Augsburg Confession, but 
that both those who are now among the liv- 
ing and posterity also may be clearly and 
firmly taught and informed what that godly 
Confession is which both we and the churches 
and schools of our realms at all times pro- 
fessed and embraced, we emphatically testify 
that after the pure and immutable ‘truth of 
God’s Word we wish to embrace the first 
Augsburg Confession alone which was pre- 
sented to the Emperor Charles V, in the year 
1530, at the famous Diet of Augsburg (this 
alone we say), and no other; copies of which, 
deposited in the archives of our predecessors, 
of excellent memory, who presented it in the 
Diet to Charles V himself, we caused to be 
compared by men worthy of confidence (lest 
we should be found wanting in most accu- 
rate regard for diligence) with the copy 
which was presented to the Emperor him- 
self, and is preserved in the archives of the 
Holy Roman Empire, and we are sure that 
our copies, both the Latin and the German, 
in all things correspond to it, with like 
meaning. For this reason also we wished to 
insert the confession then presented in our 
explanation, which will be submitted here- 
with or in the Book of Concord, in order that 
all may understand that we have resolved to 
tolerate in our realms, churches, and schools 
no other doctrine than that which, in the 
year 1530, was approved at Augsburg in a 
solemn confession, by the above-mentioned 
Electors, Princes, and Deputies of the Em- 
pire. This Confession also, by the help of 
God, we will retain to our last breath, when 
we shall go forth from this life to the heav- 
enly fatherland, to appear with joyful and 
undaunted mind and with a pure conscience 
before the tribunal of our Lord Jesus Christ. 
We hope, therefore, that our adversaries will 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 17.] 
hereafter spare both us and the ministers of 
our churches, and not employ these custo- 
mary and most grievous accusations, that we 
cannot decide among ourselves upon anything 
as certain concerning our faith, and that, on 
this account, we are forging new confessions 
almost every year, yea, even every month. 
Moreover, as to the second edition of the 
Augsburg Confession, of which mention is 
made also in the transactions at Naumburg, 
we notice, what is also known to all, that, 
under the pretext of the words of this latter 
edition, some have wanted to cover and con- 
ceal corruptions with respect to the Lord’s 
Supper and other errors, and by means of 
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published writings have attempted to obtrude 
them upon an ignorant populace; nor have 
they been moved by the distinct words of the 
Augsburg Confession, (which was first pre- 
sented,) by which these errors are openly re- 
jected, and from which a far different mean- 
ing than they wish can be shown. Therefore 
we have decided in this writing to testify 
publicly, and to inform all, that we wished 
neither then nor now in any way to defend, 
or excuse, or to approve, as though agreeing 
with the Gospel-doctrine, false and godless 
doctrines and opinions which may lie con- 
cealed under certain coverings of words. We, 
indeed, never received the latter edition in 
a sense differing in any part from the former 
which was presented. Neither do we judge 
that other useful writings of Dr. Philip Me- 
lanchthon, or of Brenz, Urban Rhegius, Pome- 
ranus, etc., should be rejected and condemned, 
so far as, in all things, they agree with the 
norm which has been set forth in the Book 
of Concord. 

Now, although some theologians, and 
among them Luther himself, when they 
treated of the Lord’s Supper, were drawn, 
against their will, by their adversaries to 
disputations concerning the personal union 
of the two natures in Christ, nevertheless our 
theologians in the Book of Concord, and by 
the norm of sound doctrine which is in 
it, testify that both our constant and per- 
petual opinion and that of this book is that 
with regard to the Lord’s Supper godly men 
should be led to no other foundations than 
to those of the words of institution of the 
testament of our Lord Jesus Christ. For 
since He is both almighty and true, it is easy 
for Him to do those things which He has both 
instituted and promised in His Word. And 
indeed, when this foundation will not be as- 
sailed by their adversaries, they will not con- 
tend in this kind of argument concerning 
other methods of proof, but, in true sim- 
plicity of faith, will firmly insist upon the 
very plain words of Christ, which method is 
the safest, and is best suited to the instruc- 
tion of uneducated men; for those things 
which have been discussed with greater ex- 
actness they do not understand. But indeed, 
since this our assertion and the simple mean- 
ing of the words of Christ’s testament are 
assailed by the adversaries, and rejected as 
godless and conflicting with the nature of 
true faith, and finally are claimed to be con- 
trary to the Apostles’ Creed (especially to 
the statements concerning the incarnation of 
the Son of God, His ascension into heaven, 
and His sitting at the right hand of the al- 
mighty power and majesty of God) and there- 
fore to be false, it must be shown by a true 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 19.] 
and thorough interpretation of these articles 
that our opinion differs neither from the 
words of Christ nor from these articles. 

As to the phrases and forms of expression 
which are employed in this Book of Concord, 
when we treat of the majesty of the human 
nature in the person of Christ, elevated and 


placed at the right hand of God, in order to 
remove all subtle suspicions and causes of 
offense which might arise from the different 
significations of the word abstract, (as both 
the schools and the fathers have hitherto em- 
ployed this term,) our theologians in distinct 
and express words wish to testify that this. 
majesty is in no way to be ascribed to the 
human nature of Christ outside of the per- 
sonal union, neither are we to grant that the 
human nature possesses this majesty as its 
own or by itself (even in the personal union) 
essentially, formally, habitually, subjectively. 
(The schools like these terms, although they 
are not good Latin.) For if we would adopt 
this method both of speaking and teaching, 
the divine and human natures with their 
properties would be confounded, and the 
human, with respect to its essence and prop- 
rties, would be made equal to the divine, 
yea, indeed, would be altogether denied. 
Therefore the theologians judge that we 
ought to believe that this occurs according 
to the method and economy of the hypostatic 
union, as learned antiquity has spoken cau- 
tiously concerning this subject, that it is a 
mystery so great as to exceed all the powers 
of our natural ability and understanding. 


As-to the condemnations, censures, and re- 


.jections of godless doctrines, and especially 


of that which has arisen concerning the 
Lord’s Supper, these indeed had to be ex- 
pressly set forth in this our declaration and 
thorough explanation and decision of contro- 
verted articles, not only that all should guard 
against these condemned doctrines, but also 
for certain other’ reasons could in no way 
have been passed by. Thus, as it is in no 
way our design and purpose to condemn those 
men who err from a certain simplicity of 
mind, but are not blasphemers against the 
truth of the heavenly doctrine, much less, 
indeed, entire churches, which are either 
under the Roman Empire of the German na- 
tion or elsewhere; nay, rather has it been 
our intention and disposition in this manner 
openly to censure and condemn only the fa- 
natical opinions and their obstinate and 
blasphemous teachers, (which, we judge, 
should in no way be tolerated in our do- 
minions, churches, and _ schools,) because 
these errors conflict with the express Word 
of God, and that, too, in such a way that 
they cannot be reconciled with it. We have 
undertaken this also for this reason, viz., 
that all godly persons might be warned dili- 
gently to avoid them. For we have no doubt 
whatever that even in those churches which 
have hitherto not agreed with us in all 
things many godly and by no means wicked 
men are found who follow their own sim- 
plicity, and do not understand aright the 
matter itself, but in no way approve the blas-_ 
phemies which are cast forth against the 
Holy Supper as it is administered in our 
churehes, according to Christ’s institution, 
and, with the unanimous approval of all good 
men, is taught in accordance with the words 
of the testament itself. We are also in great 
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hope that, if they would be taught aright 
concerning al! these things, the Spirit of the 
Lord aiding them, they would agree with us, 
and with our churches and schools, to the 
infallible truth of God’s Word. And as- 
suredly, the duty is especially incumbent 
upon all the theologians and ministers of 
the Church, that with such moderation as 
is becoming they teach from the Word of 
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God also those who either from a certain 
simplicity or ignorance have erred from the 
truth, concerning the peril of their salvation, 
and that they fortify them against corrup- 
tions, lest perhaps, while the blind are leaders 
of the blind, all may perish. Wherefore, by 
this writing of ours, we testify in the sight 
of Almighty God and before the entire Church 
that it has never been our purpose, by means 
of this godly formula for union to create 
trouble or danger to the godly who to-day 
are suffering persecution. For, as we have 
already entered into the fellowship of grief 
with them, moved by Christian love, so we are 
shocked at the persecution and most grievous 
tyranny which with such severity is exer- 
cised against these poor men, and sincerely 
detest it. For in no way do we consent to 
the shedding of that innocent blood, which 
undoubtedly will be required with great se- 
verity from the persecutors at the awful judg- 
ment of the Lord and before the tribunal of 
Christ, and they will then certainly render 
a most strict account, and suffer fearful] 
punishment. 

In regard to these matters (as we have 
mentioned above) it has always been our 
purpose that in our lands, dominions, schools, 
and churches no other doctrine be proclaimed 
and accurately set forth than that which is 
founded upon the Word of God, and con- 
tained in the Augsburg Confession and the 
Apology, (and that, too, when understood 
properly in its genuine sense,) and that 
opinions conflicting with these be not ad- 
mitted; and indeed, with this design, this 
formula of agreement was begun and com- 
pleted. Therefore before God and all mortals 
we once more declare and testify that in the 
declaration of the controverted articles, of 
which mention has already been made sev- 
eral times, we are not introducing a new con- 
fession, or one different from that which was 
presented in the year 1530 to Charles V, of 
happy memory, but that we wished indeed 
to lead our churches and schools, first of all, 
to the fountains of Holy Scripture, and to 
the Creeds, and then to the Augsburg Con- 
fession, of which we have before made men- 
tion. We most earnestly exhort that es- 
pecially the young men who are being edu- 
cated for the holy ministry of the churches 
and schools be instructed in this faithfully 
and diligently, in order that the pure doc- 
trine and profession of our faith may, by the 
help of the Holy Ghost, be preserved and 
propagated also to our posterity, until the 
glorious advent of Jesus Christ, our only 
Redeemer and Savior. 


~ 


Since, therefore, such is the case, and being 
instructed from the Prophetic and Apostolic 
Scriptures, we are sure concerning our doc- 
trine and confession, and by the grace of the 
Holy Ghost our minds and consciences have 
been confirmed to a greater degree, we have 
thought that this Book of Concord ought to 
be published. For it seemed exceedingly 
necessary that, amidst so many errors that 
had arisen in our times, as well as causes of 
offense, variances, and these long-continued 
dissensions, there should exist a godly ex- 
planation and agreement concerning all these 
controversies, derived from God’s Word, ac- 
cording to the terms of which the pure doc- 
trine might be discriminated and separated 
from the false. Besides, this matter is of 
importance also in this respect, viz., that 
troublesome and contentious men, who do not 
suffer themselves to be bound to any formula 
of the pure doctrine, may not have the lib- 
erty, according to their good pleasure, to ex- 
cite controversies which furnish ground for 
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offense, and to publish and contend for ex- 
travagant opinions. For the result of these 
things, at length, is that the pure doctrine 
is obscured and lost, and nothing is trans- 
mitted to posterity except academical opinions 
and suspensions of judgment. To these con- 
siderations was also added this that, agree- 
ably to the office committed to us by God, 
we understand that we owe our subjects this, 
viz., that we should diligently care for the 
things which pertain to this life and the life 
to come, and that we should take pains, with 
the greatest earnestness and to our utmost 
ability, to attend to those matters which pro- 
mote the extension of God’s name and glory, 
the propagation of His Word, (from which 
alone we hope for salvation,) the peace and 
tranquillity of churches and schools, and the 
instruction and consolation of disturbed con- 
sciences, especially since it is certainly a 
settled fact with us that this salutary work 
of Christian concord has already been longed 
for and expected with anxious prayers and 
the greatest desire by many good and sincere 
men both of the highest and the lowest rank. 
For from the beginning of this work of peace- 
ful settlement, indeed, we have not been of 
the opinion, neither are we even now, that 
this work of concord, which is so salutary 
and exceedingly necessary, should be removed 
from the eyes of men, and altogether con- 
cealed, and that the light of heavenly truth 
should be placed under a bushel or table; 
wherefore we ought in no wise to defer its 
publication. Nor do we doubt that all the 
godly who are lovers of the heavenly truth, 
and of concord pleasing to God, will approve, 
together with us, of this salutary, useful, 
godly, and very necessary undertaking, and 
that they will act so that nothing may be 
wanting in them, even to the greatest effort, 
whereby the glory of God and the common 
welfare in both temporal and eternal things 
may be promoted. 

We indeed (to repeat in conclusion what 
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we have mentioned several times above) have 
wished, in this work of concord, in no way to 
devise what is new, or to depart from the 
truth of the heavenly doctrine which our 
ancestors, renowned for their piety, as well 
as we ourselves, have acknowledged and pro- 
fessed. We mean that doctrine, which, hav- 
ing been derived from the Prophetic and 
Apostolic Scriptures, is contained in the three 
ancient Creeds, in the Augsburg Confession, 
presented in the year 1530 to the Emperor 
Charles V, of excellent memory, then in the 
Apology, which was added to. this, in the 
Smalcald Articles, and lastly in both the 
Catechisms of that excellent man, Dr. Luther. 
Therefore we also have determined not to de- 
part even a finger’s breadth either from the 
subjects themselves, or from the phrases 
which are found in them, but, the Spirit of 
the Lord aiding us, to persevere constantly, 
with the greatest harmony, in this godly 
agreement, and we intend to examine all con- 
troversies according to this true norm and 
declaration of the pure doctrine. Then, also 
with the rest of the Electors, Princes, and 
Deputies of the Holy Roman Empire, and 
other kings, princes, and magnates of the 
Christian state, in accordance with the con- 
stitution of the Holy Empire, and the agree- 
ments which we have with them, we deter- 
mined and desired to cultivate peace and 
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harmony, and to render to each one, accord- 
ing to his rank, all duties belonging to us, 
together with the offices of friendship. 

Besides, having made known our objects, 
we will also earnestly apply ourselves with 
great strictness and the most ardent zeal to 
the defense of this work of concord, by dili- 
gent visitations of the churches and schools 
in our realms, oversight of printing-offices, 
and other salutary means, according to oc- 
casions and circumstances which may be 
offered to ourselves and others. We will also 
take pains, if either controversies already 
composed should be renewed, or new contro- 
versies concerning religion should arise, to 
remove and settle them betimes, for the pur- 
pose of avoiding offense, without long and 
dangerous digressions. 

As a manifest testimony of this, we have 
with great consent subscribed our names, and 
attached also our seals: — 

Lows, Count Palatine on the Rhine, Elector. 
Augustus, Duke of Saxony, Elector. John 
George, Margrave of Brandenburg, Elector. 
Joachim Frederick, Margrave of Brandenburg, 
Administrator of the Archbishopric of Mag- 
deburg. John, Bishop of Meissen. Hberhard, 
Bishop of Luebeck, Administrator of the Epis- 
copate of Werden. Philip Louis, Count Pala- 
tine on the Rhine. The guardians of Fred- 
erick William and John, Dukes of Saxony. 
The guardians of John Oasimir and John 
Ernest, Dukes of Saxony. George Frederick, 
Margrave of Brandenburg. Juliws, Duke of 
Brunswick and Lueneburg. Otho, Duke of 


Brunswick and lLueneburg. Henry the 
Younger, Duke of Brunswick and Lueneburg. 
William the Younger, Duke of Brunswick and 
Lueneburg. Wolfgang, Duke of Brunswick 
and Lueneburg. Ulrich, Duke of Mecklen- 
burg. The guardians of John and Sigismund 
Augustus, Dukes of Mecklenburg. Lows, 
Duke of Wuerttemberg. The guardians of 
Ernest and Jacob, Margraves of Baden. 
George Ernest, Count and Lord of Henneburg. 
Frederick, Count of Wuerttemberg and Moem- 
pelgard. John Gunther, Count of Schwartz- 
burg. William, Count of Schwartzburg. Al- 
bert, Count of Schwartzburg. Emich, Count 
of Leiningen. Philip, Count of Hanau. Gott- 
fried, Count of Oettingen. George, Count and 
Lord in Castel. Henry, Count and Lord in 


Castel. Otho, Count of Hoya and Burgk- 
hausen. John, Count of Oldenburg and Del- 
menhorst. John Hoier, Count of Mansfeld. 


Bruno, Count of Mansfeld. Hoier Christo- 
pher, Count of Mansfeld. Peter Hrnest, Jr., 
Count of Mansfeld. Christopher, Count of 
Mansfeld. Albert George, Count of Stolberg. 
Wolfgang Ernest, Count of Stolberg. Lowis, 
Count of Gleichen. Charles, Count of Glei- 
chen. Ernest, Count of Reinstein. Boto, 
Count of Reinstein. Louis, Count of Lewen- 
stein. Henry, Baron of Limburg, Semperfrei. 
George, Baron of Schoenburg. Wolfgang, 
Baron of Schoenburg. Anare Frederick, 
Baron of Wildenfels. Mayor and Council of 
the City of Luwebeck. Mayor and Council of 
the City of Luweneburg. Mayor and Council 
of the City of Hamburg. Council of the City 
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of Brunswick. Mayor and Council of the 
City of Landau. Mayor and Council of the 
City of Muenster in the Gregorian Valley. 
Council of the City of Goslar. Mayor and 
Council of the City of Ulm. Mayor and 
Council of the City of Hsslingen. Council 
of the City of Reuwtlingen. Mayor and Coun- 
cil of the City of Noerdlingen. Mayor and 
Council of Rothenburg on the Tauber. Mayor 
and Council of the City of Hall in Swabia. 
Mayor and Council of the City of Heilbronn. 
Mayor and Council .of the City of Mem- 
mingen. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Lindau. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Schweinfurt. Council of the City of Donau- 
woerth. Chamberlain and Council of the City 
of Regensburg. Mayor and Council of the 
City of Wimpffen. Mayor and Council of the 
City of Giengen. Mayor and Council of Bop- 
fingen. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Alen. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Kaufbeuren. Mayor and Council of the City 
of Isna. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Kempten. Council of the City of Goettingen. 
Mayor and Council of the City of Leutkirch. 
The entire Government of the City of Hildes- 
heim. Mayor and Council of the City of 
Hameln. Mayor and Councilmen of the City 
of Hannover. Council of Muehlhausen. Coun- 
cil of Hrfurt. Council of the City of Him- 
beck. Council of the City of Nordheim. 


The Three Universal or Ecumenical Creeds. 


The Apostles’ Creed. 


I believe in God the Father Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth. 


And in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our 
Lord; who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, 
born of the Virgin Mary; suffered under 
Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and 
buried; He descended into hell; the third 
day He rose again from the dead; He as- 
cended into heaven, and sitteth on the right 
hand of God the Father Almighty; from 
thence He shall come to judge the quick and 
the dead. 


I believe in the Holy Ghost; the holy 
Catholic Church, the communion of saints; 
the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of 
the body; and the life everlasting. Amen. 


The Nicene Creed. 


I believe in one God, the Father Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth, and of all things 
visible and invisible. 


And in one Lord Jesus Christ, the only- 
begotten Son of God, begotten of the Father 
before all worlds, God of God, Light of Light, 
very God of very God, begotten, not made, 
being of one substance with the Father; by 
whom all things were made; who for us 
men, and for our salvation, came down from 
heaven, and was incarnate by the Holy Ghost 
of the Virgin Mary, and was made man, and 
was crucified also for us under Pontius Pi- 
late; He suffered and was buried; and the 
third day He rose again according to the 
Scriptures; and ascended into heaven, and 
sitteth on the right hand of the Father; and 
He shall come again with glory to judge the 
quick and the dead; whose kingdom shall 
have no end. 


And I believe in the Holy Ghost, the Lord 
and Giver of life, who proceedeth from the 
Father and the Son; who with the Father 
and the Son together is worshiped and glori- 
fied; who spake by the Prophets. 

And I believe in one holy Catholic and 
Apostolic Church. 

I acknowledge one Baptism for the remis- 
sion of sins; and I look for the resurrection 
of the dead, and the life of the world to 
come, Amen. 


The Creed of Athanasius. 
Written against the Arians. 


Whosoever will be saved, before all things 
it is necessary that he hold the Catholic faith. 

Which faith except every one do keep whole 
and undefiled, without doubt he shall perish 
everlastingly. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 33.] 

And -the Catholic faith is this, that we 
worship one God in Trinity, and Trinity in 
Unity ; 

Neither confounding the Persons, nor di- 
viding the Substance. 

For there is one Person of the Father, 
another of the Son, and another of the Holy 
Ghost. 

But the Godhead of the Father, of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost is all one: the glory 
equal, the majesty coeternal. 

Such as the Father is, such is the Son, and 
such is the Holy Ghost. 

The Father uncreate, the Son uncreate, and 
the Holy Ghost uncreate. 

The Father incomprehensible, the Son in- 
comprehensible, and the Holy Ghost incom- 
prehensible. 

The Father eternal, the Son eternal, and 
the Holy Ghost eternal. 

And yet they are not three Eternals, but 
one Eternal. 

As there are not three Uncreated nor three 
Incomprehensibles, but one Uncreated and 
one Incomprehensible. 

So likewise the Father is almighty, the 
Son almighty, and the Holy Ghost almighty. 

And yet they are not three Almighties, but 
one Almighty. 

So the Father is God, the Son is God, and 
the Holy Ghost is God. 

And yet they are not three Gods, but one 
God. 

So likewise the Father is Lord, the Son 
Lord, and the Holy Ghost Lord. 

And yet not three Lords, but one Lord. 

For like as we are compelled by the Chris- 
tian verity to acknowledge every Person by 
Himself to be God and Lord, 

So are we forbidden by the catholic re- 
ligion to say, There be three Gods, or three 
Lords. 

The Father is made of none: 
ated nor begotten. 

The Son is of the Father alone: not made, 
nor created, but begotten. 


neither cre- 
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The Holy Ghost is of the Father and of 
the Son: neither made, nor created, nor hbe- 
gotten, but proceeding. 

So there is one Father, not three Fathers; 
one Son, not three Sons; one Holy Ghost, 
not three Holy Ghosts. 

And in this Trinity none is before or after 
other; none is greater or less than another; 

But the whole three Persons are coeternal 
together, and coequal: so that in all things, 
as is aforesaid, the Unity in Trinity and the 
Trinity in Unity is to be worshiped. 

He, therefore, that will be saved must thus 
think of the Trinity. 

Furthermore, it is necessary to everlasting 
salvation that he also believe faithfully the 
incarnation of our Lord Jesus Christ. % 

For the right faith is, that we-believe and 
confess that our Lord Jesus Christ, the Son 
of God, is God and Man; 
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God of the Substance of the Father, be- 
gotten before the worlds; and Man of the 
substance of His mother, born in the world; 
Perfect God and perfect Man, of a reason- 
able soul and human flesh subsisting. 


The Three Universal or Ecumenical Creeds. 


Equal to the Father as touching His God- 
head, and inferior to the Father as touching 
His manhood; 

Who, although He be God and Man, yet 
He is not two, but one Christ: 

One, not by conversion of the Godhead into 
flesh, but by taking the manhood into God; 

One altogether; not by confusion of Sub- 
stance, but by unity of Person. 

For as the reasonable soul and flesh is one 
man, so God and Man is one Christ; 

Who suffered for our salvation; descended 
into hell, rose again the third day from the 
dead; 

He ascended into heaven; He sitteth on 
the right hand of the Father, God Almighty; 
from whence He shall come to judge the quick 
and the dead. 

At whose coming all men shall rise again 
with their bodies, and shall give an account 
of their own works. 

And they that have done good shall go into 
life everlasting; and they that have done 
evil, into everlasting fire. 

This is the catholic faith; which except 
a man believe faithfully and firmly, he can- 
not be saved. ; 


Augsburg Confession. 


Preface to the Emperor Charles V. 


Most Invincible Emperor, Caesar Augustus, 
Most Clement Lord: Inasmuch as Your !Im- 
perial Majesty has summoned a Diet of the 
Empire here at Augsburg to deliberate con- 
cerning measures against the Turk, that most 
atrocious, hereditary, and ancient enemy of 
the Christian name and religion, in what way, 
namely, effectually to withstand his furor and 
assaults by strong and lasting military pro- 
vision; and then also concerning dissensions 
in the matter of our holy religion and Chris- 
tian Faith, that in this matter of religion the 
opinions and judgments of the parties might 
be heard in each other’s presence, and con- 
sidered and weighed among ourselves in mu- 
tual charity, leniency, and kindness, in order 
that, after the removal and correction of such 
things as have been treated and understood 
in a different manner in the writings on 
either side, these matters may be settled 
and brought back to one simple truth and 
Christian concord, that for the future one 
pure and true religion may be embraced and 
maintained by us, that as we all are under 
one Christ and do battle under Him, so we 
may be able also to live in unity and con- 
cord in the one Christian Church. 

And inasmuch as we, the undersigned 
Elector and Princes, with others joined with 
us, have been called to the aforesaid Diet, 
the same as the other Electors, Princes, and 
Estates, in obedient compliance with the Im- 
perial mandate, we have promptly come to 
Augsburg, and— what we do not mean to 
say as boasting — we were among the first 
to be here. 

Accordingly, since even here at Augsburg, 
at the very beginning of the Diet, Your Im- 
perial Majesty caused to be proposed to the 
Electors, Princes, and other Estates of the 
Empire, amongst other things, that the sev- 
eral Estates of the Empire, on the strength 
of the Imperial edict, should set forth and 
submit their opinions and judgments in the 
German and the Latin language, and since, 
on the ensuing Wednesday, answer was given 
to Your Imperial Majesty, after due delibera- 
tion, that we would submit the Articles of our 
Confession for our side on next Wednesday, 
therefore, in obedience to Your Imperial 
Majesty’s wishes, we offer, in this matter of 
religion, the Confession of our preachers and 
of ourselves, showing what manner of doc- 
trine from the Holy Scriptures and the pure 
Word of God has been up to this time set 
forth in our lands, dukedoms, dominions, 
and cities, and taught in our churches. 

And if the other Electors, Princes, and 
Estates of the Empire will, according to the 
raid Imperial proposition, present similar 
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writings, to wit, in Latin and German, giv- 
ing their opinions in this matter of religion, 
we, with the Princes and friends aforesaid, 
here before Your Imperial Majesty, our most 
clement. Lord, are prepared to confer ami- 
cably concerning all possible ways and means, 
in order that we may come together, as far 
as this may be honorably done, and, the mat- 
ter between us on both sides being peacefully 
discussed without offensive strife, the dissen- 
sion, by God’s help, may be done away and 
brought back to one true accordant religion; 
for as we all are under one Christ and do 
battle under Him, we ought to confess the 
one Christ, after the tenor of Your Imperial 
Majesty’s edict, and everything ought to be 
conducted according to the truth of God; and 
this it is what, with most fervent prayers, 
we entreat of God. 

However, as regards the rest of the Elect- 
ors, Princes, and Estates, who constitute the 
other part, if no progress should be made, nor 
some result be attained by this treatment of 
the cause of religion after the manner in 
which Your Imperial Majesty has wisely held 
that it should be dealt with and treated, 
namely, by such mutual presentation of writ- 
ings and calm conferring together among our- 
selves, we at least leave with you a clear 
testimony, that we here in no wise are hold- 
ing back from anything that could bring 
about Christian concord, —such as could be 
effected with God and a good conscience, — 
as also Your Imperial Majesty and, next, the 
other Electors and Estates of the Empire, 
and all who are moved by sincere love and 
zeal for religion, and who will give an im- 
partial hearing to this matter, will graciously 
deign to take notice and to understand this 
from this Confession of ours and of our asso- 
ciates. 

Your Imperial Majesty also, not only once, 
but often, graciously signified to the Electors, 
Princes, and Estates of the Empire, and at 
the Diet of Spires held A. D. 1526, according 
to the form of Your Imperial instruction and 
commission given and prescribed, caused it 
to be stated and publicly proclaimed that 
Your Majesty, in dealing with this matter of 
religion, for certain reasons which were al- 
leged in Your Majesty’s name, was not will- 
ing to decide and could not determine any- 
thing, but that Your Majesty would diligently 
use Your Majesty’s office with the Roman 
Pontiff for the convening of a General Coun- 
cil. The same matter was thus publicly set 
forth at greater length a year ago at the 
last Diet which met at Spires. There Your 
Imperial Majesty, through His Highness Fer- 
dinand, King of Bohemia and Hungary, our 
friend and clement Lord, as well as through 
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the Orator and Imperial Commissioners, 
caused this, among other things, to be sub- 
mitted: that Your Imperial Majesty had 
taken notice of, and pondered, the resolution 
of Your Majesty’s Representative in the Em- 
pire, and of the President and Imperial Coun- 
selors, and the Legates from other Estates 
convened at Ratisbon, concerning the calling 
of a Council, and that your Imperial Majesty 
also judged it to be expedient to convene a 
Council; and that Your Imperial Majesty 
did not doubt the Roman Pontiff could be 
induced to hold a General Council, because 
the matters to be adjusted between Your Im- 
perial Majesty and the Roman Pontiff were 
nearing agreement and Christian reconcilia- 
tion; therefore Your Imperial Majesty him- 
self signified that he would endeavor to se- 
cure the said Chief Pontiff’s consent for com* 
vening, together with your Imperial Majesty, 
such General Council, to be published as soon 
as possible by letters that were to be sent out. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 43.] 

If the outcome, therefore, should be such 
that the differences between us and the other 
parties in the matter of religion should not 


CHIEF ARTICLES OF FAITH. 
Article I: Of God. 


Our Churches, with common consent, do 
teach that the decree of the Council of Nicaea 
concerning the Unity of the Divine Essence 
and concerning the Three Persons, is true and 
to be believed without any doubting; that is 
to say, there is one Divine Essence which is 
called and which is God: eternal, without 
body, without parts, of infinite power, wis- 
dom, and goodness, the Maker and Preserver 
of all things, visible and invisible; and yet 
there are three Persons, of the same essence 
and power, who also are coeternal, the Father, 
the Son, and the Holy Ghost. And the term 
“person” they use as the Fathers have used 
it, to signify, not a part or quality in another, 
but that which subsists of itself. 

They condemn all heresies which have 
sprung up against this article, as the Mani- 
chaeans, who assumed two principles, one 
Good and the other Evil; also the Valen- 
tinians, Arians, Eunomians, Mohammedans, 
and all such. They condemn also the Samo- 
satenes, old and new, who, contending that 
there is but one Person, sophistically and im- 
piously argue that the Word and the Holy 
Ghost are not distinct Persons, but that 
“Word” signifies a spoken word, and “Spirit” 
signifies motion created in things. 


Article II: Of Original Sin. 


Also they teach that since the fall of Adam, 
all men begotten in the natural way are born 
with sin, that is, without the fear of God, 
without trust in God, and with concupiscence ; 
and that this disease, or vice of origin, is 
truly sin, even now condemning and bring- 
ing eternal death upon those not born again 
through Baptism and the Holy Ghost. 


be amicably and in charity settled, then here, 
before Your Imperial Majesty, we make the 
offer in all obedience, in addition to what we 
have already done, that we will all appear 
and defend our cause in such a general, free, 
Christian Council, for the convening of which 
there has always been accordant action and 
agreement of votes in all the Imperial Diets 
held during Your Majesty’s reign, on the part 
of the Electors, Princes, and other Estates of 
the Empire. To the assembly of this General 
Council, and at the same time to Your Im- 
perial Majesty, we have, even before this, in 
due manner and form of law, addressed our- 
selves and made appeal in this matter, by far 
the greatest and gravest. To this appeal, both 
to Your Imperial Majesty and to a Council, 
we still adhere; neither do we intend, nor 
would it be possible for us, to relinquish it 
by this or any other document, unless the 
matter between us and the other side, accord- 
ing to the tenor of the latest Imperial cita- 
tion, should be amicably and charitably 
settled, allayed, and brought to Christian 
concord; and regarding this we even here 
solemnly and publicly testify. 
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They condemn the Pelagians and others who 
deny that original depravity is sin, and who, 
to obscure the glory of Christ’s merit and 
benefits, argue that man can be justified be- 
fore God by his own strength and reason. 


Article III: Of the Son of God. 


Also they teach that the Word, that is, the 
Son of God, did assume the human nature in 
the womb of the blessed Virgin Mary, so that 
there are two natures, the divine and the 
human, inseparably conjoined in one Person, 
one Christ, true God and true man, who was 
born of the Virgin Mary, truly suffered, was 
crucified, dead, and buried, that He might 
reconcile the Father unto us, and be a sacri- 
fice, not only for original guilt, but also for 
all actual sins of men. 

He also descended into hell, and truly rose 
again the third day; afterward He ascended 
into heaven that He might sit on the right 
hand of the Father, and forever reign and 
have dominion over all creatures, and sanc- 
tify them that believe in Him, by sending the 
Holy Ghost into their hearts, to rule, com- 
fort, and quicken them, and to defend them 
against the devil and the power of sin. 

The same Christ shall openly come again 
to judge the quick and the dead, etc., accord- 
ing to the Apostles’ Creed. 


Article IV: Of Justification. 


Also they teach that men cannot be justi- 
fied before God by their own strength, merits, 
or works, but are freely justified for Christ’s 
sake, through faith, when they believe that 
they are received into favor, and that their 
sins are forgiven for Christ’s sake, who, by 
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His death, has made satisfaction for our sins. 
This faith God imputes for righteousness in 
His sight. Rom. 3 and 4. 


Article V: Of the Ministry. 


That we may obtain this faith, the Minis- 
try of Teaching the Gospel and administering 
the Sacraments was instituted. For through 
the Word and Sacraments, as through in- 
struments, the Holy Ghost is given, who 
works faith, where and when it pleases God, 
in them that hear the Gospel, to wit, that 
God, not for our own merits, but for Christ’s 
sake, justifies those who helieve that they 
are received into grace for Christ’s sake. 

They condemn the Anabaptists and others 
who think that the Holy Ghost comes to men 
without the external Word, through their own 
preparations and works. 


Article VI: Of New Obedience. 


Also they teach that this faith is bound to 
bring forth good fruits, and that it is neces- 
sary to do good works commanded by God, 
because of God’s will, but that we should not 
rely on those works to merit justification be- 
fore God. For remission of sins and justi- 
fication is apprehended by faith, as also the 
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voice of Christ attests: When ye shall have 
done all these things, say: We are unprofit- 
able servants. Luke 17,10. The same is also 
taught by the Fathers. For Ambrose says: 
It is ordained of God that he who believes in 
Christ is saved, freely receiving remission of 
sins, without works, by faith alone. 


Article VII: Of the Church. 


Also they teach that one holy Church is 
to continue forever. The Church is the con- 
gregation of saints, in which the Gospel is 
rightly taught and the Sacraments are rightly 
administered. 

And to the true unity of the Church it is 
enough to agree concerning the doctrine of 
the Gospel and the administration of the 
Sacraments. Nor is it necessary that human 
traditions, that is, rites or ceremonies, insti- 
tuted by men, should be everywhere alike. As 
Paul says: One faith, one Baptism, one God 
and Father of all, etc. Eph. 4, 5. 6. 


Article VIII: What the Church Is. 


Although the Church properly is the con- 
gregation of saints and true believers, never- 
‘theless, since in this life many hypocrites 
and evil persons are mingled therewith, it is 
lawful to use Sacraments administered by 
evil men, according to the saying of Christ: 
The Scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’ 
seat, etc. Matt. 23,2. Both the Sacraments 
and Word are effectual by reason of the in- 
stitution and commandment of Christ, not- 
withstanding they be administered by evil 
men. 

They condemn the Donatists, and such like, 


who denied it to be lawful to use the ministry 
of evil men in the Church, and who thought 
the ministry of evil men to be unprofitable 
and of none effect. 


Article IX: Of Baptism. 


Of Baptism they teach that it is necessary 
to salvation, and that through Baptism is 
offered the grace of God; and that children 
are to be baptized, who, being offered to God 
through Baptism, are received into God’s 
grace. 

They condemn the Anabaptists, who reject 
the baptism of children, and say that children 
are saved without Baptism. 


Article X: Of the Lord’s Supper. 


Of the Supper of the Lord they teach that 
the Body and Blood of Christ are truly 
present, and are distributed to those who eat 
in the Supper of the Lord; and they reject 
those that teach otherwise. , 


Article XI: Of Confession. 


Of Confession they teach that Private Ab- 
solution ought to be retained in the churches, 
although in confession an enumeration of all 
sins is not necessary. For it is impossible, 
according to the Psalm: Who can understand 
his errors? Ps. 19, 12. 
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Article XII: Of Repentance. 


Of Repentance they teach that for those 
who have fallen after Baptism there is re- 
mission of sins whenever they are converted; 
and that the Church ought to impart abso- 
lution to those thus returning to repentance. 
Now, repentance consists properly of these 
two parts: One is contrition, that is, terrors 
smiting the conscience through the knowledge 
of sin; the other is faith, which is born of 
the Gospel, or of absolution, and believes that, 
for Christ’s sake, sins are forgiven, comforts 
the conscience, and delivers it from terrors. 
Then good works are bound to follow, which 
are the fruits of repentance. 

They condemn the Anabaptists, who deny 
that those once justified can lose the Holy 
Ghost. Also those who contend that some 
may attain to such perfection in this life 
that they cannot sin. 

The Novatians also are condemned, who 
would not absolve such as had fallen after 
Baptism, though they returned to repentance. 

They also are rejected who do not teach 
that remission of sins comes through faith, 
but command us to merit grace through satis- 
factions of our own. 


Article XIII: 


Of the Use of the Sacraments. 


Of the Use of the Sacraments they teach 
that the Sacraments were ordained, not only 
to be marks of profession among men, but 
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rather to be signs and testimonies of the will 
of God toward us, instituted to awaken and 
confirm faith in those who use them. Where- 
fore we must so use the Sacraments that faith 
be added to believe the promises which are 
offered and set forth through the Sacraments. 

They therefore condemn those who teach 
that the Sacraments justify by the outward 
act, and who do not teach that, in the use of 
the Sacraments, faith which believes that sins 
are forgiven, is required. 


Article XIV: Of Ecclesiastical Order. 


Of Ecclesiastical Order they teach that no 
one should publicly teach in the Church or 
administer the Sacraments unless he be regu- 
larly called. ‘ 


Article XV: Of Ecclesiastical Usages. 


Of Usages in the Church they teach that 
those ought to be observed which may be ob- 
served without sin, and which are profitable 
unto tranquillity and good order in the 
Church, as particular holy-days, festivals, and 
the like. 

Nevertheless, concerning such things men 
are admonished that consciences are not to 
be burdened, as though such observance was 
necessary to salvation. 

They are admonished also that human tra- 
ditions instituted to propitiate God, to merit 
grace, and to make satisfaction for sins, are 
opposed to the Gospel and the doctrine of 
faith. Wherefore vows and traditions con- 
cerning meats and days, etc., instituted to 
merit grace and to make satisfaction for sins, 
are useless and contrary to the Gospel. 
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Article XVI: Of Civil Affairs. 


Of Owil Affairs they teach that lawful civil 
ordinances are good works of God, and that 
it is right for Christians to bear civil office, 
to sit as judges, to judge matters by the Im- 
perial and other existing laws, to award just 
punishments, to engage in just wars, to serve 
as soldiers, to make legal contracts, to hold 
property, to make oath when required by the 
magistrates, to marry a wife, to he given in 
marriage. 

They condemn the Anabaptists who forbid 
these civil offices to Christians. 

They condemn also those who do not place 
evangelical perfection in the fear of God and 
in faith, but in forsaking civil offices; for 
the Gospel teaches an eternal righteousness of 
the heart. Meanwhile, it does not destroy the 
State or the family, but very much requires 
that they be preserved as ordinances of God, 
and that charity be practised in such ordi- 
nances. Therefore, Christians are necessarily 
bound to obey their own magistrates and laws, 
- save only when commanded to sin; for then 
they ought to obey God rather than men. 
Acts 5, 29. 


Article XVII: 
Of Christ’s Return to Judgment. 


Also they teach that at the Consummation 
of the World Christ will appear for judgment, 
and will raise up all the dead; He will give 
to the godly and elect eternal life and ever- 
lasting joys, but ungodly men and the devils 
He will condemn to be tormented without end. 

They condemn the Anabaptists, who think 
that there will be an end to the punishments 
of condemned men and devils. 

They condemn also others, who are now 
spreading certain Jewish opinions, that be- 
fore the resurrection of the dead the godly 
shall take possession of the kingdom of the 
world, the ungodly being everywhere sup- 
pressed. | 


‘Article XVIII: Of Free Will. 


Of Free Will they teach that man’s will has 
some liberty to choose civil righteousness, and 
to work things subject to reason. But it has 
no power, without the Holy Ghost, to work 
the righteousness of God, that is, spiritual 
righteousness; since the natural man _ re- 
ceiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, 


-1 Cor. 2,14; but this righteousness is wrought 


in the heart when the Holy Ghost is received 
through the Word. These things are said in 
as many words by Augustine in his Hypo- 
gnosticon, Book III: We grant that all men 
have a free will, free, inasmuch as it has the 
judgment of reason; not that it ts thereby 
capable, without God, either to begin, or, at 
least, to complete aught in things pertaining 
to God, but only in works of this life, whether 
good or evil. “Good” I call those works which 
spring from the good in nature, such as, will- 
ing to labor in the field, to eat and drink, to 
have a friend, to clothe oneself, to build a 
house, to marry a wife, to raise cattle, to 
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learn divers useful arts, or whatsoever good 
pertains to this life. For all of these things 
are not without dependence on the providence 
of God; yea, of Him and through Him they 
are and have their beginning. “Hvil”’ I call 
such works as willing to worship an idol, to 
commit murder, ete. 

They condemn the Pelagians and others, 
who teach that without the Holy Ghost, by 
the power of nature alone, we are able to love 
God above all things; also to do the com- 
mandments of God as touching “the substance 
of the act.” For, although nature is able in 
a manner to do the outward work, (for it is 
able to keep the hands from theft and mur- 
der,) yet it cannot produce the inward mo- 
tions, such as the fear of God, trust in God, 
chastity, patience, ete. 


Article XIX: Of the Cause of Sin. 


Of the Cause of Sin they teach that, al- 
though God does create and preserve nature, 
yet the cause of sin is the will of the wicked, 
that is, of the devil and ungodly men; which 
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will, unaided of God, turns itself from God, 
as Christ says John 8,44: When he speaketh 
a lie, he speaketh of his own. 


Article XX: Of Good Works. 


Our teachers are falsely accused of forbid- 
ding Good Works. For their published writ- 
ings on the Ten Commandments, and others 
of like import, bear witness that they have 
taught to good purpose concerning all estates 
and duties of life, as to what estates of life 
and what works in every calling be pleasing 
to God. Concerning these things preachers 
heretofore taught but little, and urged only 
childish and needless works, as_ particular 
holy-days, particular fasts, brotherhoods, pil- 
grimages, services in honor of saints, the use 
of rosaries, monasticism, and such like. Since 
our adversaries have been admonished of these 
things, they are now unlearning them, and 
do not preach these unprofitable works as 
heretofore. Besides, they begin to mention 
faith, of which there was heretofore mar- 
velous silence. They teach that we are justi- 
fied not by works only, but they conjoin faith 
and works, and say that we are justified by 
faith and works. This doctrine is more toler- 
able than the former one, and can afford more 
consolation than their old doctrine. 

Forasmuch, therefore, as the doctrine con- 
cerning faith, which ought to be the chief one 
in the Church, has lain so long unkown, as 
all must needs grant that there was the 
deepest silence in their sermons concerning 
the righteousness of faith, while only the doc- 
trine of works was treated in the churches, 
our teachers have instructed the churches con- 
cerning faith as follows: — 

First, that our works cannot reconcile God 
or merit forgiveness of sins, grace, and justifi- 
cation, but that we obtain this only by faith, 
when we believe that we are received into 
favor for Christ’s sake, who alone has been 
set forth the Mediator and Propitiation, 
1 Tim. 2,5, in order that the Father may be 
reconciled through Him. Whoever, therefore, 
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trusts that by works he merits grace, despises 
the merit and grace of Christ, and seeks a 
way to God without Christ, by human 
strength, although Christ has said of Him- 
self: I am the Way, the Truth, and the Life. 
John 14, 6. 

This doctrine concerning faith is everywhere 
treated by Paul, Eph. 2,8: By grace are ye 
saved through faith; and that not of your- 
selves; it is the gift of God, not of works, ete, 

And lest any one should craftily say that 
a new interpretation of Paul has been de- 
vised by us, this entire matter is supported 
by the testimonies of the Fathers.. For 
Augustine, in many volumes, defends grace 
and the righteousness of faith, over against 
the merits of works. And Ambrose, in his 
De Vocatione Gentium, and elsewhere, teaches 
to like effect. For in his De Vocatione Gen- 
tium he says as follows: Redemption by the 
blood of Christ would become of little value, 


neither would the preeminence of man’s works 
be superseded by the mercy of God, if justt 
fication, which is wrought through grace, were 
due to the merits going before, so as to be, 
not the free gift of a donor, but the reward 
dué to the laborer. 

But, although this doctrine is despised by 
the inexperienced, nevertheless God-fearing 
and anxious consciences find by experience 
that it brings the greatest consolation, be- 
cause consciences cannot be set at rest through 
any works, but only’ by faith, when they take 
the sure ground that for Christ’s sake they 
have a reconciled God. As Paul teaches Rom. 
5,1: Being justified by faith, we have peace 
with God. This whole doctrine is to be re- 
ferred to that conflict of the terrified con- 
science; neither can it be understood apart 
from that conflict. Therefore inexperienced 
and profane men judge ill concerning this 
matter, who dream that Christian righteous- 
ness is nothing but civil and philosophical 
righteousness. ‘ 

Heretofore consciences were plagued with 
the doctrine of works; they did not hear the 
consolation from the Gospel. Some persons 
were driven by conscience into the desert, 
into monasteries, hoping there to merit grace 
by a monastic life. Some also devised other 
works whereby to merit grace and make sat- 
isfaction for sins. Hence there was very great 
need to treat of, and renew, this doctrine of 
faith in Christ, to the end that anxious con- 
sciences should not be without consolation, 
but that they might know that grace and 
forgiveness of sins and justification are ap- 
prehended by faith in Christ. 


Men are also admonished that here the term 
“faith” does not signify merely the knowledge 
of the history, such as is in the ungodly and 
in the devil, but signifies a faith which be- 
lieves, not merely the history, but also the 
effect of the history —namely, this article: 
the forgiveness of sins, to wit, that we have 
grace, righteousness, and‘ forgiveness of sins 
through Christ. : 

Now he that knows that he has a Father 
gracious to him through Christ, truly knows 
God; he knows also that God cares for him, 
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and calls upon God; in a word, he is not 
without God, as the heathen. For devils and 
the ungodly are not able to believe this 
article: the forgiveness of sins. Hence, they 
hate God as an enemy, call not upon Him, and 
expect no good from Him. Augustine also 
admonishes his readers concerning the word 
“faith,” and teaches that the term “faith” is 
accepted in the Scriptures, not for knowledge 
such as is in the ungodly, but for confidence 
which consoles and encourages the terrified 
mind. 

Furthermore, it is taught on our part that: 
it is necessary to do good works, not that we 
should trust to merit grace by them, but be- 
cause it is the will of God. It is only by 
faith that forgiveness of sins is apprehended, 
and that, for nothing. And because through 
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faith the Holy Ghost is received, hearts are 
renewed and endowed with new affections, so 
as to be able to bring forth good works. For 
Ambrose says: Faith is the mother of a good 
will and right doing. For man’s powers with- 
out the Holy Ghost are full of ungodly affec- 
tions, and are too weak to do works which 
are good in God’s sight. Besides, they are in 
the power of the devil, who impels men to 
divers sins, to ungodly opinions, to open 
crimes. This we may see in the philosophers, 
who, although they endeavored to live an 
honest life, could not succeed, but were defiled 
with many open crimes. Such is the feeble- 
ness of man when he is without faith and 
without the Holy Ghost, and governs himself 
only by human strength. 

Hence it may be readily seen that this doc- 
trine is not to be charged with prohibiting’ 
good works, but rather the more to be com- 
mended, because it shows how we are enabled 
to do good works. For without faith human 
nature can in no wise do the works of the 
First or of the Second Commandment. With- 
out faith it does not call upon God, nor ex- 
pect anything from God, nor bear the cross, 
but seeks, and trusts in, man’s help. And 
thus, when there is no faith and trust in God, 
all manner of lusts and human devices rule 
in the heart. Wherefore Christ said, John 
15,5: Without Me ye can do nothing; and. 
the Church sings: 

Lacking Thy divine favor, 
There is nothing found in man, 
Naught in him is harmless. 


Article XXI: 
Of the Worship of the Saints. 


Of the Worship of Saints they teach that 
the memory of saints may be set before us, 
that we may follow their faith and good 
works, according to our calling, as the Em- 
peror may follow the example of David in 
making war to drive away the Turk from 
his country. For both are kings. But the 
Scripture teaches not the invocation of saints, 
or to ask help of saints, since it sets before 

-us the one Christ as the Mediator, Propitia- 
tion, High Priest, and Intercessor. He is to 
be prayed to, and has promised that He will 
hear our prayer; and this worship He ap- 
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proves above all, to wit, that in all afflictions 
He be called upon, 1 John 2,1: If any man 
sin, we have an Advocate with the Father, etc. 

This is about the Sum of our Doctrine, in 
which, as can be seen, there is nothing that 
varies from the Scriptures, or from the 
Church Catholic, or from the Church of 
Rome as known from its writers. This being 
the case, they judge harshly who insist that 
our teachers be regarded as heretics. There 
is, however, disagreement on certain Abuses, 
which have crept into the Church without 
rightful authority. And even in these, if 
there were some difference, there should be 
proper lenity on the part of bishops to bear 
with us by reason of the Confession which 
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we have now reviewed; because even the 
Canons are not so severe as to demand the 
same rites everywhere, neither, at any time, 
have)the rites of all churches been the same; 
although, among us, in large part, the ancient 
rites are diligently observed. For it is a false 
and malicious charge that all the ceremonies, 
all the things instituted of old, are abolished 
in our churches. But it has been a common 
complaint that some abuses were connected 
with the ordinary rites. These, inasmuch as 
they could not be approved with a good con- 
science, have been to some extent corrected. 
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ARTICLES IN WHICH ARE REVIEWED 
THE ABUSES WHICH HAVE BEEN 
CORRECTED. 


Inasmuch, then, as our churches dissent in 
no article of the faith from the Church Cath- 
olic, but only omit some abuses which are 
new, and which have been erroneously ac- 
cepted by the corruption of the times, contrary 
to the intent of the Canons, we pray that 
Your Imperial Majesty would graciously hear 
both what has been changed, and what were 
the reasons why the people were not com- 
pelled to observe those abuses against their 
conscience. Nor should Your Imperial Maj- 
esty believe those who, in order to excite the 
hatred of men against our part, disseminate 
strange slanders among the people. Having 
thus excited the minds of good men, they have 
first given occasion to this controversy, and 
now endeavor, by the same arts, to increase 
the discord. For Your Imperial Majesty will 
undoubtedly find that the form of doctrine 
and of ceremonies with us is not so intolerable 
as these ungodly and malicious men represent. 
Besides, the truth cannot be gathered from 
common rumors or the revilings of enemies. 
But it can readily be judged that nothing 
would serve better to maintain the dignity 
of ceremonies, and to nourish reverence and 
pious devotion among the people than if 
the ceremonies were observed rightly in the 
churches. 


Article XXII: 
Of Both Kinds in the Sacrament. 


To the laity are given Both Kinds in the 
Sacrament of the Lord’s Supper, because this 
usage has the commandment of the Lord in 
Matt. 26,27: Drink ye all of it, where Christ 
has manifestly commanded concerning the cup 
that all should drink. 

And lest any man should craftily say that. 
this refers only to priests, Paul in 1 Cor. 
11,27 recites an example from which it ap- 
pears that the whole congregation did use 
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both kinds. And this usage has long re- 
mained in the Church, nor is it known when, 
or by whose authority, it was changed; 
although Cardinal Cusanus mentions the time 
when it was approved. Cyprian in some 
places testifies that the blood was given to 
the people. The same is testified by Jerome, 
who says: The priests administer the Hucha- 
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rist, and distribute the blood of Christ to the 
people. Indeed, Pope Gelasius commands 
that the Sacrament be not divided (dist. IT., 
De Oonsecratione, cap. Comperimus). Only 
custom, not so ancient, has it otherwise. But 
it is evident that any custom introduced 
against the commandments of God is not to 
be allowed, as the Canons witness (dist. ITI., 
cap. Veritate, and the following chapters). 
But this custom has been received, not only 
against the Scripture, but also against the 
old Canons and the example of the Church. 
Therefore, if any preferred to use both kinds 
of the Sacrament, they ought not to have 
been compelled with offense to their con- 
sciences to do otherwise. And because the 
division of the Sacrament does not agree with 
the ordinance of Christ, we are accustomed 
to omit the procession, which hitherto has 
been in use. 


Article XXIII: 
Of the Marriage of Priests. 


There has been common complaint concern- 
ing the examples of priests who were not 
chaste. For that reason also Pope Pius is 
reported to have said that there were certain 
causes why marriage was taken away from 
priests, but that there were far weightier ones 
why it ought to be given back; for so Platina 
writes. Since, therefore, our priests were de- 
sirous to avoid these open scandals, they mar- 
ried wives, and taught that it was lawful for 
them to contract matrimony. First, because 
Paul says, 1 Cor..7,2.9: Yo avoid fornication, 
let every man have his own wife. Also: It is 
better to marry than to burn. Secondly, 
Christ says, Matt. 19,11: All men cannot re- 
ceive this saying, where He teaches that not 
all men are fit to lead a single life; for God 
created man for procreation, Gen. 1,28. Nor 
is it in man’s power, without a singular gift 
and work of God, to alter this creation. [For 
it is manifest, and many have confessed that 
no good, honest, chaste life, no Christian, sin- 
cere, upright conduct has resulted (from the 
attempt), but a horrible, fearful unrest and 
torment of conscience has been felt by many 
until the end.] Therefore, those who are not 
fit to lead a single life ought to contract 
matrimony. For no man’s law, no vow, can 
annul the commandment and ordinance of 
God. For these reasons the priests teach 
that it is lawful for them to marry wives. 

It is also evident that in the ancient Church 
priests were married men. For Paul says, 
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1 Tim. 3, 2, that a bishop should be chosen 
who is the husband of one wife. And in Ger- 
many, four hundred years ago for the first 
time, the priests were violently compelled to 
lead a single life, who indeed offered such re- 
sistance that the Archbishop of Mayence, 
when about to publish the Pope’s decree con- 
cerning this matter, was almost killed in the 
tumult raised by the enraged priests. And so 
harsh was the dealing in the matter that not 
only were marriages forbidden for the future, 
but also existing marriages were torn asunder, 
Book of Concord. 
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contrary to all laws, divine and human, con- 
trary even to the Canons themselves, made 
not only by the Popes, but by most celebrated 


‘ Synods. [Moreover, many God-fearing and in- 


telligent people in high station are known 
frequently to have expressed misgivings that 
such enforced celibacy and depriving men of 
marriage (which God Himself has instituted 
and left free to men) has never produced any 
good results, but has brought on many great 
and evil vices and much iniquity.] 

Seeing also that, as the world is aging, 
man’s nature is gradually growing weaker, 
it is well to guard that no more vices steal 
into Germany. 

Furthermore, God ordained marriage to be 
a help against human infirmity. The Canons 
themselves say that the old rigor ought now 
and then, in the latter times, to be relaxed 
because of the weakness of men; which it is 
to be wished were done also in this matter. 
And it is to be expected that the churches 
shall at some time lack pastors if marriage 
is any longer forbidden. 

But while the commandment of God is in 
force, while the custom of the Church is well 
known, while impure celibacy causes many 
scandals, adulteries, and other crimes deserv- 
ing the punishments of just magistrates, yet 
it is a marvelous thing that in nothing is 
more cruelty exercised than against the mar- 
riage of priests. God has given command- 
ment to honor marriage. By the laws of all 
well-ordered commonwealths, even among the 
heathen, marriage is most highly honored. 
But now men, and that, priests, are cruelly 
put to death, contrary to the intent of the 
Canons, for no other cause than marriage. 
Paul, in 1 Tim. 4,3, calls that a doctrine of 
devils which forbids marriage. This may now 
be readily understood when the law against 
marriage is maintained by such penalties. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 65.) 

But as no law of man can annul the com- 
mandment of God, so neither can it be done 
by any vow. Accordingly, Cyprian also ad- 
vises that women who do not keep the chas- 
tity they have promised should marry. His 
words are these (Book I, Epistle XI): But if 
they be unwilling or unable to persevere, it is 
better for them to marry than tb fall into the 
fire by their lusts; they should certainly give 
no offense to their brethren and sisters. 

And even the Canons show some leniency 
toward those who have taken vows before the 
proper age, as heretofore has generally been 
the case. 


Article XXIV: Of the Mass. 


Falsely are our churches accused of abolish- 
ing the Mass; for the Mass is retained among 
us, and celebrated with the highest reverence. 
Nearly all the usual ceremonies are also pre- 
served, save that the parts sung in Latin are 
interspersed here and there with German 
hymns, which have been added to teach the 
people. For ceremonies are needed to this 
end alone that the unlearned be taught [what 
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they need to know of Christ]. And not only 
has Paul commanded to use in the church 
a language understood by the people, 1 Cor. 
14, 2.9, but it has also been so ordained by 
man’s law. The people are agcustomed to 
partake of the Sacrament together, if any be 
fit for it, and this also increases the rever- 
ence and devotion of public worship. For 
«none are admitted except they be first ex- 
amined. The people are also advised con- 
cerning the dignity and use of the Sacrament, 
how great consolation it brings anxious con- 
sciences, that they may learn to believe God, 
and to expect and ask of Him all that is good. 
{In this connection they are also instructed 
regarding other and false teachings on the 
Sacrament.] This worship pleases God; such 
use of the Sacrament nourishes true devotion. 
toward God. It does not, therefore, appear 
that the Mass is more devoutly celebrated 
among our adversaries than among us. 

But it is evident that for a long time this 
also has been the public and most grievous 
complaint of all good men that Masses have 
been basely profaned and applied to purposes 
of lucre. For it is not unknown how far this 
abuse obtains in all the churches by what 
manner of men Masses are said only for fees 
or stipends, and how many celebrate them 
contrary to the Canons. But Paul severely 
threatens those who deal unworthily with the 
Eucharist when he says, 1 Cor. 11,27: Who- 
soever shall eat this bread, and drink this cup 
of the Lord, unworthily, shall be guilty of the 
body and blood of the Lord. When, therefore, 
our priests were admonished concerning this 
sin, Private Masses were discontinued among 
us, as scarcely any Private Masses were cele- 
brated except for lucre’s sake. 

Neither were the bishops ignorant of these 
abuses, and if they had corrected them in 
time, there would now be less dissension. 
Heretofore, by their own connivance, they 
suffered many -corruptions to creep into the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 67.] 

Church. Now, when it is too late, they begin 
to complain of the troubles of the Church, 
while this disturbance has been occasioned 
simply by those abuses which were so mani- 
fest that they could be borne no longer. 
There have been great dissensions concerning 
the Mass, concerning the Sacrament.  Per- 
haps the world is being punished for such 
long-continued profanations of the Mass as 
have been tolerated in the churches for so 
many centuries by the very men who were 
both able and in duty bound to correct them. 
For in the Ten Commandments it is written, 
Ex. 20,7: The Lord will not hold him quilt- 
less that taketh His name in vain. But since 
the world began, nothing that God ever or- 
dained seems to have been so abused for filthy 
lucre as the Mass. 

There was also added the opinion which 
infinitely increased Private Masses, namely, 
that Christ, by His passion, had made satis- 
faction for original sin, and instituted the 
Mass wherein an offering should be made for 
daily sins, venial and mortal. From this has 
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arisen the common opinion that the Mass 
takes away the sins of the living and the 
dead by the outward act. Then they began 
to dispute whether one Mass said for many 
were worth as much as special Masses for 
individuals, and this brought forth that in- 
finite multitude of Masses. [With this work 
men wished to obtain from God all that they 
needed, and in the mean time faith in Christ 
and the true worship were forgotten.] 

Concerning these opinions our teachers have 
given warning that they depart from the Holy 
Scriptures and diminish the glory of the pas- 
sion of Christ. For Christ’s passion was an 
oblation and satisfaction, not for original 
guilt only, but also for all other sins, as it 
is written to the Hebrews, 10, 10: We are 
sanctified through the offering of Jesus Christ, 
once for all. Also, 10, 14: By one offering 
He hath perfected forever them that are sanc- 
tified. [It is an unheard-of innovation in the 
Church to teach that Christ by His death 
made satisfaction only for original sin and 
not likewise for all other sin. Accordingly, 
it is hoped that everybody will understand 
that this error has not been reproved with- 
out due reason. ] 

Scripture also teaches that we are justified 
before God through faith in Christ, when we 
believe that our sins are forgiven for Christ’s 
sake. Now if the Mass take away the sins 
of the living and the dead by the outward act, 
justification comes of the work of Masses, and 
not of faith, which Scripture does not allow. 

But Christ commands us, Luke 22,19: This 
do in remembrance of Me; therefore the Mass 
was instituted that the faith of those who use 
the Sacrament should remember what benefits 
it receives through Christ, and cheer and com- 
fort the anxious conscience. For to remem- 
ber Christ is to remember His benefits, and 
to realize that they are truly offered unto us. 
Nor is it enough only to remember the his- 
tory; for this also the Jews and the ungodly 
can remember. Wherefore the Mass is to be 
used to this end, that there the Sacrament 
[Communion] may be administered to them 
that have need of consolation; as Ambrose 
says: Because I always sin, I am always 
bound to take the medicine. [Therefore this 
Sacrament requires faith, and is used in vain 
without faith. ] 

Now, forasmuch as the Mass is such a 
giving of the Sacrament, we hold one com- 
munion every holy-day, and, if any desire the 
Sacrament, also. on other days, when it is 
given to such as ask for it. And this custém 
is not new in the Church; for the Fathers 
before Gregory make no mention of any pri- 
vate Mass, but of the common Mass [the 
Communion} they speak very much. Chrys- 
ostom says that the priest stands daily at 
the altar, inviting some to the Communion 
and keeping back others. And it appears 
from the ancient Canons that some one cele- 
brated the Mass from whom all the other 
presbyters and deacons received the body of 
the Lord; for thus the words of the Nicene 
Canon say: Let the deacons, according to 
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{Concordia Triglotta, p. 69.] 
their order, receive the Holy Communion after 
the presbyters, from the bishop or from a 
presbyter. And Paul, 1 Cor. 11, 33, commands 
concerning the Communion: Tarry one for 
another, so that there may be a common par- 
ticipation. 

Forasmuch, therefore, as the Mass with us 
has the example of the Church, taken from 
the Scripture and the Fathers, we are con- 
fident that it cannot be disapproved, espe- 
cially since public ceremonies, for the most 
part like those hitherto jin use, are retained; 
only the number of Masses differs, which, be- 
cause of very great and manifest abuses, 
doubtless might be profitably reduced. For 
in olden times, even in churches most fre- 
quented, the Mass was not celebrated every 
day, as the Tripartite History (Book 9, 
chap. 33) testifies: Again in Alexandria, 
every Wednesday and Friday the Scriptures 
are read, and the doctors expound them, and 
all things are done, except the solemn rite of 
Communion. 


Article XXV: Of Confession. 


Confession in the churches is not abolished 
among us; for it is not usual to give the 
body of the Lord, except to them that have 
been previously examined and absolved. And 
the people are most carefully taught concern- 
ing faith in the absolution, about which 
formerly there was profound silence. Our 
people are taught that they should highly 
prize the absolution, as being the voice of 
God, and pronounced by God’s command. The 


power of the Keys is set forth in its beauty, 


and they are reminded what great consola- 
tion it brings to anxious consciences; also, 
that God requires faith to believe such abso- 
lution as a voice sounding from heaven, and 
that such faith in Christ truly obtains and 
receives the forgiveness of sins. Aforetime, 
satisfactions were immoderately extolled; of 
faith and the merit of Christ and the right- 
eousness of faith no mention was’ made; 
wherefore, on this point, our churches are 
by no means to be blamed. For this even 
our adversaries must needs concede to us 
that the doctrine concerning repentance has 
been most diligently treated and laid open 
by our teachers. 

But of Confession they teach that an enu- 
meration of sins is not necessary, and that 
consciences be not burdened with anxiety to 
enumerate all sins, for it is impossible to re- 
count all sins, as the Psalm testifies, 19, 13: 
Who can understand his errors? Also Jere- 


miah, 17,9:. The heart is deceitful; who can « 


know it? But if no sins were forgiven, ex- 
cept those that are recounted, consciences 
could never find peace; for very many sins 
they neither see nor can remember. The an- 
cient writers also testify that an enumera- 
tion is not necessary. For in the Decrees, 
Chrysostom is quoted, who says thus: I say 
not to you that you should disclose yourself 
in public, nor that you accuse yourself before 


‘of your conscience, ete. 


others, but I would have you obey the prophet 
who says: “Disclose thy way before God.” 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 71.) 
Therefore confess your sins before God, the 
true Judge, with prayer. Tell your errors, 
not with the tongue, but with the memory 
And the Gloss (Of 
Repentance, Distinct. V, Cap. Consideret) ad- 
mits that Confession is of human right only 
[not commanded by Scripture, but ordained 
by the Church]. Nevertheless, on account of 
the great benefit of absolution, and because 
it is otherwise useful to the conscience, Con- 
fession is retained among us. 


Article XXVI: 
Of the Distinction of Meats. 


It has been the general persuasion, not of 
the people alone, but also of those teaching 
in the churches, that making Distinctions of 
Meats, and like traditions of men, are works 
profitable to merit grace, and able to make 
satisfactions for sins. And that the world so 
thought, appears from this, that new cere- 
monies, new orders, new holy-days, and new 
fastings were daily instituted, and the teach- 
ers in the churches did exact these works as 
a service necessary to merit grace, and did 
greatly terrify men’s consciences, if they 
should omit any of these things. From this 
persuasion concerning traditions much detri- 
ment has resulted in the Church. 

First, the doctrine of grace and of the 
righteousness of faith has been obscured by 
it, which is the chief part of the Gospel, and 
ought to stand out as the most prominent in 
the Church, in order that the merit of Christ 
may be well known, and faith, which be- 
lieves that sins are forgiven for Christ’s sake, 
be exalted far above works. Wherefore 
Paul also lays the greatest stress on this 
article, putting aside the Law and human 
traditions, in order to show that Christian 
righteousness is something else than such 
works, to wit, the faith which believes that 
sins are freely forgiven for Christ’s sake. 
But this doctrine of Paul has been almost 
wholly smothered by traditions, which have 
produced an opinion that, by making dis- 
tinctions in meats and like services, we must 
merit grace and righteousness. In treating 
of repentance, there was no mention made of 
faith; only those works of satisfaction were 
set forth; in these the entire repentance 
seemed to consist. 

Secondly, these traditions have obscured 
the commandments of God, because traditions 
were placed far above the commandments of 
God. Christianity was thought to consist 
wholly in the observance of certain holy-days, 
rites, fasts, and vestures. These observances 
had won for themselves the exalted title of 
being the spiritual life and the perfect life. 
Meanwhile the commandments of God, accord- 
ing to each one’s calling, were without honor; 
namely, that the father brought up his off- 
spring, that the mother bore children, that 
the prince governed the commonwealth, — 
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these were accounted works that were worldly 
and imperfect, and far below those glittering 
observances. And this error greatly tor- 
mented devout consciences, which grieved that 
they were held in an imperfect state of life, 
as in marriage, in the office of magistrate, or 
in other civil ministrations; on the other 
hand, they admired the monks and such like, 
and falsely imagined that the observances of 
such men were more acceptable to God. 
Thirdly, traditions brought great danger 
to consciences; for it was impossible to keep 
all traditions, and yet men judged these ob- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 73.] 

servances to be necessary acts of worship. 
Gerson writes that many fell into despair, 
and that some even took their own lives, be- 
cause they felt that they were not able to\ 
satisfy the traditions; and they had all the 
while not heard any consolation of the right- 
eousness of faith and grace. We see that the 
summists and theologians gather the tradi- 
tions, and seek mitigations whereby to ease 
consciences, and yet they do not sufficiently 
unfetter, but sometimes entangle, consciences 
even more. And with the gathering of these 
traditions, the schools and sermons have been 
so much occupied that they have had no 
leisure to touch upon Scripture, and to seek 
the more profitable doctrine of faith, of the 
cross, of hope, of the dignity of civil affairs, 
of consolation of sorely tried consciences. 
Hence Gerson and some other theologians 
have grievously complained that by these 
-strivings concerning traditions they were 
prevented from giving attention to a better 
kind of doctrine. Augsutine also forbids that 
men’s consciences should be burdened with 
such observances, and prudently advises Jan- 
uarius that he must know that they are to 
be observed as things indifferent; for such 
are his words. 

Wherefore our teachers must not be looked 
upon as having taken up this matter rashly 
or from hatred of the bishops, as some falsely 
suspect. There was great need to warn the 
churches of these errors, which had arisen 
from misunderstanding the traditions. For 
the Gospel compels us to insist in the churches 
upon the doctrine of grace, and of the right- 
eousness of faith; which, however, cannot be 
understood, if men think that they merit 
grace by observances of their own choice. 

Thus, therefore, they have taught that by 
the observance of human traditions we can- 
not merit grace or be justified; and hence we 
must not think such observances necessary 
acts of worship. They add hereunto testimo- 
nies of Scripture. Christ, Matt. 15, 3, defends 
the Apostles who had not observed the usual 
tradition, which, however, evidently pertains 
to a matter not unlawful, but indifferent, and 
to have a certain affinity with the purifica- 
tions of the Law, and says, 9: In vain do 
they worship Me with the commandments of 
men. He, therefore, does not exact an un- 
profitable service. Shortly after He adds: 
Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth 
aman. So also Paul, Rom. 14,17: The king- 
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dom of God is not meat and drink. — Col. 2, 16: 
Let no man, therefore, judge you m meat, or 
in drink, or in respect of an holy-day, or of 
the Sabbath-day; also: If ye be dead with 
Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, 
as though living in the world, are ye subject 
to ordinances: Touch not, taste not, handle 
not? And Peter says, Acts 15, 10: Why 
tempt ye God to put a yoke upon the neck 
of the disciples, which neither our fathers 
nor we were able to bear? But we believe 
that through the grace of the Lord Jesus 
Christ we shall be saved, even as they. Here 
Peter forbids to burden the consciences with 
many rites, either of Moses or.of others. And 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. T5.] 
in 1 Tim. 4, 1.3 Paul calls the prohibition of 
meats a doctrine of devils; for it is against 
the Gospel to institute or to do such works 
that by them we may merit grace, or as 
though Christianity could not exist without 
such service of God. 

Here our adversaries object that our 
teachers are opposed to discipline and mor- 
tification of the flesh, as Jovinian. But the 
contrary may be learned from the writings 
of our teachers. For they have always taught 
concerning the cross that it behooves Chris- 
tians to bear afflictions. This is the true, 
earnest, and unfeigned mortification, to wit, 
to be exercised with divers afflictions, and to 
be crucified with Christ. 

Moreover, they teach that every Christian 
ought to train and subdue himself with bodily 
restraints, or bodily exercises and labors, that 
neither satiety nor slothfulness tempt him to 
sin, but not that we may merit grace or make 
satisfaction for sins by such exercises. And 
such external discipline ought to be urged at 
all times, not only on a few and set days. So 
Christ commands, Luke 21, 34: Take heed lest 
your hearts be overcharged with surfeiting ; 
also Matt.17,21: This kind goeth not out but 
by prayer and fasting. Paul also says, 1 Cor. 
9,27: I keep under my body and bring it into 
subjection. Here he clearly shows that he 
was keeping under his body, not to merit for- 
giveness of sins by that discipline, but to have 
his body in subjection and fitted for spiritual 
things, and for the discharge of duty accord- 
ing to his calling. Therefore, we do not con- 
demn fasting in itself, but the traditions 
which prescribe certain days and certain 
meats, with peril of conscience, as though 
such works were a necessary service. 

Nevertheless, very many traditions are kept 
on our part, which conduce to good order in 
the Church, as the Order of Lessons in the 
Mass and the chief holy-days. But, at the 
same time, men are warned that such ob- 
servances do not justify before God, and that 
in such things it should not be made sin if 
they be omitted without offense. Such liberty 
in human rites was not unknown to the 
Fathers. For in the East they kept Easter 
at another time than at Rome, and when, 
on account of this diversity, the Romans ac- 
cused the Eastern Church of schism, they 
were admonished by others that such usages 
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need not be alike everywhere. And Irenaeus 
says: Diversity concerning fasting does not 
destroy the harmony of faith; as also Pope 
Gregory intimates in Dist. XII, that such 
diversity does not violate the unity of the 
Church. And ir the Tripartite History, 
Book 9, many examples of dissimilar rites 
are gathered, and the following statement is 
made: Jt was not the mind of the Apostles 
to enact rules concerning holy-days, but to 
preach godliness and a holy life [, to teach 
faith and love]. 


Article XXVII: Of Monastic Vows. 


What is taught on our part concerning 
Monastic Vows, will be better understood if 
it be remembered what has been the state of 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. T7.] 

the monasteries, and how many things were 
daily done in those very monasteries, contrary 
to the Canons. \ In Augustine’s time they were 
free associations. Afterward, when discipline 
was corrupted, vows were everywhere added 
for the purpose of restoring discipline, as in 
a carefully planned prison. 

Gradually, many other observances were 
added besides vows. And these fetters were 
laid upon many before the lawful age, con- 
trary to the Canons. — 

Many also entered into this kind of life 
through ignorance, being unable to judge their 
own strength, though they were of sufficient 
age. Being thus ensnared, they were com- 
pelled to remain, even though some could 
have been freed by the kind provision of the 
Canons. And this was more the case in con- 
vents of women than of monks, although more 
consideration should have been shown the 
weaker sex. This rigor displeased many good 
men before this time, who saw that young 
men and maidens were thrown into convents 
for a living. They saw what unfortunate re- 
sults came of this procedure, and what scan- 
dals were created, what snares were cast upon 
consciences! They were grieved that the 
authority of the Canons in so momentous a 
matter was utterly set aside and despised. 
To these evils was added such a persuasion 
concerning vows as, it is well known, in 
former times displeased even those monks 
who were more considerate. They taught 
that vows were equal to Baptism; they 
taught that by this kind of life they merited 
forgiveness of sins and justification before 
God. Yea, they added that the monastic life 
not only merited righteousness before God, 
but even greater things, because it kept not 
only the precepts, but also the so-called 
“evangelical counsels.” 

Thus they made men believe that the pro- 
fession of monasticism was far better than 
Baptism, and that the monastic life was more 
meritorious than that of magistrates, than 
the life of pastors, and such like, who serve 
their calling in accordance with God’s com- 
mands, without any man-made services. None 
of these things can be denied; for they ap- 
pear in their own books. [Moreover, a person 
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who has been thus ensnared and has entered 
a monastery learns little of Christ.] : 

What, then, came to pass in the monas- 
teries? Aforetime they were schools of 
theology and other branches, profitable to 
the Church; and thence pastors and bishops 
were obtained. Now it is another thing. It 
is needless to rehearse what is known to all. 
Aforetime they came together to learn; now 
they feign that it is a kind of life instituted 
to merit grace and righteousness; yea, they 
preach that it is a state of perfection, and 
they put it far above all other kinds of life 
ordained of God. These things we have re- 
hearsed without odious exaggeration, to the 
end that the doctrine of our teachers on this 
point might be better understood. 

First, concerning such as contract matri- 
mony, they teach on our part that it is law- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 79.J 

ful for all men who are not fitted for single 
life to contract matrimony, because vows can- 
not annul the ordinance and commandment 
of God. But the commandment of God is, 
1 Cor. 7,2: To avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wife. Nor is it the com- 
mandment only, but also the creation and 
ordinance of God, which forces those to marry 
who are not excepted by a singular work of 
God, according to the text Gen.2,18: It is 
not good that, the man should be alone. 
Therefore they do not sin who obey this com- 
mandment and ordinance of God. 

What objection can be raised to this? Let 
men extol the obligation of a vow as much 
as they list, yet shall they not bring to pass 
that the vow annuls the commandment of 
God. The Canons teach that the right of 
the superior is excepted in every vow; [that 
vows are not binding against the decision of 
the Pope;] much less, therefore, are these 
vows of force which are against the command- 
ments of God. 

Now, if the obligation of vows could not be 
changed for any cause whatever, the Roman 
Pontiffs could never have given dispensation; 
for it is not lawful for man to annul an 
obligation which is simply divine. But the 
Roman Pontiffs have prudently judged that 
leniency is to be observed in this obligation, 
and therefore we read that many times they 
have dispensed from vows. The case of the 
King of Aragon who was called back from 
the monastery is well known, and there are 
also examples in our own times. [Now, if 
dispensations have been granted for the sake 
of securing temporal interests, it is much 
more proper that they be granted on account 
of the distress of souls.] 

In the second place, why do our adversaries 
exaggerate the obligation or effect of a vow, 
when, at the same time, they have not a word 
to say of the nature of the vow itself, that 
it ought to be in a thing possible, that it 
ought to be free, and chosen spontaneously 
and deliberately? But it is not unknown to 
what extent perpetual chastity is in the power 
of man. And how few are there who have 
taken the vow spontaneously and deliberately! 
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Young maidens and men, before they are able 
to judge, are persuaded, and sometimes even 
compelled, to take the vow. Wherefore it is 
not fair to insist so rigorously on the obli- 
gation, since it is granted by all that it is 
against the nature of a vow to take it with- 
out spontaneous and deliberate action. 
Most canonical laws rescind vows made be- 
fore the age of fifteen; for before that age 
there does not seem sufficient judgment in 
a person to decide concerning a perpetual 
life. Another Canon, granting more to the 
weakness of man, adds a few years; for it 
forbids a vow to be made before the age of 
eighteen. But which of these two Canons 
shall we follow? The most part have an ex- 
cuse for leaving the monasteries, because most 


of them have taken the vows before they . 


reached these ages. 
Finally, even though the violation of a vow 
might be censured, yet it seems not forth- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 81.] 
with to follow that the marriages of such per- 
sons must be dissolved. For Augustine denies 
that they ‘ought to be dissolved (XXVII. 
Quaest. I, Cap. Nuptiarum) ; and his author- 
ity is not lightly to be esteemed, although 
other men afterwards thought otherwise. 

But although it appears that God’s com- 
mand concerning marriage delivers very many 
from their vows, yet our teachers introduce 
also another argument concerning vows to 
show that they are void. For every service 
of God, ordained and chosen of men without 
the commandment of God to merit justifica- 
tion and grace, is wicked; as Christ says, 
Matt. 15,9: In vain do they worship Me with 
the commandments of men. And Paul teaches 
everywhere that righteousness is not to be 
sought from our own observances and acts of 
worship, devised by men, but that it comes 
by faith to those who believe that they are 
received by God into grace for Christ’s sake. 

But it is evident that monks have taught 
that services of man’s making satisfy for sins 
and merit grace and justification. What else 
is this than to detract from the glory of 
Christ and to obscure and deny the righteous- 
ness of faith? It follows, therefore, that the 
vows thus commonly taken have been wicked 
services, and, consequently, are void. For 
a wicked vow, taken against the command- 
ment of God, is not valid; for (as the Canon 
says) no vow ought to bind men to wicked- 
ness. 

Paul says, Gal. 5, 4: Christ is become of 
no effect unto you, whosoever of you are justi- 
fied by the Law; ye are fallen from grace. 
To those, therefore, who want to be justified 
by their vows Christ is made of no effect, and 
they fall from grace. For also these who 
ascribe justification to vows ascribe to their 
own works that which properly belongs to 
the glory of Christ. 

Nor can it be denied, indeed, that the 
monks have taught that, by their vows and 
observances, they were justified, and merited 
forgiveness of sins, yea, they invented still 


greater absurdities, saying that they could 
give others a share in their works. If any 
one should be inclined to enlarge on these 
things with evil intent, how many things 
could he bring together whereof even the 
monks are now ashamed! Over and above 
this, they persuaded men that services of 
man’s making were a state of Christian per- 
fection. And is not this assigning justifica- 
tion to works? It is no light offense in the 
Church to set forth to the people a service 
devised by men, without the commandment 
of God, and to teach that such service justi- 
fies men. For the righteousness of faith, 
which chiefly ought to be taught in the 
Church, is obscured when these wonderful 
angelic forms of worship, with their show of 
poverty, humility, and celibacy, are cast be- 
fore the eyes of men. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 83.] 

Furthermore, the precepts of God and the ~ 
true service of God are obscured when men 
hear that only monks are in a state of per- 
fection. For Christian perfection is to fear 
God from the heart, and yet to conceive great 
faith, and to trust that for Christ’s sake we 
have a God who has been reconciled, to ask 
of God, and assuredly to expect His aid in 
all things that, according to our calling, are 
to be done; and meanwhile, to be diligent in, 
outward good works, and to serve our calling. 
In these things consist the true perfection and 
the true service of God. It does not consist 
in celibacy, or in begging, or in vile apparel. 
But the people conceive many pernicious 
opinions from the false commendations of 
monastic life. They hear celibacy praised 
above measure; therefore they lead their 
married life with offense to their consciences. 
They hear that only beggars are perfect; 
therefore they keep their possessions and do 
business with offense to their consciences. 
They hear that it is an evangelical counsel 
not to seek revenge; therefore some in pri- 
vate life are not afraid to take revenge, for 
they hear that it is but a counsel, and not 
a commandment. Others judge that the 
Christian cannot properly hold a civil office 
or be a magistrate. 


There are on record examples of men who, 
forsaking marriage and the administration 
of the Commonwealth, have hid themselves 
in monasteries. This they called fleeing from 
the world, and seeking a kind of life which 
would be more pleasing to God. Neither did 
they see that God ought to be served in those 
commandments which He Himself has given, 
and not in commandments devised by men. 
A good and perfect kind of life is that which 
has for it the commandment of God. It is 
necessary to admonish men of these, things. 


And before these times, Gerson rebukes this 
error of the monks concerning perfection, and 
testifies that in his day it was a new saying 
that the monastic life is a state of perfection. 


So many wicked opinions are inherent in 


the vows, namely, that they justify, that 
they constitute Christian perfection, that they 
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keep the counsels and commandments, that 
they have works of supererogation. All these 
things, since they are false and empty, make 
vows null and void. 


Article XXVIII: Of Ecclesiastical Power. 


There has been great controversy concern- 
ing the Power of Bishops, in which some 
have awkwardly confounded the power of the 
Church and the power of the sword. And 
from this confusion very great wars and 
tumults have resulted, while the Pontiffs, em- 
boldened by the power of the Keys, not only 
have instituted new services and burdened 
consciences with reservation of cases and 
ruthless excommunications, but have also 
undertaken to transfer the kingdoms of this 
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world, and to take the Empire from the Em- 
peror. These wrongs have long since been 
rebuked in the Church by learned and godly 
men. Therefore our teachers, for the com- 
forting of men’s consciences, were constrained 
to show the difference between the power of 
the Church and the power of the sword, and 
taught that both of them, because of God’s 
commandment, are to be held in reverence 
and honor, as the chief blessings of God on 
earth. 


But this is their opinion, that the power 
of the Keys, or the power of the bishops, ac- 
cording to the Gospel, is a power or command- 
ment of God, to preach the Gospel, to remit 
and retain sins, and to administer Sacra- 
ments. For with this commandment Christ 
sends forth His Apostles, John 20, 21 sqq.: 
As My Father hath sent Me, even so send 
I you. Receive ye the Holy Ghost. Whose- 
soever sins ye remit, they are remitted unto 
them; and whosesoever sins ye retain, they 
are retained. Mark 16,15: Go, preach the 
Gospel to every creature. 


This power is exercised only by teaching 
or preaching the Gospel and administering 
the Sacraments, according to their calling, 
either to many or to individuals. For thereby 
are granted, not bodily, but eternal things, 
as eternal righteousness, the Holy Ghost, 
eternal life. These things cannot come but 
by the ministry of the Word and the Sacra- 
ments, as Paul says, Rom. 1,16: The Gospel 
is the power of God unto salvation to every 
one that believeth. Therefore, since the power 
of the Church grants eternal things, and is 
exercised only by the ministry of the Word, 
it does not interfere with civil government; 
no more than the art of singing interferes 
with civil government. For civil government 
deals with other things than does the Gospel. 
The civil rulers defend not minds, but bodies 
and bodily things against manifest injuries, 
and restrain men with the sword and bodily 
punishments in order to preserve civil justice 
and peace. 

Therefore the power of the Church and the 
civil power must not be confounded. The 
power of the Church has its own commission, 
to teach the Gospel and to administer the 
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Sacraments. Let it not break into the office 
of another; let it not transfer the kingdoms 
of this world; let it not abrogate the laws 
of civil rulers; let it not abolish lawful obedi- 
ence; let it not interfere with judgments con- 
cerning civil ordinances or contracts; let it 
not prescribe laws to civil rulers concerning 
the form of the Commonwealth. ‘As Christ 
says, John 18, 36: My kingdom is not of this 
world; also Luke 12,14: Who made Me a 
judge or a divider over you? Paul also says, 
Phil. 3, 20: Our citizenship is in heaven; 
2 Cor. 10,4: The weapons of owr warfare are 
not carnal, but mighty through God to the 
casting down of imaginations. 


After this manner our teachers discrimi- 
nate between the duties of both these powers, 
and command that both be honored and 
acknowledged as gifts and blessings of God. 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 87.] 

If bishops have any power of the sword, 
that power they have, not as bishops, by the 
commission of the Gospel, but by human law, 
having received it of kings and emperors for 
the civil administration of what is theirs. 
This, however, is another office than the min- 
istry of the Gospel. 


When, therefore, the question is concerning 
the jurisdiction of bishops, civil authority 
must be distinguished from ecclesiastical 
jurisdiction. Again, according to the Gospel, 
or, as they say, by divine right, there belongs 
to the bishops as bishops, that is, to those to 
whom has been committed the ministry of 
the Word and the Sacraments, no jurisdiction 
except to forgive sins, to judge doctrine, to 
reject doctrines contrary to the Gospel, and 
to exclude from the communion of the Church 
wicked men, whose wickedness is known, and 
this without human force, simply by the 
Word. Herein the congregations of necessity 
and by divine right must obey them, accord- 
ing to Luke 10, 16: He that heareth you 
heareth Me. But when they teach or ordain 
anything.against the Gospel, then the congre- 
gations have a commandment of God prohibit- 
ing obedience, Matt. 7, 15: Beware of false 
prophets; Gal. 1,8: Though an angel from 
heaven preach any other gospel, let him be 
accursed; 2 Cor.13,8: We can do nothing 
against the truth, but for the truth. Also: 
The power which the Lord hath given me 
to edification, and not to destruction. So, 
also, the Canonical Laws command (II. Q. 
VII. Cap., Sacerdotes, and Cap. Oves). And 
Augustine (Contra Petilian Epistolam): 
Neither must we submit to Catholic bishops 
if they chance to err, or hold anything con- 
trary to the Canonical Scriptures of God. 

If they have any other power or jurisdic- 
tion, in hearing and judging certain cases, 
as of matrimony or of tithes, etc., they have 
it by human right, in which matters princes 
are bound, even against their will, when the 
ordinaries fail, to dispense justice to their 
subjects for the maintenance of peace. 


Moreover, it is disputed whether bishops 
or pastors have the right to introduce cere- 
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monies in the Church, and to make laws con- 
cerning meats, holy-days and grades, that is, 
orders of ministers, etc. They that give this 
right to the bishops refer to this testimony 
John 16, 12.13: I have yet many things to 
say unto you, but ye cannot bear them now. 
Howbeit when He, the Spirit of Truth, is 
come, He will guide you into all truth. They 
also refer to the example of the Apostles, who 
commanded to abstain from blood and from 
things strangled, Acts 15,29. They refer to 
the Sabbath-day as having been changed into 
the Lord’s Day, contrary to the Decalog, as 
it seems. Neither is there any example 
whereof they make more than concerning the 
changing of the Sabbath-day. Great, say 
they, is the power of the Church, since it has 


dispensed with one of the Ten Command. 


ments! : 


But concerning this question it is taught 
on our part (as has been shown above) that 
bishops have no power to decree anything 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 89.1 
against the Gospel. 
teach the same thing (Dist. IX). Now, it is 
against Scripture to establish or require the 
observance of any traditions, to the end that 
by such observance we may make satisfaction 
for sins, or merit grace and righteousness. 
For the glory of Christ’s merit suffers injury 
when, by such observances, we undertake to 
merit justification. But it is manifest that, 
by such belief, traditions have almost in- 
finitely multiplied in the Church, the doc- 
trine concerning faith and the righteousness 
of faith being meanwhile suppressed. For 
gradually more holy-days were made, fasts 
appointed, new ceremonies and services in 
honor of saints instituted, because the authors 
of such things thought that by these works 
they were meriting grace. Thus in times past 
the Penitential Canons increased, whereof we 
still see some traces in the satisfactions. 


Again, the authors of traditions do con- 
trary to the command of God when they find 
matters of sin in foods, in days, and like 
things, and burden the Church with bondage 
of the law, as if there ought to be among 
Christians, in order to merit justification, 
a service like the Levitical, the arrangement 
of which God had committed to the Apostles 
and bishops. For thus some of them write; 
and the Pontiffs in some measure seem to be 
misled by the example of the law of Moses. 
Hence are such burdens, as that they make 
it mortal sin, even without offense to others, 
to do manual labor on holy-days, a mortal 
sin to omit the Canonical Hours, that certain 
foods defile the conscience, that fastings are 
works which appease God, that sin in a re- 
served case cannot be forgiven but by the 
authority of him who reserved it; whereas 
the Canons themselves speak only of the re- 
serving of the ecclesiastical penalty, and not 
of the reserving of the guilt. 


Whence have the bishops the right to lay 
these traditions upon the Church for the en- 
snaring of consciences, when Peter, Acts 


The Canonical Laws’ 


15, 10, forbids to put’a yoke upon the neck of 
the disciples, and Paul says, 2 Cor. 13, 10, that 
the power given him was to edification, not 


to destruction? Why, therefore, do they in- 


crease sins by these traditions? 


But there are clear testimonies which pro- 
hibit the making of such traditions, as though 
they merited grace or were necessary to sal- 
vation. Paul says, Col. 2, 16—23: Let no 
man judge you in meat, or in drink, or tm 
respect of an holy-day, or of the new moon, 
or of the Sabbath-days. If ye be dead with 
Christ from the rudiments of the world, why, — 
as though living in the world, are ye subject 
to ordinances (touch not; taste not; handle 
not, which all are to perish with the using) 
after the commandments and doctrines of 
men? which things have indeed a show of 
wisdom. Also in Titus 1, 14 he openly for- 
bids traditions: Not giving heed to Jewish 
fables and commandments of men that turn 
from the truth. 


And Christ, Matt. 15, 14. 18, says of those 
who require traditions: Let them alone; 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 91.] 
they be blind leaders of the blind; and He 
rejects such services: Hvery plant which My 
heavenly Father hath not planted shall be 
plucked up. 


If bishops have the right to burden churches 
with infinite traditions, and to ensnare con- 
sciences, why does Scripture so often prohibit 
to make, and to listen to, traditions? Why 
does it call them “doctrines of devils”? 1 Tim. 
4,1. Did the Holy Ghost in vain forewarn of 
these things? 


Since, therefore, ordinances instituted as 
things necessary, or with an opinion of merit- 
ing grace, are contrary to the Gospel, it fol- 
lows that it is not lawful for any bishop to 
institute or exact such services. For it is 
necessary that the doctrine of Christian lib- 
erty be preserved in the churches, namely, 
that the bondage of the Law is not necessary 
to justification, as it is written in the Epistle 
to the Galatians, 5,1: Be not entangled again 
with the yoke_of bondage. It is necessary 
that the chief article of the Gospel be pre- 
served, to wit, that we obtain grace freely by 
faith in Christ, and not for certain observ- 
ances or acts of worship devised by men. 


What, then, are we to think of the Sunday 
and like rites in the house of God? To this 
we answer that it is lawful for bishops or 
pastors to make ordinances that things be 
done orderly in the Church, not that thereby 
we should merit grace or make satisfaction 
for sins, or that consciences be bound to judge 
them necessary services, and to think that it 
is _a sin to break them without offense to 
others. So Paul ordains, 1 Cor. 11, 5, that 
women should cover their heads in the con- 
gregation, 1 Cor. 14, 30, that interpreters be 
heard im order in the church, ete. 


It is proper that the churches should keep 


such ordinances for the sake of love and tran- 
quillity, so far that one do not offend an- 
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other, that all things be done in the churches 
in order, and without confusion, 1 Cor. 14, 40; 
comp. Phil. 2, 14; but so that consciences be 
not burdened to think that they are necessary 
to salvation, or to judge that they sin when 
they break them without offense to others; 
as no one will say that a woman sins who 
goes out in public with her head uncovered, 
provided only that no offense be given. 


Of this kind is the observance of the Lord’s 
Day, Easter, Pentecost, and like holy-days 
and rites. For those who judge that by the 
authority of the Church the observance of the 
Lord’s Day instead of the Sabbath-day was 
ordained as a thing necessary, do greatly err. 
Scripture has abrogated the Sabbath-day; 
for it teaches that, since the Gospel has been 
revealed, all the ceremonies of Moses can be 
omitted. And yet, because it was necessary 
to appoint a certain day, that the people 
might know when they ought to come to- 
gether, it appears that the Church designated 
the Lord’s Day for this purpose; and this 
day seems to have been chosen all the more 
for this additional reason, that men might 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 93.] 
have an example of Christian liberty, and 
might know that the keeping neither of the 
Sabbath nor of any other day is necessary. 


There are monstrous disputations concern- 
ing the changing of the law, the ceremonies 
of the new law, the changing of the Sabbath- 
day, which all have sprung from the false 
belief that there must needs be in the Church 
a service like to the Levitical, and that Christ 
had given commission to the Apostles and 
bishops to devise new ceremonies as necessary 
to salvation. These errors crept into the 
Church when the righteousness of faith was 
not taught clearly enough. Some dispute 


that the keeping of the Lord’s Day is not, 


indeed of divine right, but in a manner so. 
They prescribe concerning holy-days, how far 
it is lawful to work. What else are such dis- 
putations than snares of consciences? For 
although they endeavor to modify the tradi- 
tions, yet the mitigation can never be per- 
ceived as long as the opinion remains that 

they are necessary, which must needs remain 
' where the righteousness of faith and Chris- 
tian liberty are not known. 

The Apostles commanded Acts 15, 20 to ab- 
stain from blood. Who does now observe it? 
And yet they that do it not sin not; for not 
even the Apostles themselves wanted to bur- 
den consciences with such bondage; but they 
forbade it for a time, to avoid offense. For 
in this decree we must perpetually consider 
what the aim of the Gospel is. 


Scarcely any Canons are kept with exact- 
ness, and from day to day many go out of 
use even among those who are the most 
zealous advocates of traditions. Neither can 
due regard he paid to consciences unless this 
mitigation be observed, that we know that the 
Canons are kept. without holding them to be 
necessary, and that no harm is done con- 
sciences, even though traditions go out of use. 


But the bishops might easily retain the 
lawful obedience of the people if they would 
not insist upon the observance of such tradi- 
tions as cannot be kept with a good con- 
science. Now they command celibacy; they 
admit none unless they swear that they will 
not teach the pure doctrine of the Gospel. 
The churches,do not ask that the bishops 
should restore concord at the expense of 
their honor; which, nevertheless, it would 
be proper for good pastors to do. They ask 
only that they would release unjust burdens 
which are new and have been received con- 
trary to the custom of the Church Catholic. 
It may be that in the beginning there were 
plausible reasons for some of these ordi- 
nances; and yet they are not adapted to 
later times. It is also evident that some 
were adopted through erroneous conceptions. 
Therefore it would be befitting the clemency 
of the Pontiffs to mitigate them now, be- 
cause such a modification does not shake 
the unity of the Church. For many human 
traditions have been changed in process of 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 95.] 
time, as the Canons themselves show. But 
if it be impossible to obtain a mitigation of 
such observances as cannot be kept without 
sin, we are bound to follow the apostolic 
rule, Acts 5,29, which commands us to obey 
God rather than men. 


Peter, 1 Pet. 5, 3, forbids bishops to be 
lords, and to rule over the churches. It is 
not our design now to wrest the government 
from the bishops, but this one thing is asked, 
namely, that they allow the Gospel to be 
purely taught, and that they relax some few 
observances which cannot be kept without 
sin. But if they make no concession, it is 
for them to see how they shall give account 
to God for furnishing, by their obstinacy, 
a cause for schism. 


Conclusion. 


These are the chief articles which seem to 
be in controversy. For although we might 
have spoken of more abuses, yet, to avoid 
undue length, we have set forth the chief 
points, from which the rest may be readily 
judged. There have been great complaints 
concerning indulgences, pilgrimages, and the 
abuse of excommunications. The parishes 
have been vexed in many ways by the dealers 
in indulgences. There were endless conten- 
tions between the pastors and the monks 
concerning the parochial right; confessions, 
burials, sermons on extraordinary occasions, 
and innumerable other things. Issues of this 
sort we have passed over, so that the chief 
points in this matter, having been briefly set 
forth, might be the more readily understood. 
Nor has anything been here said or adduced 
to the reproach of any one. Only those things 
have been recounted whereof we thought that 
it was necessary to speak, in order that it 
might be understood that in doctrine and 
ceremonies nothing has been received on our 
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part against Scripture or the Church Cath- 
olic. For it is manifest that we have taken 
most diligent care that no new and ungodly 
doctrine should creep into our churches. 


The above articles we desire to present in 
accordance with the edict of Your Imperial 
Majesty, in order to exhibit our Confession 
and let men see a summary of the doctrine 
of our teachers. If there is anything that 
any one might desire in this Confession, we 
are ready, God willing, to present ampler in- 
formation according to the Scriptures. 


Your Imperial Majesty’s 
faithful subjects: 


John, Duke of Saxony, Elector. 
George, Margrave of Brandenburg. 
Lrnest, Duke of Lueneburg. 

Philip, Landgrave of Hesse. 

John Frederick, Duke of Saxony. 
Francis, Duke of Lueneburg. 
Wolfgang, Prince of Anhalt. 

Senate and Magistracy of Nuwremburg. 
Senate of Reutlingen. 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. 


Philip Melanchthon Presents His Greeting 
'to the Reader. 


After the Confession of our princes had 
been publicly read, certain theologians and 
monks prepared a confutation of our writing; 
and when His Imperial Majesty had caused 
this also to be read in the assembly of the 
princes, he demanded of our princes that they 
should assent to this Confutation. 

But as our princes, had heard that many 
articles were disapproved, which they could 
not abandon without offense to conscience, 
they asked that a copy of the Confutation be 
furnished them, that they might be able both 
to see what the adversaries condemned, and 
to refute their arguments. 

And, indeed, in a cause of such importance, 
pertaining to religion and the instruction of 
consciences, they thought that the adversaries 
would produce their writing without any hesi- 
tation [, or even offer it to us]. 

But this our princes could not obtain, un- 
less on the most perilous conditions, which it 
was impossible for them to accept. 

Then, too, negotiations for peace were be- 
gun, in which it was apparent that our 
princes declined no burden, however grievous, 
that could be assumed without offense to con- 
science. But the adversaries obstinately de- 
manded this, namely, that we should approve 
certain manifest abuses and errors; and as 
we could not do this, His Imperial Majesty 
again demanded that our princes should as- 
sent to the Confutation. This our princes 
refused to do. 

For in a matter pertaining to religion, how 
could they assent to a writing into which they 
had not looked, especially, as they had heard 
that some articles were condemned, in which 
it was impossible for them, without grievous 
sin, to approve the opinions of the adver- 
saries? 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 101.] 

They had, however, commanded me and 
some others to prepare an Apology of the 
Confession, in which the reasons why we 
could not receive the Confutation should be 
set forth to His Imperial Majesty, and the 
objections made by the adversaries should be 
refuted. For during the reading some of us 
had taken down the chief points of the topics 
and arguments. This Apology they finally 
[at last when they took their departure from 
Augsburg] offered to His Imperial Majesty, 
that he might know that we were hindered, 
by the greatest and most important reasons, 
from approving the Confutation. But His 
Imperial Majesty did not receive the offered 
writing. 


Afterwards a certain decree was published, 
in which the adversaries boast that they have 
refuted our Confession from the Scriptures. 


You have now, therefore, reader, our Apol- 
ogy, from which you will understand not only 
what the adversaries have judged (for we 
have reported in good faith), but also that 
they have condemned several articles contrary 
to the manifest Scripture of the Holy Ghost; 
so far are they from overthrowing our propo- 
sitions by means of the Scriptures. 


Now, although originally we drew up the 
Apology by taking counsel with others, never- 
theless, as it passed through the press, I have 
made some additions. Wherefore I give my 
name, so that no one can complain that the 
book has been published anonymously. 


It has always been my custom in these con- 
troversies to retain, so far as I was at all 
able, the form of the customarily received 
doctrine, in order that at some time concord 
could be reached the more readily. Nor, in- 
deed, am I now departing far from this cus- 
tom, although I could justly lead away the 
men of this age still farther from the opinions 
of the adversaries. 

But the adversaries are treating the case 
in such a way as to show that they are seek- 
ing neither truth nor /concord, but to drain 
our blood. 

And now I have written with the greatest 
moderation possible; and if any expression 
appears too severe, I must say here beforehand 
that I am contending with the theologians 
and monks who wrote the Confutation, and 
not with the Emperor or the princes, whom 
I hold in due esteem. But I have recently 
seen the Confutation, and have noticed how 
cunningly and slanderously it was written, 
so that on some points it could deceive even 
the cautious. 

Yet I have not discussed all their sophis- 
tries, for it would be an endless task; but 
I have comprised the chief arguments, that 
there might be among all nations a testimony 
concerning us that we hold the Gospel of 
Christ correctly and in a pious way. Dis- 
cord does not delight us, neither are we in- 
different to our danger; for we readily under- 
stand the extent of it in such a bitterness of 
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hatred wherewith we see that the adversaries 
have been inflamed. But we cannot abandon 
truth that is manifest and necessary to the 
Church. 


Wherefore we believe that troubles and 
dangers for the glory of Christ and the good 
of the Church should be endured, and we are 
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confident that this our fidelity to duty is ap- 
proved of God, and we hope that the judg- 
ment of posterity concerning us will be more 
just. 

: For it is undeniable that many topics of 
Christian doctrine whose existence in the 
Church is of the greatest moment have been 
brought to view by our theologians and ex- 
plained; in reference to which we are not 
disposed here to recount under what sort of 
opinions, and how dangerous, they formerly 
lay covered in the writings of the monks, 
canonists, and sophistical theologians. [This 
may have to be done later. ] 

We have the public testimonials of many 
good men, who give God thanks for this 
greatest blessing, namely, that concerning 
many necessary topics it has taught better 
things than are read everywhere in the books 
of our adversaries. 

We shall commend our cause, therefore, to 


APOLOGY OF THE CONFESSION. 
Article I: Of God. 


The First Article of our Confession our ad- 
versaries approve, in which we declare that 
we believe and teach that there is one divine 
essence, undivided, etc., and yet, that there 
-are three distinct persons, of the same divine 
essence, and coeternal, Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost. This article we have always taught 
and defended, and we believe that it has, in 
Holy Scripture, sure and firm testimonies 
that cannot be overthrown. And we con- 
stantly affirm that those thinking otherwise 
are outside of the Church of Christ, and are 
idolaters, and insult God. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 105.] 
Article II (I): Of Original Sin. 


The Second Article, Of Original Sin, the 
adversaries approve, but in such a way that 
they, nevertheless, censure the definition of 
original sin, which we incidentally gave. 
Here, immediately at the very threshold, His 
Imperial Majesty will discover that the 
writers of the Confutation were deficient not 
only in judgment, but also in candor. For 
whereas we, with a simple mind, desired, in 
passing, to recount those things which origi- 
nal sin embraces, these men, by framing an 
invidious interpretation, artfully distort a 
proposition that has in it nothing which of 
itself is wrong. Thus they say: “To be with- 
out the fear of God, to be without faith, is 
actual guilt”; and therefore they deny that 
it is original guilt. , 

It is quite evident that such subtilties have 
originated in the schools, not in the council 
of the Emperor. But although this sophistry 
can be very easily refuted; yet, in order that 
all good men may understand that we teach 
in this matter nothing that is absurd, we ask 
first of all that the German Confession be 
examined. This will free us from the sus- 
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Christ, who some time will judge these con- 
troversies, and we beseech Him to look upon 
the afflicted and scattered churches, and to 
bring them back to godly and perpetual con- 
cord. [Therefore, if the known and clear 
truth is trodden under foot, we will resign 
this cause to God and Christ in heaven, who 
is the Father of orphans and the Judge of 
widows and of all the forsaken, who (as we 
certainly know) will judge and pass sentence 
upon this cause aright. Lord Jesus Christ, 
it is Thy holy Gospel, it is Thy cause; look 
Thou upon the many troubled hearts and con- 
sciences, and maintain and strengthen in Thy 
truth Thy churches and little flocks, who 
suffer anxiety and distress from the devil. 
Confound all hypocrisy and lies, and grant 
peace and unity, so that Thy glory may ad- 
vance, and Thy kingdom, strong against all 
the gates of hell, may continually grow and 
increase. ] 


picion of novelty. For there it is written: 
Weiter wird gelehrt, dass nach dem Fall 
Adams alle Menschen, so natuerlich geboren 
werden, in Suenden empfangen und geboren 
werden, das ist, dass sie alle von Mutterleibe 
an voll boeser Lueste und Neigung sind, keine 
wahre Gottesfurcht, keinen wahren Glauben 
an Gott von Natur haben koennen. [It is 
further taught that since the Fall of Adam 
all men who are naturally born are conceived 
and born in sin, 7. e., that they all, from their 
mother’s womb, are full of evil desire and 
inclination, and can have by nature no true 
fear of God, no true faith in God.] This pas- 
sage testifies that we deny to those propa- 
gated according to carnal nature not only the 
acts, but also the power or gifts of producing 
fear and trust in God. For we say that those 
thus born have concupiscence, and cannot 
produce true fear and trust in God. What is 
there here with which fault can be found? 
To good men, we think, indeed, that we have 
exculpated ourselves sufficiently. For in this 
sense the Latin description denies to nature 
[even to innocent infants] the power, #.e., it 
denies the gifts and energy by which to pro- 
duce fear and trust in God, and, in adults 
[over and above this innate evil disposition 
of the heart, also] the acts, so that, when we 
mention concupiscence, we understand not 
only the acts or fruits, but the constant in- 
clination of the nature [the evil inclination 
within, which does not cease as long as we 
are not born anew through the Spirit and 
faith]. 

But hereafter we will show more fully that 
our description agrees with the usual and 
ancient definition. For we must first show 
our design in preferring to employ these 
words in this place. In their schools the ad- 
versaries confess that “the material,” as they 
call it, “of original sin is concupiscence.” 
Wherefore, in framing the definition, this 
should not have been passed by, especially at 
this time, when some are philosophizing con- 
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cerning it in a manner unbecoming teachers 
of religion [are speaking concerning this in- 
nate, wicked desire more after the manner of 
heathen from philosophy than according to 
God’s Word, or Holy Scripture]. 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 107.) 

For some contend that original sin is not 
a depravity or corruption in the nature of 
man, but only servitude, or a condition of 
mortality [not an innate evil nature, but only 
a blemish or imposed load, or burden], which 
those propagated from Adam bear because of 
the guilt of another [namely, Adam’s sin], 
and without any depravity of their own. Be- 
sides, they add that no one is condemned to 
eternal death on account of original sin, just 
as those who are born of a bond-woman are 
slaves, and bear this condition without any 
natural blemish, but because of the calamity 
of their mother [while, of themselves, they 
are born without fault, like other men: thus 
original sin is not an innate evil, but a de- 
fect and burden which we bear since Adam, 
but we are not on that account personally in 
sin and inherited disgrace]. To show that 
this impious opinion is displeasing to us, we 
made mention of ‘“‘concupiscence,’ and, with 
the best intention, have termed and explained 
it as “diseases,” that “the nature of men is 
born corrupt and full of faults” [not a part 
of man, but the entire person with its entire 
nature 1s born in sin as with a hereditary 
disease). 

Nor, indeed, have we only made use of the 
term concupiscence, but we have also said 
that “the fear of God and faith are wanting.” 
This we have added with the following de- 
sign: The scholastic teachers also, not suf- 
ficiently understanding the definition of origi- 
nal sin, which they have received from the 
Fathers, extenuate the sin of origin. They 
contend concerning the fomes [or evil incli- 
nation] that it is a quality of [blemish in 
the] body, and, with their usual folly, ask 
whether this quality be derived from the con- 
tagion of the apple or from the breath of the 
serpent, and whether it be increased by reme- 
dies. With such questions they have sup- 
pressed the main point. Therefore, when 
they speak of the sin of origin, they do not 
mention the more serious faults of human 
nature, to wit, ignorance of God, contempt 
for God, being destitute of fear and confidence 
in God, hatred of God’s judgment, flight from 
God [as from a tyrant] when He judges, 
anger toward God, despair of grace, putting 
one’s trust in present things [money, prop- 
erty, friends], etc. These diseases, which are 
in the highest degree contrary to the Law of 
God, the scholastics do not notice; yea, to 
human nature they meanwhile ascribe un- 
impaired strength for loving God above all 
things, and for fulfilling God’s commandments 
according to the substance of the acts; nor 
do they see that they are saying things that 
are contradictory to one another. For what 
else is the being able in one’s own strength 
to love God above all things, and to fulfil 
His commandments, than to have original 
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righteousness [to be a new creature in Para- 
dise, entirely pure and holy]? But if human 
nature have such strength as to be able of 
itself to love God above all things, as the 
scholastics confidently affirm, what will origi- 
nal sin be? For what will there be need of 
the grace of Christ if we can be justified by 
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our own righteousness [powers]? For what 
will there be need of the Holy Ghost if human 
strength can by itself love God above all 
things, and fulfil God’s commandments? Who 
does not see what preposterous thoughts our 
adversaries entertain? The lighter diseases 
in the nature of man they acknowledge, the 
more severe they do not acknowledge; and 
yet of these, Scripture everywhere admonishes 
us, and the prophets constantly complain [as 
the 13th Psalm, and some other psalms say, 
Ps. 14) 135" $5 Os) 140,33: 36, 11) namely ot 
carnal security, of the contempt of God, of 
hatred toward God, and of similar faults born 
with us. [For Scripture clearly says that all 
these things are not blown at us, but born 
with us.] But after the scholastics mingled 
with Christian doctrine philosophy concern- 
ing the perfection of nature [light of reason], 
and ascribed to the free will and the acts 
springing therefrom more than was sufficient, 
and taught that men are justified before God 
by philosophic or civil righteousness (which 
we also confess to be subject to reason, and, 
in a measure, within our power), they could 
not see the inner uncleanness of the nature 
of men. For this cannot be judged except 
from the Word of God, of which the scho- 
lastics, in their discussions, do not frequently 
treat. 

These were the reasons why, in the descrip- 
tion of original sin, we made mention of con- 
cupiscence also, and denied to man’s natural 
strength the fear of God and trust in Him. 
For we wished to indicate that original sin 
contains also these diseases, namely, igno- 
rance of God, contempt for God, the being 
destitute of the fear of God and trust in Him, 
inability to love God. These are the chief 
faults of human nature, conflicting especially 
with the first table of the Decalog. 

Neither have we said anything new. The 
ancient definition understood aright ex- 
presses precisely the same thing when it 
says: “Original sin is the absence of original 
righteousness” [a lack of the first purity 
and righteousness in Paradise]. But what is 
righteousness? Here the scholastics wrangle 
about dialectic questions; they do not ex- 
plain what original righteousness is. Now, 
in the Scriptures, righteousness comprises not 
only the second table of the Decalog [regard- 
ing good works in serving our fellow-man], 
but the first. also, which teaches concerning 
the fear of God, concerning faith, concerning 
the love of God. Therefore original right- 
eousness was to embrace not only an even 
temperament of the bodily qualities [perfect 
health and, in all respects, pure blood, un- 
impaired powers of the body, as they con- 
tend], but also these gifts, namely, a quite 
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certain knowledge of God, fear of God, con- 
fidence in God, or certainly the rectitude and 
power to yield these affections [but the great- 
est feature in that noble first creature was 
a bright light in the heart to know God and 
His work, ete.]. And Scripture testifies to 
this, when it says, Gen. 1, 27, that man was 
fashioned in the image and likeness of God. 
What else is this than that there were em- 
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bodied in man such wisdom and righteousness 
as apprehended God, and in which God was 
reflected, i.e., to man there were given the 
gifts of the knowledge of God, the fear of 
God, confidence in God, and the like? For 
thus Irenaeus and Ambrose interpret the like- 
ness to God, the latter of whom nct only says 
many things to this effect, but especially de+, 
clares: That soul is not, therefore, m the 
wmage of God, in which God is not at all 
times. And Paul shows in the Epistles to 
the Ephesians, 5,9, and Colossians, 3, 10, that 
the image of God is the knowledge of God, 
righteousness, and truth. Nor does Longo- 
bard fear to say that original righteousness 
is the very likeness to God which God wm- 
planted in man. We recount the opinions of 
the ancients, which in no way interfere with 
Augustine’s interpretation of the image. 

Therefore the ancient definition, when it 
says that sin is the lack of righteousness, not 
only denies obedience with respect to man’s 
lower powers [that man is not only corrupt 
in his body and its meanest and lowest facul- 
ties], but also denies the knowledge of God, 
confidence in God, the fear and love of God, 
or certainly the power to produce these affec- 
tions [the light in the heart which creates 
a love and desire for these matters]. For 
even the theologians themselves teach in their 
schools that these are not produced without 
certain gifts and the aid of grace. In order 
that the matter may be understood, we term 
these very gifts the knowledge of God, and 
fear and confidence in God. From these facts 
it appears that the ancient definition says 
precisely the same thing that we say, denying 
fear and confidence toward God, to wit, not 
only the acts, but also the gifts and power to 
produce these acts [that we have no good 
heart toward God, which truly loves God, not 
only that we are unable to do or achieve any 
perfectly good work]. 

Of the same import is the definition which 
occurs in the writings of Augustine, who is 
accustomed to define original sin as con- 
eupiscence [wicked desire]. For he means 
that when righteousness had been lost, con- 
eupiscence came in its place. For inasmuch 
as diseased nature cannot fear and love God 
and believe God, it seeks and loves carnal 
things. God’s judgment it either contemns, 
when at ease, or hates, when thoroughly ter- 
rified. Thus Augustine includes both the de- 
fect and the vicious habit which has come in 
its place. Nor indeed is coneupiscence only 
a corruption of the qualities of the body, but 
also, in the higher powers, a vicious turning 
to carnal things. Nor do those persons see 
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what they say who ascribe to man at the same 
time concupiscence that is not entirely de- 
stroyed by the Holy Ghost, and love to God 
above all things. E 

We, thergfore, have been right in express- 
ing, in our description of original sin, both, 
namely, these defects: the not being able to 
believe God, the not being able to fear and 
love God; and, likewise: the having concu- 
piscence, which seeks carnal things contrary 
to God’s Word, i.e. seeks not only the 
pleasure of the body, but also carnal wisdom 
and righteousness, and, contemning God, 
trusts in these as good things. Nor only the 
ancients [like Augustine and others], but also 
the more recent [teachers and scholastics], at 
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least the wiser ones among them, teach that 
original sin is at the same time truly these, 
namely, the defects which I have recounted, 
and concupiscence. For Thomas says thus: 
Original sin comprehends the loss of original 
righteousness, and with this an inordinate 
disposition of the parts of the soul; whence 
it is not pure loss, but a corrupt habit [some- 
thing positive]. And Bonaventura: When the 
question is asked, What is original sin?’ the 
correct answer is, that it is immoderate [un- 
checked] concupiscence. The correct answer 
is also, that it is want of the righteousness 
that is due. And in one of these replies the 
other is included. The same is the opinion of 
Hugo, when he says that original sin is igno- 
rance in the mind and conewpiscence in the 
flesh. For he thereby indicates that when we 
are born, we bring with us ignorance of God, 
unbelief, distrust, contempt, and hatred of 
God. For when he mentions ignorance, he 
includes these. And these opinions [even of 
the most recent teachers] also agree with 
Scripture. For Paul sometimes expressly 
calls it a defect [a lack of divine light], as 
1 Cor. 2,14: The natural man receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God. In another 
place, Rom. 7,5, he calls it concupiscence, 
working in our members to bring forth fruit 
unto death. We could cite more passages re- 
lating to both parts; but in regard to a mani- 
fest fact there is no need of testimonies. And 
the intelligent reader will readily be able to 
decide that to be without the fear of God 
and without faith are more than actual guilt. 
For they are abiding defects in our unre- 
newed nature. 

In reference to original sin we therefore 
hold nothing differing either from Scripture 
or ‘from the Church catholic, but cleanse from 
corruptions and restore to light most im- 
portant declarations of Scripture and of the 
Iathers, that had been covered over by the 
sophistical controversies of modern theolo- 
gians. For it is manifest from the subject 
itself that modern theologians have not no- 
ticed what the Fathers meant when they 
spake of defect [lack of original righteous- 
ness]. But the knowledge of original sin is 
necessary. For the magnitude of the grace 
of Christ cannot be understood [no one can 
heartily long and have a desire for Christ, 
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for the inexpressibly great treasure of divine 
favor and grace which the Gospel offers], un- 
less our diseases be recognized. [As Christ 
says Matt.9,12; Mark 2,17: They that are 
whole need not a physician.) The entire 
righteousness of man is mere hypocrisy [and 
abomination] before God, unless we acknowl- 
edge that our heart is naturally destitute of 
love, fear, and confidence in God [that we are 
miserable sinners who are in disgrace with 
God]. For this reason the prophet Jeremiah, 
31, 19, says: After that I was «mstructed, 
I smote upon my thigh. Likewise Ps. 116, 11: 
I said in my haste, All men are liars, 1. e., 
not thinking aright concerning God. 

Here our adversaries inveigh against Lu- 
ther also because he wrote that “Original sin 
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remains after Baptism.” They add that this 
article was justly condemned by Leo X. But 
His Imperial Majesty will find on this point 
a manifest slander. For our adversaries know 
in what sense Luther intended this remark, 
that original sin remains after Baptism. He 
always wrote thus, namely, that Baptism re- 
moves the guilt of original sin, although the 
material, as they call it, of the sin, 7. e., con- 
cupiscence, remains. He also added in refer- 
ence to the material that the Holy Ghost, 
given through Baptism, begins to mortify the 
concupiscence, and creates new movements 
[a new light, a new sense and spirit] in man. 
In the same manner, Augustine also speaks, 
who says: Sin is remitted in Baptism; not in 
such a manner that it no longer exists, but so 
that it is not imputed. Here he confesses 
openly that sin exists, t.¢., that it remains, 
although it is not imputed, And this judg- 
ment was so agreeable to those who succeeded 
him that it was recited also -in the decrees. 
Also against Julian, Augustine says: The 
Law, which is in the members, has been an- 
nulled by spiritual regeneration, and remains 
in the mortal flesh. It has been annulled 
because the guilt has been remitted in the 
Sacrament, by which believers are born again; 
but it remains, because it produces desires, 
against which believers contend. Our adver- 
saries know that Luther believes and teaches 
thus, and while they cannot reject the matter, 
they nevertheless pervert his words, in order 
by this artifice to crush an innocent man. 

But they contend that concupiscence is a 
penalty, and not a sin [a burden and imposed 
penalty, and is not such a sin as is subject 
to death and condemnation]. Luther main- 
tains that it is a sin. It has been said above 
that Augustine defines original sin as con- 
cupiscence. If there be anything disadvan- 
tageous in this opinion, let them quarrel with 
Augustine. Besides Paul says, Rom. 7, 7. 23: 
I had not known lust (concupiscence), except 
the Law had said, Thou shalt not covet. Vake- 
wise: I see another law in my members, war- 
ring against the law of my mind, and bring- 
ing me into captivity to the law of sin which 
is in my members. These testimonies can be 
overthrown by no sophistry. [All devils, all 
men cannot overthrow them.] For they 


clearly call concupiscence sin, which, never- 
theless, is not imputed to those who are in 
Christ, although by nature it is a matter 
worthy of death where it is not forgiven. 
Thus, beyond all controversy, the Fathers be- 
lieve. For Augustine, in a long discussion, 
refutes the opinion of those who thought that 
concupiscence in man is not a fault, but an 
adiaphoron, as color of the body or ill health 
is said to be an adiaphoron [as to have a 
black or a white body is neither good nor 
evil]. 

But if the adversaries will contend that 
the fomes [or evil inclination] is an adiaph- 
oron, not only many passages of Scripture, 
but simply the entire Church [and all the 
Fathers] will contradict them. For [even if 
not entire consent, but only the inclination 
and desire be there] who ever dared to say 
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that these matters, even though perfect agree- 
ment could not be attained, were adiaphora, 
namely, to doubt concerning God’s wrath, con- 
cerning God’s grace, concerning God’s Word, 
to be angry at the judgments of God, to be 
provoked because God does not at once deliver 
one from afflictions, to murmur because the 
wicked enjoy a better fortune than the good, 
to be urged on by wrath, lust, the desire for 
glory, wealth, etc.? And yet godly men 
acknowledge these in themselves, as appears 
in the Psalms and the prophets. [For all 
tried, Christian hearts know, alas! that these 
evils are wrapped up in man’s skin, namely, 
to esteem money, goods, and all other mat- 
ters more highly than God, and to spend our 
lives in security; again, that after the man- 
ner of our carnal security we always imagine 
that God’s wrath against sin is not as serious 
and great,as it verily is. Again, that we 
murmur against the doing and will of God, 
when He does not succor us speedily in our 
tribulations, and arranges our affairs to 
please us. Again, we experience every day 
that it hurts us to see wicked people in good 
fortune in this world, as David and all the 
saints have complained. Over and above this, 
all men feel that their hearts are easily in- 
flamed, now with ambition, now with anger 
and wrath, now with lewdness.] But in the 
schools they transferred hither from philos- 
ophy notions entirely different, that, because 
of passions, we are neither good nor evil, we 
are neither deserving of praise nor blame. 
Likewise, that nothing is sin, unless it be 
voluntary [inner desires and thoughts are 
not sins, if I do not altogether consent 
thereto]. These notions were expressed 
among philosophers with respect to civil 
righteousness, and not with respect to God’s 
judgment. [For there it is true, as the jurists 
say, L. cogitationis, thoughts are exempt from 
custom and punishment. But God searches 
the hearts; in God’s court and judgment it 
is different.] With no greater prudence they 
add also other notions, sueh as, that [God’s 
creature and] nature is not [cannot in itself 
be] evil. In its proper place we do not cen- 
sure this; but it is not right to twist it into 
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an extenuation of original sin. And, never- 
theless, these notions are read in the works 
of scholastics, who inappropriately mingle 
philosophy or civil doctrine concerning ethics 
with the Gospel. Nor were these matters 
only disputed in the schools, but, as is usu- 
ally the case, were carried from the schools 
to the people. And these persuasions [god- 
less, erroneous, dangerous, harmful teach- 
ings] prevailed, and nourished confidence in 
human strength, and suppressed the knowl- 
edge of Christ’s grace. Therefore, Luther 
wishing to declare the magnitude of original 
sin and of human infirmity [what a grievous 
mortal guilt original sin is in the sight of 
God], taught that these remnants of original 
sin [after Baptism] are not, by their own 
nature, adiaphora in man, but that, for their 
non-imputation, they need the grace of Christ,* 
and, likewise for their mortification, the Holy 
Ghost. 

Although the scholasties extenuate both sin 
and punishment when they teach that man, 
by his own strength, can fulfil the command- 
ments of God; in Genesis the punishment, 
imposed on account of original sin, is de- 
scribed otherwise. For there human nature 
is subjected not only to death and other 
bodily evils, but also to the kingdom of the 
devil. For there, Gen. 3,15, this fearful sen- 
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tence is proclaimed: J will put enmity be- 
tween thee and the woman, and between thy 
seed and her seed. The defects and the con- 
cupiscence are punishments and sins. Death 
and other bodily evils, and the dominion of 
the devil, are properly punishments. For 
human nature has been delivered into slavery, 
and is held captive by the devil, who in- 
fatuates it with wicked opinions and errors, 
and impels it to sins of every kind. But just 
as the devil cannot be conquered except by 
the aid of Christ, so by our own strength we 
cannot free ourselves from this slavery. Even 
the history of the world shows how great is 
the power of the devil’s kingdom. The world 
is full of blasphemies against God and of 
wicked opinions, and the devil keeps en- 
tangled in these bands those who are wise 
and righteous [many hypocrites who appear 
holy] in the sight of the world. In other 
persons grosser vices manifest themselves. 
But since Christ was given to us to remove 
both these sins and these punishments, and 
to destroy the kingdom of the devil, sin and 
death, it will not be possible to recognize the 
benefits of Christ unless we understand our 
evils. For this reason our preachers have 
diligently taught concerning these subjects, 
and have delivered nothing that is new, but 
have set forth Holy Scripture and the judg- 
ments of the holy Fathers. 

We think that this will satisfy His Im- 
perial Majesty concerning the puerile and 
trivial sophistry with which the adversaries 
have perverted our article. For we know 
that we believe aright and in harmony with 
the Church catholic of Christ. But if the ad- 
versaries will renew this controversy, there 
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will be no want among us of those who will 
reply and defend the truth. For in this case 
our adversaries, to a great extent, do not. 
understand what they say. They often speak 
what is contradictory, and neither explain 
correctly and logically that which is essential 
to [i.e., that which is or is not properly of 
the essence of] original sin, nor what they 
call defects. But we have been unwilling at 
this place to examine their contests with any 
very great subtlety. We have thought it 
worth while only to recite, in customary and 
well-known words, the belief of the holy 
Fathers, which we also follow. 


Article III: Of Christ. 


The Third Article the adversaries approve, 
in which we confess that there are in Christ 
two natures, namely, a human nature, as- 
sumed by the Word into the unity of His 
person; and that the same Christ suffered 
and died to reconcile the Father to us; and 
that He was raised again to reign, and to 
justify and sanctify believers, etc., according 
to the Apostles’ Creed and the Nicene Creed. 


Article IV (II): Of Justification. 


In the Fourth, Fifth, Sixth, and, below, in 
the Twentieth Article, they condemn us, for 
teaching that men obtain remission of sins, 
not because of their own merits, but freely 
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for Christ’s sake, through faith in Christ. 
{They reject quite stubbornly both these 
statements.] For they condemn us both for 
denying that men obtain remission of sins 
because of their own merits, and for affirm- 
img that, through faith, men obtain remission 
of sins, and through faith in Christ are justi- 
fied. But since in this controversy the chief 
topie of Christian doctrine is treated, which, 
understood aright, illumines and amplifies 
the honor of Christ [which is of especial ser- 
vice for the clear, correct understanding of 
the entire Holy Scriptures, and alone shows 
the way to the unspeakable treasure and right 
knowledge of Christ, and alone opens the door 
to the entire Bible], and brings necessary and 
most abundant consolation to devout con- 
sciences, we ask His Imperial Majesty to hear 
us with forbearance in regard to matters of 
such importance. For since the adversaries 
understand neither what the remission of sins, 
nor what faith, nor what grace, nor what 
righteousness is, they sadly corrupt this topic, 
and obscure the glory and benefits of Christ, 
and rob devout consciences of the consola- 
tions offered in Christ. But that we may 
strengthen the position of our Confession, 
and also remove the charges which the adver- 
saries advance against us, certain things are 
to be premised in the beginning, in order that 
the sources of both kinds of doctrine, i. e., 
both that of our adversaries and our own, 
may be known. 

All Seripture ought to be distributed into 
these two principal topics, the Law and the 
promises. For in some places it presents the 
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Law, and in others the promise concerning 
Christ, namely, either when [in the Old Testa- 
ment] it promises that Christ will come, and 
offers, for His sake, the remission of sins, 
justification, and life eternal, or when, in the 
Gospel [in the New Testament], Christ Him- 
self, since He has appeared, promises the re- 
mission of sins, justification, and life eternal. 
Moreover, in this discussion, by Law we desig- 
nate the Ten Commandments, wherever they 
are read in the Scriptures. Of the ceremonies 
and judicial laws of Moses we say nothing at 
present. 

Of these two parts the adversaries select 
the Law, because human reason naturally 
understands, in some way, the Law (for it 
has the same judgment divinely written in 
the mind); [the natural law agrees with the 
law of Moses, or the Ten Commandments] and 
by the Law they seek the remission of sins 
and justification. Now, the Decalog requires 
not only outward civil works, which reason 
can in some way produce, but it also requires 
other things placed far above reason, namely, 
truly to fear God, truly to love God, truly to 
call upon God, truly to be convinced that God 
hears us, and to expect the aid of God in 
death and in all afflictions; finally, it re- 
quires obedience to God, in death and all 
afflictions, so that we may not flee from these, 
or refuse them when God imposes them. 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 123.] 

Here the scholastics, having followed the 
philosophers, teach only a righteousness of 
reason, namely, civil works, and fabricate be- 
sides that without the Holy Ghost reason can 
love God above all things. For, as long as the 
human mind is at ease, and does not feel the 
wrath or judgment of God, it can imagine 
that it wishes to love God, that it wishes to 
do good for God’s sake. [But it is sheer 
hypocrisy.] In this manner they teach that 
men merit the remission of sins by doing 
what is in them, 1. e., if reason, grieving over 
sin, elicit an act of love to God, or for God’s 
sake be active in that which is good. And 
because this opinion naturally flatters men, 
it has brought forth and multiplied in the 
Church many services, monastic vows, abuses 
of the mass; and, with this opinion the one 
has, in the course of time, devised this act of 
worship and observances, the other that. And 
in order that they might nourish and increase 
confidence in such works, they have affirmed 
that God necessarily gives grace to one thus 
working, by the necessity not of constraint, 
but of immutability [not that He is con- 
strained, but that this is the order which 
God will not transgress or alter]. 

In this opinion there are many great and 
pernicious errors, which it would be tedious 
to enumerate. Let the discreet reader think 
only of this: If this be Christian righteous- 
ness, what difference is there between phi- 
losophy and the doctrine of Christ? If we 
merit the remission of sins by these elicit 
acts [that spring from our mind], of what 
benefit is Christ? If we can be justified by 
reason and the works of reason, wherefore is 
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there need of Christ or regeneration [as Peter 
declares, 1 Pet. 1, 18 ff.]? And from these 
opinions the matter has now come to such 
a pass that many ridicule us because we teach 
that an other than the philosophic righteous- 
ness must be sought after. [Alas! it has come 
to this, that even great theologians at Lou- 
vain, Paris, etc., have known nothing of any 
other godliness or righteousness (although 
every letter and syllable in Paul teaches other- 
wise) than the godliness which philosophers 
teach. And although we ought to regard this 
as a strange teaching, and ought to ridicule 
it, they rather ridicule us, yea, make a jest 
of Paul himself.] We have heard that some, 
after setting aside the Gospel, have, instead 
of a sermon, explained the ethics of Aristotle. 
{I myself have heard a great preacher who 
did not mention Christ and the Gospel, and 
preached the ethics of Aristotle. Is this not 
a childish, foolish way to preach to Chris- 
tians?] Nor did such men err if those things 
are true which the adversaries defend [if the 
doctrine of the adversaries be true, the Ethics 
is a precious book of sermons, and a fine new 
Bible]. For Aristotle wrote concerning civil 
morals so learnedly that nothing further con- 
cerning this need be demanded. We see books 
extant in which certain sayings of Christ are 
compared with the sayings of Socrates, Zeno, 
and others, as though Christ had come for 
the purpose of delivering certain laws through 
which we might merit the remission of sins, 
as though we did not receive this gratuitously, 
because of His merits. Therefore, if we here 
receive the doctrine of the adversaries, that 
by the works of reason we merit the remission 
of sins and justification, there will be no 
difference between philosophic, or certainly 
pharisaic, and Christian righteousness. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 125.] 
Although the adversaries, not to pass by 
Christ altogether, require a knowledge of the 
history concerning Christ, and ascribe to Him 
that it is His merit that a habit is given us, 
or, as they say, prima gratia, “first grace,” 
which they understand as a habit, inclining 
us the more readily to love God; yet, what 
they ascribe to this habit is of little impor- 
tance [is a feeble, paltry, small, poor opera- 
tion, that would ‘be ascribed to Christ], be- 
cause they imagine that the acts of the will 
are of the same kind before and after this 
habit. They imagine that the will can love 
God; but nevertheless this habit stimulates 
it to do the same the more cheerfully. And 
they bid us first merit this habit by preced- 
ing merits; then they bid us merit by the 
works of the Law an increase of this habit 
and life eternal. Thus they bury Christ, so 
that men may not avail themselves of Him 
as a Mediator, and believe that for His sake 
they freely receive remission of sins and rec- 
onciliation, but may dream that by their 
own fulfilment of the Law they merit the 
remission of sins, and that by their own ful- 
filment of the Law they are accounted right- 
eous before God; while, nevertheless, the Law 
is never satisfied, since reason does nothing 
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except certain civil works, and, in the mean 
time, neither [in the heart] fears God, nor 
truly believes that God cares for it. And al- 
_ though they speak of this habit, yet, without 
the righteousness of faith, neither the love 
of God can exist in man, nor can it be under- 
stood what the love of God is. 

Their feigning a distinction between meri- 
tum congrui and meritum condigni [due merit 
and true, complete merit] is only an artifice 
in order not to appear openly to Pelagianize. 
For, if God necessarily gives grace for the 
meritum congrui [due merit], it is no longer 
meritum congrut, but meritwm condigm 
[a true duty and complete merit]. But they 
do not know what they are saying. After 
this habit of love [is there], they imagine 
that man can acquire merit de condigno. And 
yet they bid us doubt whether there be ak 
habit present. How, therefore, do they know 
whether they acquire merit de congruo or de 
condigno [in full, or half]? But this whole 
matter was fabricated by idle men [But, good 
God! these are mere inane ideas and dreams 
of idle, wretched, inexperienced men, who do 
not much reduce the Bible to practise], who 
did not know how the remission of sins oc- 
curs, and how, in the judgment of God and 
terrors of conscience, trust in works is driven 
out of us. Secure hypocrites always judge 
that they acquire merit de condigno, whether 
the habit be present or be not present, be- 
cause men naturally trust in their own right- 
eousness; but terrified consciences waver and 
hesitate, and then seek and accumulate other 
works in order to find rest. Such consciences 
never think that they acquire merit de con- 
digno, and they rush into despair unless they 
hear, in addition to the doctrine of the Law, 
the Gospel concerning the gratuitous remis- 
sion of sins and the righteousness of faith. 
[Thus some stories are told that when the 


[Ooncordia Triglotta, p. 127.] 
.Barefooted monks had in vain praised their 
order and good works to some good con- 
sciences in the hour of death, they at last 
had to be silent concerning their order and 
St. Franciscus, and to say: “Dear man, Christ 
has died for you.” This revived and refreshed 
in trouble, and alone gave peace and comfort. ] 

Thus the adversaries teach nothing but the 
righteousness of reason, or certainly of the 
Law, upon which they look just as the Jews 
upon the veiled face of Moses; and, in secure 
hypocrites who think that they satisfy the 
Law, they-excite presumption and empty con- 
fidence in works [they place men on a sand 
foundation, their own works] and contempt 
of the grace of Christ. On the contrary, they 
drive timid consciences to despair,) which, 
laboring with doubt, never can experience 
what faith is, and how efficacious it is; thus, 
at last they utterly despair. 

Now, we think concerning the righteousness 
of reason thus, namely, that God requires it, 
and that, because of God’s commandment, the 
honorable works which the Decalog commands 
must necessarily be performed, according to 
the passage Gal. 3,24: The Law was our 
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schoolmaster; likewise 1 Tim.1,9: The Law 
is made for the ungodly. For God wishes 
those who are carnal [gross sinners] to be 
restrained by civil discipline, and to maintain 
this, He has given laws, letters, doctrine, 
magistrates, penalties. And this righteous- 
ness reason, by its own strength, can, to a 
certain extent, work, although it is often over- 
come by natural weakness, and by the devil 
impelling it to manifest crimes. Now, al- 
though we cheerfully assign this righteous- 
ness of reason the praises that are due it (for 
this corrupt nature has no greater good [in 
this life and in a worldly nature, nothing is 
ever better than uprightness and virtue], and 
Aristotle says aright: Neither the evening 
star nor the morning star is more beautiful 
than righteousness, and God also honors it 
with bodily rewards), yet it ought not to be 
praised with reproach to Christ. 

For it is false [I thus conclude, and am cer- 
tain that it is a fiction, and not true] that 
we merit the remission of sins by our works. 

False also is this, that men are accounted 
righteous before God because of the righteous- 
ness of reason [works and external piety]. 

False also is this, that reason, by its own 
strength, is able to love God above all things. 
and. to fulfil God’s Law, namely, truly to fear 


. God, to be truly confident that God hears 


prayer, to be willing to obey God in death 
and other dispensations of God, not to covet 
what belongs to others, etc.; although reason 
can work civil works. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 129.] 

False also and dishonoring Christ is this, 
that men do not sin who, without grace, do 
the commandments of God [who keep the com- 
mandments of God merely in an external man- 
ner, without the Spirit and grace in their 
hearts]. 

We have testimonies for this our belief, not 
only from the Scriptures, but also from the 
Fathers. For in opposition to the Pelagians, 
Augustine contends at great length that grace 
is not given because of our merits. And in 
De Natura et Gratia he says: If natural 
ability, through the free will, suffice both for 
learning to know how one ought to live and 
for wing aright, then Christ has died in vain, 
then the offense of the Cross is made void. 
Why may I not also here ery out? Yea, 
I will cry out, and, with Christian grief, will 
chide them: Christ has become of no effect 
unto you whosoever of you are justified by 
the Law; ye are fallen from grace. Gal. 5, 4; 
ef. 2,21. For they, being ignorant of God’s 
righteousness, and going about to establish 
their own righteousness, have not submitted 
themselves unto the righteousness of God. 
For Christ is the end of the Law for right- 
eousness to every one that believeth. Rom. 10, 
3.4. And John 8, 36: If the Son therefore 
shall make. you free, ye shall be free indeed." 
Therefore by reason we cannot be freed from 
sins and merit the remission of sins. And 
in John 3,5 it is written: Hacept a man be 
born of water and of the Spirit, he cannot 
enter into the kingdom of God. But if it is 
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necessary to be born again of the Holy Ghost, 
the righteousness of reason does not justify 
us before God, and does not fulfil the Law, 
Rom. 3,23: All have come short of the glory 
of God, i.e., are destitute of the wisdom and 
righteousness of God, which acknowledges and 
glorifies God. Likewise Rom. 8,7.8: The car- 
nal mind is enmity against God; for it is not 
subject to the Law of God, neither indeed 
can be. So then they that are in the flesh 
cannot please God. These testimonies are so 
manifest that, to use the words of Augustine 
which he employed in this case, they do not 
need an acute understanding, but only an at- 
tentive hearer. If the carnal mind is enmity 
against God, the flesh certainly does not love 
God; if it cannot be subject to the Law of 
God, it cannot love God. If the carnal mind 
is enmity against God, the flesh sins, even 
when we do external civil works. If it can- 
not be subject to the Law of God, it certainly 
sins even when, according to human judg- 
ment, it possesses deeds that are excellent 
and worthy of praise. The adversaries con- 
sider only the precepts of the Second Table, 
which contain civil righteousness that reason 
understands. Content with this, they think 
that they satisfy the Law of God. In the 
mean time they do not see the First Table, 
which commands that we love God, that we 
declare as certain that God is angry with sin, 
that we truly fear God, that we declare as 
certain that God hears prayer. But the 
human heart without the Holy Ghost either 
in security despises God’s judgment, or in 
(Concordia Triglotta, p.131.] 
punishment flees from, and hates, God when 
He judges. Therefore it does not obey the 
First Table. Since, therefore, contempt of 
God, and doubt concerning the Word of God, 
and concerning the threats and promises, in- 
here in human nature, men truly sin, even 
when, without the Holy Ghost, they do 
virtuous works, because they do them with 
a wicked heart; according to Rom. 14, 23: 
Whatsoever is not of faith is sin. For such 
persons perform their works with contempt 
of God, just as Epicurus does not believe that 
God cares for him, or that he is regarded or 
heard by God. This contempt vitiates works 
seemingly virtuous, because God judges the 
heart. 


Lastly, it was very foolish for the adver- 
saries to write that men who are under 
eternal wrath merit the remission of sins by 
an act of love, which springs from their mind, 
since it is impossible to love God, unless the 
remission of sins be apprehended first by 
faith. For the heart, truly feeling that God 
is angry, cannot love God, unless He be shown 
to have been reconciled. As long as He ter- 
rifies us, and seems to cast us into eternal 
death, human nature is not able to take 
courage, so as to love a wrathful, judging, 
and punishing God [poor, weak nature must 
lose heart and courage, and must tremble be- 
fore such great wrath, which so fearfully ter- 
rifies and punishes, and can never feel a 
spark of love before God’ Himself comforts]. 


It is easy for idle men to feign such dreams 
concerning love, as, that a person guilty of 
mortal sin can love God above all things, be- 
cause they do not feel what the wrath or 
judgment of God is. But in agony of con- 
science and in conflicts [with Satan] con- 
science experiences the emptiness of these 
philosophical speculations. Paul says, Rom. 
4,15: The Law worketh wrath. He does not 
say that by the Law men merit the remission 
of sins. For the Law always accuses and ter- 
rifies consciences. Therefore it does not jus- 
tify, because conscience terrified by the Law 
flees from the judgment of God. Therefore 
they err who trust that by the Law, by their 
own works, they merit the remission of sins. 
It is sufficient for us to have said these things 
concerning the righteousness of reason or of 
the Law, which the adversaries teach. For 
after a while, when we will declare our belief 
concerning the righteousness of faith, the sub- 
ject itself will compel us to adduce more 
testimonies, which also will be of service in 
overthrowing the errors of the adversaries 
which we have thus far reviewed. 

Because, therefore, men by their own 
strength cannot fulfil the Law of God, and 
all are under sin, and subject to eternal 
wrath and death, on this account we cannot 
be freed by the Law from sin and be justified, 
but the promise of the remission of sins and 
of justification has been given us for Christ’s 
sake, who was given for us in order that He 
might make satisfaction for the sins of the 
world, and has been appointed as the [only] 
Mediator and Propitiator. And this promise 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 133.] 

has not the condition of our merits [it does 
not read thus: Through Christ you have 
grace, salvation, etc., if you merit it], but 
freely offers the remission of sins and justi- 
fication, as Paul says, Rom. 11,6: If it be of 
works, then is it no more grace. And in an- 
other place, Rom. 3,21: The righteousness of 
God without the Law is manifested, i. e., the 
remission of sins is freely offered. Nor does 
reconciliation depend upon our merits. Be- 
cause, if the remission of sins were to depend 
upon our merits, and reconciliation were 
from the Law, it would be useless. For, as 
we do not fulfil the Law, it would also fol- 
low that we would never obtain the promise 
of reconciliation. Thus Paul reasons, Rom. 
4,14: For if they which are of the Law be 
heirs, faith is made void, and the promise 
made of none effect. For if the promise would 
require the condition of our merits and the 
Law, which we never fulfil, it would follow 
that the promise would be useless. 

But since justification is obtained through 
the free promise, it follows that we cannot 
justify ourselves. Otherwise, wherefore would 
there be need to promise? [And why should 
Paul so highly extol and praise grace?] For 
since the promise cannot be received except 
by faith, the Gospel, which is properly the 
promise of the remission of sins and of justi- 
fication for Christ’s sake, proclaims the right- 
eousness of faith in Christ, which the Law 
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does not teach. Nor is this the righteousness 
of the Law. For the Law requires of us our 
works and our perfection. But the Gospel 
freely offers, for Christ’s sake, to us, who 
have been vanquished by sin and death, rec- 
onciliation, which is received, not by works, 
but by faith alone. This faith brings to God, 
not confidence in one’s own merits, but only 
confidence in the promise, or the mercy prom- 
ised in Christ. This special faith, therefore, 
by which an individual believes that for 
Christ’s sake his sins are remitted him, and 
that for Christ’s sake God, is reconciled 
and propitious, obtains remission of sins and 
justifies us. And because in repentance, i. é.,° 
in terrors, it comforts and encourages hearts, 
it regenerates us, and brings the Holy Ghost, 
that then we may be able to fulfil God’s Law, 
namely, to love God, truly to fear God, trulys 
to be confident that God hears prayer, and 
to obey God in all afflictions; it mortifies 
concupiscence, ete. Thus, because faith, which 
freely receives the remission of sins, sets 
Christ, the Mediator and Propitiator, against 
God’s wrath, it does not present our merits 
or our love [whieh would be tossed aside like 
a little feather by a hurricane]. This faith 
is the true knowledge of Christ, and avails 
itself of the benefits of Christ, and regenerates 
hearts, and precedes the fulfilling of the Law? 
And of this faith not a syllable exists in the 
doctrine of our adversaries. Hence we find 
fault with the adversaries, equally because 
they teach only the righteousness of the Law, 
and because they do not teach the righteous- 
ness of the Gospel, which proclaims the right- 
eousness of faith in Christ. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 135.] 
What Is Justifying Faith? 


The adversaries feign that faith is only 
a knowledge of the history, and therefore 
teach that it can coexist with mortal sin. 
Hence they say nothing concerning faith, by 
which Paul so frequently says that men are 
justified, because those who are accounted 
righteous before God do not live in mortal sin. 
But that faith which justifies is not merely 
a knowledge of history, [not merely this, that 
I know the stories of Christ’s birth, suffer- 
ing, etc. (that even the devils know,)] but it 
is to assent to the promise of God, in which, 
for Christ’s sake, the remission of sins and 
justification are freely offered. [It is the cer- 
tainty or the certain trust in the heart, when, 
with my whole heart, I regard the promises 
of God as certain and true, through which 
there are offered me, without my merit, the 
forgiveness of sins, grace, and all salvation, 
through Christ the Mediator.] And that no 
one may suppose that it is mere knowledge, 
we will add further: it is to wish and to re- 
ceive the offered promise of the remission of 
sins and of justification. [Faith is that my 
whole heart takes to itself this treasure. It 
is not my doing, not my presenting or giving, 
not my work or preparation, but that a heart 
comforts itself, and is perfectly confident with 
respect to this, namely, that God makes a 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. IV. (I1.) 


\ 


present and gift to us, and not we to Him, 
that He sheds upon us every treasure of grace 
in Christ.] 

And the difference between this faith and 
the righteousness of the. Law can be easily 
discerned. Faith is the Aatoeia [divine ser- 
vice], which receives the benefits offered by 
God; the righteousness of the Law is the” 
Aatoeta [divine service] which offers to God 
our merits. By faith God wishes to be wor- 
shiped in this way, that we receive from Him 
those things which He promises and offers. 

Now, that faith signifies, not only a knowl- 
edge of the history, but such faith as assents 
to the promise, Paul plainly testifies when he 
says, Rom.4,16: Therefore it is of faith, to 
the end the promise might be sure. For he 
judges that the promise cannot be received 
unless by faith. Wherefore he puts them to- 
gether as things that belong to one another, - 
and connects promise and faith. [There Paul 
fastens and binds together these two, thus: 
Wherever there is a promise faith is required, 
and conversely, wherever faith is required, 
there must be a promise.] Although it will 
be easy to decide what faith is if we consider 
the Creed, where this article certainly stands: 
The forgiveness of sins. Therefore it is not 
enough to believe that Christ was born, suf- 
fered, was raised again, unless we add also 
this article, which is the purpose of the his- 
tory: The forgiveness of sins. To this article 
the rest must be referred, namely, that for 
Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our 
merits, forgiveness of sins is given us. For 
what need was there that Christ was given 
for our sins if for our sins our merits can 
make satisfaction? _ 

As often, therefore, as we speak of justi- 
fying faith, we must keep in mind that these 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 137.) 
three objects concur: the promise, and that, 
too, gratuitous, and the merits of Christ, as 
the price and propitiation. The promise is 
received by faith; the “gratuitous” excludes 
our merits, and signifies that the benefit is 
offered only through merey; the merits of 
Christ are the price, because there must be 
a certain propitiation for our sins. Scerip- 
ture frequently implores mercy; and the holy 
Fathers often say that we are saved by mercy. 
As often, therefore, as mention is made of 
mercy, we must keep in mind that faith is 
there required, which receives the promise of 
mercy. And, again, as often as we speak of 
faith, we wish an object to be understood, 
namely, the promised mercy. For faith justi- 
fies and saves, not on the ground that it is 
a work in itself worthy, but only because it 

receives the promised mercy. 

And throughout the prophets and the 
psalms this worship, this Aazoeda, is highly 
praised, although the Law does not teach the 
gratuitous remisssion of sins. But the 
Fathers knew the promise concerning Christ, 
that God for Christ’s sake wished to remit 
sins. Therefore, since they understood that 
Christ would be the price for our sins, they 
knew that our works are not a price for so 
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great a matter [could not pay so great a 
debt]. Accordingly, they received gratuitous 
mercy and remission of sins by faith, just as 
the saints in the New Testament. Here be- 
long those frequent repetitions concerning 
merey and faith, in the psalms and the 
prophets, as this, Ps. 130, 3 sq.: Jf Thou, 
Lord, shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who 
shall stand? Here David confesses his sins, 
and does not recount his merits. He adds: 
But there is forgiveness with Thee. Here he 
comforts himself by his trust in God’s mercy, 
and he cites the promise: My soul doth wait, 
and in His Word do I hope, i. e., because Thou 
hast promised the remission of sins, I am sus- 
tained by this Thy promise. Therefore the 
fathers also were justified, not by the Law, 
but by the promise and faith. And it is 
amazing that the adversaries extenuate faith 
to such a degree, although they see that it is 
everywhere praised as an eminent service, as 
in Ps. 50,15: Call upon Me in the day of 
trouble: I will deliver thee. Thus God wishes 
Himself to be known, thus He wishes Himself 
to be worshiped, that from Him we receive 
benefits, and receive them, too, because of 
His merey, and not because of our merits. 
This is the richest consolation in all afflic- 
tions [physical or spiritual, in life or in death, 
as all godly persons know]. And such con- 
solations the adversaries abolish when they 
extenuate and disparage faith, and teach only 
that by means of works and merits men treat 
with God [that we treat with God, the great 
Majesty, by means of our miserable, beggarly 
works and merits]. 


That Faith in Christ Justifies. 


In the first place, lest any one may think 
that we speak concerning an idle knowledge 
of the history, we must declare how faith is 
obtained [how the heart begins to believe]. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p.139.] 
Afterward we will show both that it justi- 
fies, and how this ought to be understood, and 
we will explain the objections of the adver- 
saries. Christ, in the last chapter of Luke, 
24,47, commands that repentance and remis- 
sion of sins should be preached in His name. 
For the Gospel convicts all men, that they are 
under sin, that they all are subject to eternal 
wrath and death, and offers, for Christ’s sake, 
remission of sin and justification, which is 
received by faith. The preaching of repent- 
ance, which accuses us, terrifies consciences 
with true and grave terrors. [For the preach- 
ing of repentance, or this declaration of the 
Gospel: Amend your lives! Repent! when 
it truly penetrates the heart, terrifies the con- 
science, and is no jest, but a great terror, in 
which the conscience feels its misery and sin, 
and the wrath of God.] In these, hearts 
ought again to receive consolation. This hap- 
pens if they believe the promise of Christ, 
that for His sake we have remission of sins. 
This faith, encowraging and consoling in these 
fears, receives remission of sins, justifies and 
quickens. For this consolation is a new and 
‘spiritual life [a new birth and a new life]. 


These things are plain and clear, and can be 
understood by the pious, and have testimonies 
of the Church [as is to be seen in the con- 
version of Paul and Augustine]. The adver- 
saries nowhere can say how the Holy Ghost 
is given. They imagine that the Sacraments 
confer the Holy Ghost ew opere operato, with- 
out a good emotion in the recipient, as though, 
indeed, the gift of the Holy Ghost were an 
idle matter. 


But since we speak of such faith as is not 
an idle thought, but of that which liberates 
from death and produces a new life in hearts, 
[which is such a new light, life, and force in 
the heart as to renew our heart, mind, and 
spirit, makes new men of us and new crea- 
tures,] and is the work of the Holy Ghost; 
this does not coexist with mortal sin [for 
how can light and darkness coexist?], but, 
as long as it is present, produces good fruits, 
as we will say after a while. For concerning 
the conversion of the wicked, or concerning 
the mode of regeneration, what can be said 
that is more simple and more clear? Let 
them, from so great an array of writers, ad- 
duce a single commentary upon the Sententiae 
that speaks of the mode of regeneration. 
When they speak of the habit of love, they 
imagine that men merit it through works, 
and they do not teach that it is received 
through the Word, precisely as also the 
Anabaptists teach at this time. But God 
cannot be treated with, God cannot be ap- 
prehended, except through the Word. Ac- 
cordingly, justification occurs through the 
Word, just as Paul says, Rom. 1,16: The 
Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to * 
every one that believeth. Likewise 10, 17: 
Faith cometh by hearing. And proof can be 
derived even from this that faith justifies, be- 
cause, if justification occurs only through the 
Word, and the Word is apprehended only by 
faith, it follows that faith justifies. But 
there are other and more important reasons. 
We have said these things thus far in order 
that we might show the mode of regeneration, 
and that the nature of faith [what is, or is 
not, faith], concerning which we speak, might 
be understood. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 141.] 

Now we will show that faith [and nothing 
else] justifies. Here, in the first place, 
readers must be admonished of this, that just 
as it is necessary to maintain this sentence: 
Christ is Mediator, so is it necessary to de- 
fend that faith justifies, [without works]. 
For how will Christ be Mediator if in justifi- 
cation we do not use Him as Mediator; if 
we do not hold that for His sake we are ac- 
counted righteous? But to believe is to 
trust in the merits of Christ, that for His 
sake God certainly wishes to be reconciled 
with us. Likewise, just as we ought to main- 
tain that, apart from the Law, the promise 
of Christ is necessary, so also is it needful 
to maintain that faith justifies. [For the Law 
does not preach the forgiveness of sin by 
grace.] For the Law cannot be performed 
unless the Holy Ghost be first received. It 


38 


is, therefore, needful to maintain that the 
promise of Christ is necessary. But this can- 
not be received except by faith. Therefore, 
those who deny that faith justifies, teach 
nothing but the Law, both Christ and the 
Gospel being set aside. 

But when it is said that faith justifies, 
some perhaps understand it of the beginning, 
namely, that faith is the beginning of justi- 
fication or preparation for justification, so 
that not faith itself is that through which 
‘we are accepted by God, but the works which 
follow; and they dream, accordingly, that 
faith is highly praised, because it is the be- 
ginning. For great is the importance of the 
beginning, as they commonly say, ‘Aoy7 jjucov 
zavetds, The beginning is half of everything; 
just as if one would say that grammar makes 
the teachers of all arts, because it prepares 
for other arts, although in fact it is his own 
art that renders every one an artist. We do 
not believe thus concerning faith, but we 
maintain this, that properly and truly, by 
faith itself, we are for Christ’s sake accounted 
righteous, or are acceptable to God. And be- 
cause “to be justified” means that out of un- 
just men just men are made, or born again, 
it means also that they are pronounced or 
accounted just. For Scripture speaks in both 
ways. [The term “to be justified” is used in 
two ways: to denote, being converted or re- 
generated; again, being accounted righteous. ] 
Accordingly we wish first to show this, that 
faith alone makes of an unjust, a just man, 
4. €., receives remission of sins. 

The particle alone offends some, although 
even Paul says, Rom. 3, 28: We conclude that 
a man is justified by faith, without the deeds 
of the Law. Again, Eph. 2,8: It is the gift 
of God; not of works, lest any man should 
boast. Again, Rom. 3, 24: Being justified 
freely. If the exclusive alone displeases, let 
them remove from Paul also the exclusives 
freely, not of works, it is the gift, etc. For 
these also are [very strong] exclusives. Jt 
is, however, the opinion of merit that we ex- 
clude. We do not exclude the Word or Sacra- 
ments, as the adversaries falsely charge us. 
For we have said above that faith is conceived 
from the Word, and we honor the ministry 
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of the Word in the highest degree. Love also 
and works must follow faith. Wherefore, 
they are not excluded so as not to follow, but 
confidence in the merit of love or of works is 
excluded in justification. And this we will 
clearly show. 


That We Obtain Remission of Sins by Faith 
Alone in Christ. 


We think that even the adversaries ac- 
knowledge that, in justification, the remission 
of sins is necessary first. For we all are under 
sin. Wherefore we reason thus: — 

To attain the remission of sins is to be 
justified, according to Ps. 32,1: Blessed is he 
whose transgression is forgiven. By faith 
alone in Christ, not through love, not because 
of love or works, do we acquire the remission 
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of sins, although love follows faith. There- 
fore by faith alone we are justified, under- 
standing justification as the making of a 
righteous man out of an unrighteous, or that 
he be regenerated. 

It will thus become easy to declare the 
minor premise [that we obtain forgiveness of 
sin by faith, not by love] if we know how the 
remission of sins occurs. The adversaries 
with great indifference dispute whether the 
remission of sins and the infusion of grace 
are the same change [whether they are one 
change or two]. Being idle men, they did 
not know what to answer [cannot speak at 
all on this subject]. In the remission of 
sins, the terrors of sin and of eternal death, 
in the heart, must be overcome, as Paul testi- 
fies, 1 Cor. 15, 56sq.: The sting of death is 
sin, and the strength of sin is the Law. But 
thanks be to God, which giveth us the vic- 
tory through our Lord Jesus Christ. That 
is, sin terrifies consciences; this occurs 
through the Law, which shows the wrath of 
God against sin; but we gain the victory 
through Christ. How? By faith, when we 
comfort ourselves by confidence in the mercy 
promised for Christ’s sake. Thus, therefore, 
we proye the minor proposition. The wrath 
of God cannot be appeased if we set against 
it our own works, because Christ has been 
set forth as a Propitiator, so that, for His 
sake, the Father may become reconciled to us. 
But Christ is not apprehended as a Mediator 
except by faith. Therefore, by faith alone we 
obtain remission of sins, when we comfort our 
hearts with confidence in the mercy promised 
for Christ’s sake. Likewise Paul, Rom. 5, 2, 
says: By whom also we have access, and adds, 
by faith. Thus, therefore, we are reconciled 
to the Father, and receive remission of sins, 
when we are comforted with confidence in the 
mercy promised for Christ’s sake. The adver- 
saries regard Christ as Mediator and Propi- 
tiator for this reason, namely, that He has 
merited the habit of love; they do not urge 
us to use Him now as Mediator, but, as 
though Christ were altogether buried, they 
imagine that we have access through our own 
works, and, through these, merit this habit, 
and afterwards, by this love, come to God. 
Is not this to bury Christ altogether, and to 
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take away the entire doctrine of faith? Paul, 
on the contrary, teaches that we have access, 
i.e. reconciliation, through Christ. And to 
show how this occurs, he adds that we have 
access by faith. By faith, therefore, for 
Christ’s sake, we receive remission of sins. 
We cannot set our own love and our own 
works over against God’s wrath. 

Secondly. It is certain that sins are for- 
given for the sake of Christ, as Propitiator, 
Rom. 3,25: Whom God hath set forth to be a 
propitiation, Moreover, Paul adds: through 
faith. Therefore this Propitiator thus bene- 
fits us, when by faith we apprehend the mercy 
promised in Him, and set it against the wrath 
and judgment of God. And to the same effect 
it is written, Heb. 4, 14.16: Seeing, then, that 
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we have a great High Priest, etc., let us there- 
fore come with confidence. For the Apostle 
bids us come to God, not with confidence in 
our own merits, but with confidence in Christ, 
as a High Priest; therefore he requires faith. 

Thirdly. Peter, in Acts 10, 43, says: To 
Him give all the prophets witness that 
through His name, whosoever believeth on 
Him, shall receive remission of sins. How 
could this be said more clearly? We receive 
remission of sins, he says, through His name, 
i.e., for His sake; therefore, not for the sake 
of our merits, not for the sake of our con- 
trition, attrition, love, worship, works. And 
he adds: When we believe in Him. Therefore 
he requires faith. For we cannot apprehend 
the name of Christ except by faith. Besides, 
he cites the agreement of all the prophets. 
This is truly to cite the authority of the 
Church. [For when all the holy prophets bear 
witness, that is certainly a glorious, great, 
excellent, powerful decretal and testimony.] 
But of this topic we will speak again after 
a while, when treating of “Repentance.” 

Fourthly. Remission of sins is something 
promised for Christ’s sake. Therefore it can- 
not be received except by faith alone. For 
a promise cannot be received except by faith 
alone. Rom. 4,16: Therefore it is of faith 
that it might be by grace, to the end that the 
promise might be sure; as though he were to 
say: “If the matter were to depend upon our 
merits, the promise would be uncertain and 
useless, because we never could determine 
when we would have sufficient merit.” And 
this, experienced consciences can easily under- 
stand [and would not, for a thousand worlds, 
have our salvation depend upon ourselves]. 
Accordingly, Paul says, Gal. 3, 22: But the 
Scripture hath concluded all under sin, that 
the promise by faith of Jesus Christ might 
be given to them that believe. He takes merit 
away from us, because he says that all are 
guilty and concluded under sin; then he adds 
that the promise, namely, of the remission of 
sins and of justification, is given, and adds 
how the promise can be received, namely, by 
faith. And this reasoning, derived from the 
nature of a promise, is the chief reasoning 
[a veritable rock] in Paul, and is often re- 
peated. Nor can anything be devised or 
imagined whereby this argument of Paul can 
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be overthrown. Wherefore let not good minds 
suffer themselves to be forced from the con- 
viction that we receive remission of sins for 
Christ’s sake, only through faith. In this 
they have sure and firm consolation against 
the terrors of sin, and against eternal death, 
and against all the gates of hell. [Every- 
thing else is a foundation of sand that sinks 
in trials.] 

But since we receive remission of sins and 
the Holy Ghost by faith alone, faith alone 
justifies, because those reconciled are ac- 
counted righteous and children of God, not 
on account of their own purity, but through 
mercy for Christ’s sake, provided only they 
by faith apprehend this mercy. Accordingly, 


Scripture testifies that by faith we are ac- 
counted righteous, Rom. 3,26. We, therefore, 
will add testimonies which clearly declare that 
faith is that very righteousness by which we 
are accounted righteous before God, namely, 
not because it is a work that is in itself 
worthy, but because it receives the promise 
by which God has promised that for Christ’s 
sake He wishes to be propitious to those be- 
lieving in Him, or because He knows that 
Christ of God is made unto us wisdom, and 
righteousness, and sanctification, and redemp- 
tion, 1 Cor. 1, 30. : 

In the Epistle to the Romans, Paul dis- 
cusses this topic especially, and declares that, 
when we believe that God, for Christ’s sake, 
is reconciled to us, we are justified freely by 
faith. And this proposition, which contains 
the statement of the entire discussion [the 
principal matter of all Epistles, yea, of the 
entire Scriptures], he maintains in the third 
chapter: We conclude that a man 1s justified 
by faith, without the deeds of the Law, 
Rom. 3, 28. Here the adversaries interpret 
that this refers to Levitical ceremonies [not 
to other virtuous works]. But Paul speaks 
not only of the ceremonies, but of the whole 
Law. For he quotes afterward (7,7) from 
the Decalog: Thou shalt not covet. And if 
moral works [that are not Jewish ceremo- 
nies] would merit the remission of sins and 
justification, there would also be no need of 
Christ and the promise, and all that Paul 
speaks of the promise would be overthrown. 
He would also have been wrong in writing to 
the Ephesians, 2,8: By grace are ye saved 
through faith, and that not of yourselves; it 
is the gift of God, not of works. Paul like- 
wise refers to Abraham and David, Rom. 4, 
1.6. But they had the command of God con- 
cerning circumcision. Therefore, if any works 
justified, these works must also have justified 
at the time that they had a command. But 
Augustine teaches correctly that Paul speaks 
of the entire Law, as he discusses at length 
in his book, Of the Spirit and Letter, where 
he says finally: These matters, therefore, 
having been considered and treated, accord- 
ing to the ability that the Lord has thought 
worthy to give us, we infer that man is not 
justified by the precepts of a good life, but by 
faith in Jesus Christ. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 149.] 

And lest we may think that the sentence 
that faith justifies, fell from Paul inconsider- 
ately, he fortifies and confirms this by a long 
discussion in the fourth chapter to the Ro- 
mans, and afterwards repeats it in all his 
epistles. Thus he says, Rom.4,4.5: Jo him 
that worketh is the reward not reckoned of 
grace, but of debt. But to him that worketh 
not, but believeth on Him that justifieth the 
ungodly, his faith is counted for righteous 
mess. Here he clearly says that faith itself 
is imputed for righteousness. Faith, there- 
fore, is that thing which God declares to be 
righteousness, and he adds that it is imputed 
freely, and says that it could not be imputed 
freely, if it were due on account of works. 
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Wherefore he excludes also the merit of moral 
works [not only Jewish ceremonies, but all 
other good works]. For if justification be- 
fore God were due to these, faith would not 
be imputed for righteousness without works. 
And afterwards, Rom. 4,9: For we say that 
faith was reckoned to Abraham for righteous- 
ness. Chapter 5, 1 says: Being justified by 
faith, we have peace with God, 1. e., we have 
consciences that are tranquil and joyful be- 
fore God. Rom. 10,10: With the heart man 
believeth unto righteousness. Here he de- 
clares that faith is the righteousness of the 
heart. Gal. 2,16: We have believed in Christ 
Jesus that we might be justified by the faith 
of Christ, and not by the works of the Law. 
Eph. 2,8: For by grace are ye saved through 
faith, and that not of yourselves; it is the 
gift of God; not of works, lest any man 
should boast. 

John 1,12: To them gave He power to be- 
come the sons of God, even to them that be- 
lieve on His name; which were born, not of 
blood, nor of the will of the flesh, nor of the 
will of man, but of God. John 3,14.15: As 
Moses lifted wp the serpent in the wilderness, 
even so must the Son of Man be lifted wp, that 
whosoever believeth in Him should not perish. 
Likewise, v. 17: For God sent not His Son 
into the world to condemn the world, but 
that the world through Him might be saved. 
He that believeth on Him is not condemned. 

Acts 13, 38. 39: Be it known unto you, 
therefore, men and brethren, that through 
this Man is preached unio you the forgiwe- 
ness of sins; and by Him all that believe are 
justified from all things from which ye could 
not be justified by the Law of Moses. How 
could the office of Christ and justification be 
declared more clearly? The Law, he says, did 
not justify. Therefore Christ was given, that 
we may believe that for His sake we are justi- 
fied. He plainly denies justification to the 
Law. Hence, for Christ’s sake we are ac- 
counted righteous when we believe that God, 
for His sake, has been reconciled to us. Acts 
4,11.12: This is the stone which was set at 
naught of you builders, which is become the 
head of the corner. Neither is there salwa- 
tion in any other; for there is none other 
name under heaven given among men whereby 
we must be saved. But the name of Christ 
is apprehended only by faith. [I cannot be- 

[Ooncordia Triglotta, p.151.] 
lieve in the name of Christ in any other way 
than when I hear His merit preached, and 
lay hold of that.] Therefore, by confidence 
in the name of Christ, and not by confidence 
in our works, we are saved. For “the name” 
here signifies the cause which is mentioned, 
because of which salvation is attained. And 
to call upon the name of Christ is to trust in 
the name of Christ, as the cause or price be- 
cause of which we are saved. Acts 15, 9: 
Purifying their hearts by faith. Wherefore 
that faith of which the Apostles speak is not 
idle knowledge, but a reality, receiving the 
Holy Ghost and justifying us [not a mere 
knowledge of history, but a strong powerful 
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work of the Holy Ghost, which changes 
hearts]. 

Hab. 2,4: The just shall live by his faith. 
Here he says, first, that men are just by faith, 
by which they believe that God is propitious, 
and he adds that the same faith quickens, \be- 
cause this faith produces in the heart peace 
and joy and eternal life [which begins in the 
present life]. 

Is. 53,11: By His knowledge shall He jus- 
tify many. But what is the knowledge of 
Christ unless to know the benefits of Christ, 
the promises which by the Gospel He has 
scattered broadcast in the world? And to 
know these benefits is properly and truly to 
believe in Christ, to believe that that which 
God has promised for Christ’s sake He will 
certainly fulfil. ' 

But Scripture is full of such testimonies, 
since, in some places, it presents the Law, 
and in others the promises concerning Christ, 
and the remission of sins, and the free ac- 
ceptance of the sinner for Christ’s sake. 

Here and there among the Fathers similar 
testimonies are extant. For Ambrose says in 
his letter to a certain Irenaeus: Moreover, 
the world was subject to Him by the Law for 
the reason that, according to the command 
of the Law, all are indicted, and yet, by the 
works of the Law, no one is justified, 1. e., be- 
cause, by the Law, sin is perceived, but guilt 
is not discharged. The Law, which made all 
sinners, seemed to have done injury, but when 
the Lord Jesus Christ came, He forgave to all 
sin which no one could avoid, and, by the 
shedding of His own blood, blotted owt the 
handwriting which was against us.. This is 
what he says in Rom. 5, 20: “The Law en- 
tered that the offense might abound. But 
where sin abounded, grace did much more 
abound.” Because after the whole world be- 
came subject, He took away the sin of the 
whole world, as he [John] testified, saying, 
John 1,29: “Behold the Lamb of God, which 
taketh away the sin of the world.’ And on 
this account let no one boast of works, because 
no one is justified by his deeds. But he who 
is righteous has it given him because he was 
justified after the laver [of Baptism]. Faith, 
therefore, is that which frees through the 
blood of Christ, because he is blessed “whose 
transgression is forgiven, whose sin is cov- 
ered,’ Ps. 32,1. These are the words of Am- 
brose, which clearly favor our doctrine; he 
denies justification to works, and ascribes to 
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faith that it sets us free through the blood 
of Christ. Let all the Sententiarists, who are 
adorned with magnificent titles, be collected 
into one heap. For some are called angelic; 
others, subtile; and others, irrefragable [that 
is, doctors who cannot err]. When all these 
have been read and reread, they will not be 
of as much aid for understanding Paul as is 
this one passage of Ambrose. 

To the same effect, Augustine writes many 
things against the Pelagians. In Of the 
Spirit and Letter he says: The righteousness 
of the Law, namely, that he who has fulfilled 
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it shall live in it, is set forth for this reason 
that when any one has recognized his in- 
firmity, he may attain and work the same and 
live in it, conciliating the Justifier not by his 
own strength nor by the letter of the Law it- 
self (which cannot be done), but by faith. 
Eacept in a justified man, there is no right 
work wherein he who does it may live. But 
justification is obtained by faith. Here he 
clearly says that the Justifier is conciliated 
by faith, and that justification is obtained 
by faith. And a little after: By the Law we 
fear God; by faith we hope in God. But to 
those fearing punishment grace is hidden; 
and the soul laboring, etc., wnder this fear be- 
takes itself by faith to God’s mercy, in order 


that He may give what He commands. Here . 


he teaches that by the Law hearts are terri- 
fied, but by faith they receive consolation. He 
also teaches us to apprehend, by faith, mercy, 
before we attempt to fulfil the Law. We will 
shortly cite certain other passages. 

Truly, it is amazing that the adversaries 
are in no way moved by so many passages of 
Scripture, which clearly ascribe justification 
to faith, and, indeed, deny it to works. Do 
they think that the same is repeated so often 
for no purpose? Do they think that these 
words fell inconsiderately from the Holy 
Ghost? But they have also devised sophistry 
whereby they elude them. They say that 
these passages of Scripture, (which speak of 
faith,) ought to be received as referring to 
a fides formata, i. e., they do not ascribe justi- 
fication to faith except on account of love. 
Yea, they do not, in any way, ascribe justi- 
fication to faith, but only to love, because they 
dream that faith can coexist with mortal sin. 
Whither does this tend, unless that they again 
abolish the promise and return to the Law? 
If faith receive the remission of sins on ac- 
count of love, the remission of sins will always 
be uncertain, because we never love as much 
as we ought; yea, we do not love unless our 
hearts are firmly convinced that the remission 
of sins has been granted us. Thus the adver- 
saries, while they require in the remission of 
sins and justification confidence in one’s own 
love, altogether abolish the Gospel concerning 
the free remission of sins; although, at the 
same time, they neither render this love nor 
understand it, unless they believe that the re- 
mission of sins is freely received. 

We also say that love ought to follow faith, 
as Paul also says, Gal. 5,6: For in Jesus 
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Christ neither circumcision availeth anything, 
nor uncircumeision, but faith which worketh 
by love. And yet we must not think on that 
account that by confidence in this love or on 
account of this love we receive the remission 
of sins and reconciliation, just as we do not 
receive the remission of sins because of other 
works that follow. But the remission of sins 
is received by faith alone, and, indeed, by 
faith properly so called, because the promise 
cannot be received except by faith. But faith, 
properly so called, is that which assents to 
the promise [is when my heart, and the Holy 


Ghost in the heart, says: The promise of 
God is true and certain]. Of this faith Scrip- 
ture speaks. And because it receives the re- 
mission of sins, and reconciles us to God, by 
this faith we are [like Abraham] accounted 
righteous for Christ’s sake before we love and 
do the works of the Law, although love neces- 
sarily follows. Nor, indeed, is this faith an 
idle knowledge, neither can it coexist with 
mortal sin, but it is a work of the Holy Ghost, 
whereby we are freed from death, and terri- 
fied minds are encouraged and quickened. 
And because this faith alone receives the re- 
mission of sins, and renders us acceptable to 
God, and brings the Holy Ghost, it could be 
more correctly called gratia gratum faciens, 
grace rendering one pleasing to God, than an 
effect following, namely, love. 


Thus far, in order that the subject might 
be made quite clear, we have shown with suf- 
ficient fulness, both from testimonies of 
Scripture, and arguments derived from Scrip- 
ture, that by faith alone we obtain the re- 
mission of sins for Christ’s sake, and that 
by faith alone we are justified, i.¢., of un- 
righteous men made righteous, or regenerated.” 
But how necessary the knowledge of this faith 
is, can be easily judged, because in this alone 
the office of Christ is recognized, by this 
alone we receive the benefits of Christ; this 
alone brings sure and firm consolation to pious 
minds. And in the Church [if there is to be 
a church, if there is to be a Christian Creed], 
it is necessary that there should be the 
[preaching and] doctrine [by which con- 
sciences are not made to rely on a dream or 
to build on a foundation of sand, but] from 
which the pious may receive the sure hope 
of salvation. For the adversaries give men 
bad advice [therefore the adversaries are 
truly unfaithful bishops, unfaithful preachers, 
and doctors; they have hitherto given evil 
counsel to consciences, and still do so by in- 
troducing such doctrine] when they bid them 
doubt whether they obtain remission of sins. 
For how will such persons sustain themselves 
in death who have heard nothing of this faith, 
and think that they ought to doubt whether 
they obtain the remission of sins? Besides, 
it is necessary that in the Church of Christ 
the Gospel be retained, i. e., the promise that 
for Christ’s sake sins are freely remitted. 
Those who teach nothing of this faith, con- 
cerning which we speak, altogether abolish 
the Gospel. But the scholastics mention not 
even a word concerning this faith. Our ad- 
versaries follow them, and reject this faith. 
Nor do they see that, by rejecting this faith, 
they abolish the entire promise concerning the 
free remission of sins and the righteousness 
of Christ. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 15T.] 
Article III: 
Of Love and the Fulfilling of the Law. 
Here the adversaries urge against us: If 


thow wilt enter into life, keep the command- 
ments, Matt. 19,17; likewise: The doers of 
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the Law shall be justified, Rom. 2, 13, and 
many other like things concerning the Law 
and works. Before we reply to this, we must 
first declare what we believe concerning love 
and the fulfilling of the Law. 

It is written in the prophet, Jer. 31, 33: 
I will put My Law in their inward parts, and 
write it in their hearts. And in Rom. 8, 31, 
Paul says: Do we, then, make void the Law 
through faith? God forbid! Yea, we estab- 
lish the Law. And Christ says, Matt. 19, 17: 
If thou wilt enter into life, keep the command- 
ments. Likewise, 1 Cor. 13,3: Jf I have not 
charity, it profiteth me nothing. These and 
similar sentences testify that the Law ought 
to be begun in us, and be kept by us more 

and more [that we are to keep the Law when 


we have been justified by faith, and thus in- , 


crease more and more in the Spirit]. More- 
over, we speak not of ceremonies, but of that 
Law which gives commandment concerning 
the movements of the heart, namely, the 
Decalog. Because, indeed, faith brings the 
Holy Ghost, and produces in hearts a new 
life, it is necessary that it should produce 
spiritual movements in hearts. And what 
these movements are, the prophet, Jer. 31, 33, 
shows, when he says: I will put My Law into 
their inward parts, and write it in their 
hearts. Therefore, when we have been justi- 
fied by faith and regenerated, we begin to 
fear and love God, to pray to Him, to expect 
from Him aid, to give thanks and praise Him, 
and to obey Him in afflictions. We begin also 
to love our neighbors, because our hearts have 
spiritual and holy movements [there is now, 
through the Spirit of Christ a new heart, 
mind, and spirit within]. 

These things cannot occur until we have 
been justified by faith, and, regenerated, we 
receive the Holy Ghost: first, because the Law 
cannot be kept without [the knowledge of] 
Christ; and likewise the Law cannot be kept 
without the Holy Ghost. But the Holy Ghost 
is received by faith, according to the declara- 
tion of Paul, Gal. 3,14: That we might re- 
ceive the promise of the Spirit through faith. 
Then, too, how can the human heart love God 
while it knows that He is terribly angry, and 
is oppressing us with temporal and perpetual 
calamities? But the Law always accuses us, 
always shows that God is angry. [Therefore, 
what the scholastics say of the love of God is 
a dream.] God therefore is not loved until 
we apprehend mercy by faith. Not until then 
does He become a lovable object. 

Although, therefore, civil works, 7. e., the 
outward works of the Law, can be done, in 
a measure, without Christ and without the 
Holy Ghost [from our inborn light], never- 
theless it appears from what we have said 
that those things which belong peculiarly to 
the divine Law, 7. e., the affections of the 
heart towards God, which are commanded in 
the first table, cannot be rendered without 
the Holy Ghost. But our adversaries are fine 
theologians; they regard the second table and 
political works; for the first table [in which 
is contained the highest theology, on which 


all depends] they care nothing, as though it 
were of no matter; or certainly they require 
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only outward observances. They in no way 
consider the Law that is eternal, and placed 
far above the sense and intellect of all crea- 
tures [which concerns the very Deity, and the 
honor of the eternal Majesty], Deut. 6, 5: 
Thou shalt love the Lord, thy God, with all 
thine heart. [This they treat as such a paltry, 
small matter as if it did not belong to the- 
ology.] 

But Christ was given for this purpose, 
namely, that for His sake there might be be- 
stowed on us the remission of sins, and the 
Holy Ghost to bring forth in us new and 
eternal life, and eternal righteousness [to 
manifest Christ in our hearts, as it is written 
John 16, 15: He shall take of the things of 
Mine, and show them unto you. Likewise, He 
works also other gifts, love, thanksgiving, 
charity, patience, etc.]. Wherefore the Law 
cannot be truly kept unless the Holy Ghost 
be received through faith. Accordingly, Paul 
says that the Law is established by faith, and 
not made void; because the Law can only 
then be thus kept when the Holy Ghost is 
given. And Paul teaches 2 Cor. 3,15sq., the 
veil that covered the face of Moses cannot be 
removed except by faith in Christ, by which 
the Holy Ghost is recewed. For he speaks 
thus: But even unto this day, when Moses is 
read, the veil is upon their heart. Neverthe- 
less, when it shall turn to the Lord, the veil 
shall be taken away. Now the Lord is that 
Spirit, and where the Spirit of the Lord is, 
there is liberty. Paul understands by the 
veil the human opinion concerning the entire 
Law, the Decalog and the ceremonies, namely, 
that hypocrites think that external and civil 
works satisfy the Law of God, and that sacri- 
fices and observances justify before God ex 
opere operato. But then this veil is removed 
from us, 7.e., we are freed from this error, 
when God shows to our hearts our unclean- 
ness and the heinousness of sin. Then, for 
the first time, we see that we are far from 
fulfilling the Law. Then we learn to know 
how flesh, in security and indifference, does 
not fear God, and is not fully certain that we 
are regarded by God, but imagines that men 
are born and die by chance. Then we ex- 
perience that we do not believe that God for- 
gives and hears us. But when, on hearing 
the Gospel and the remission of sins, we are 
consoled by faith, we receive the Holy Ghost, 
so that now we are able to think aright con- 
cerning God, and to fear and believe God, ete. 
From these facts it is apparent that the Law 
cannot be kept without Christ and the Holy 
Ghost. 

We, therefore, profess that it is necessa 
that the Law be begun in us, and that it te 
observed continually more and more. And at 
the same time we comprehend both spiritual 
movements and external good works [the good 
heart within and works without]. Therefore 
the adversaries falsely charge against us that 
our theologians do not teach good works, 
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while they not only require these, but also 
show how they can be done [that the heart 
must enter into these works, lest they be mere, 
lifeless, cold works of hypocrites]. The result 
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convicts hypocrites, who by their own powers 
endeavor to fulfil the Law, that they cannot 
accomplish what they attempt. [For are they 
free from hatred, envy, strife, anger, wrath, 
avarice, adultery, ete.? Why, these vices were 
nowhere greater than in the cloisters and 
sacred institutes.] For human nature is far 
too weak to be able by its own powers to re- 
sist the devil, who holds as captives all who 
have not been freed through faith. There is 
need of the power of Christ against the devil, 
namely, that, inasmuch as we know that for 
Christ’s sake we are heard, and have the 
promise, we may pray for the governance and 
defense of the Holy Ghost, that we may 
neither be deceived and err, nor be impelled 
to undertake anything contrary to God’s will. 
[Otherwise we should, every hour, fall into 
error and abominable vices.] Just as Ps. 
68, 18 teaches: Thou ‘hast led captivity cap- 
tive; Thou hast received gifts for man. For 
Christ has overcome the devil, and has given 
to us the promise and the Holy Ghost, in 
order that, by divine aid, we ourselves also 
may overcome. And 1 John 3, 8: For this 
purpose the Son of God was manifested, that 
He might destroy the works of the devil. 
Again, we teach not only how the Law can 
be observed, but also how God is pleased if 
anything be done, namely, not because we 
render satisfaction to the Law, but because 
we are in Christ, as we shall say after a little. 
It is, therefore, manifest that we require 
good works. Yea, we add also this, that it is 
impossible for love to God, even though it be 
small, to be sundered from faith, because 
through Christ we come to the Father, and, 
the remission of sins having been received, we 
now are truly certain that we have a God, i. e., 
that God cares for us; we call upon Him, we 
give Him thanks, we fear Him, we love Him, 
as John teaches in his first Epistle, 4,19: We 
love Him, he says, because He first loved us, 
namely, because He gave His Son for us, and 
forgave us our sins. Thus he indicates that 
faith precedes and love follows. Likewise the 
faith of which we speak exists in repentance, 
i. €., it is conceived in the terrors of con- 
science, which feels the wrath of God against 
our sins, and seeks the remission of sins, and 
to be freed from sin. And in such terrors 
and other afflictions this faith ought to grow 
and be strengthened. Wherefore it cannot ex- 
ist in those who live according to the flesh, 
who are delighted by their own lusts and obey 
them. Accordingly, Paul says, Rom. 8, 1: 
There is, therefore, now no condemnation to 
them that are in Christ Jesus, who walk not 
after the flesh, but after the Spirit. So, too, 
vv. 12.13: We are debtors, not to the flesh, to 
live after the flesh. For if ye live after the 
flesh, ye shall die; but if ye, through the 
Spirit, do mortify the deeds of the body, ye 
shall liwe. Wherefore, the faith which re- 


ceives remission of sins in a heart terrified 
and fleeing from sin does not remain in those 
who obey their desires, neither does it co- 
exist with mortal sin. 

From these effects of faith the adversaries 
select one, namely, love, and teach that love 
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justifies. Thus it is clearly apparent that 
they teach only the Law. They do not teach 
that remission of sins through faith is first 
received. They do not teach of Christ as 
Mediator, that for Christ’s sake we have a 
gracious God; but because of our love. And 
yet, what the nature of this love is they do 
not say, neither can they say. They proclaim 
that they fulfil the Law, although this glory 
belongs properly to Christ; and they set 
against the judgment of God confidence in 
their own works; for they say that they 
merit de condigno (according to righteous- 
ness) grace and eternal life. This confidence 
is absolutely impious and vain. For in this 
life we cannot satisfy the Law, because carnal 
nature does not cease to bring forth wicked 
dispositions [evil inclination and desire], even 
though the Spirit in us resists them. 

But some one may ask: Since we also con- 
fess that love is a work of the Holy Ghost, 
and since it is righteousness, because it is the 
fulfilling of the Law, why do we not teach 
that it justifies? To this we must reply: In 
the first place, it is certain that we receive 
remission of sins, neither through our love, 
nor for the sake of our love, but for Christ’s 
sake, by faith alone. Faith alone, which looks 
upon the promise, and knows that for this 
reason it must be regarded as certain that 
God forgives, because Christ has not died in 
vain, etc., overcomes the terrors of sin and 
death. If any one doubts whether sins are 
remitted him, he dishonors Christ, since he 
judges that his sin is greater or more effica- 
cious than the death and promise of Christ; 
although Paul says, Rom. 5, 20: Where sin 
abounded, grace did much more abound, i. é., 
that mercy is more comprehensive [more 
powerful, richer, and stronger] than sin. If 
any one thinks that he obtains the remission 
of sins because he loves, he dishonors Christ, 
and will discover in God’s judgment that this 
confidence in his own righteousness is wicked 
and vain. Therefore it is necessary that faith 
[alone] reconciles and justifies. And as we 
do not receive remission of sins through other 
virtues of the Law, or on account of these, 
namely, on account of patience, chastity, obe- 
dience towards magistrates, ete., and never- 
theless these virtues ought to follow, so, too, 
we do not receive remission of sins because 
of love to God, although it is necessary that 
this should follow. Besides, the custom of 
speech is well known that by the same word 
we sometimes comprehend by synekdoche the 
cause and effects. Thus in Luke 7,47 Christ 
says: Her sins, which are many, are forgiven, 
for she loved much. For Christ interprets 
Himself [this very passage] when He adds: 
Thy faith hath saved thee. Christ, therefore, 
did not mean that the woman, by that work 
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of love, had merited the remission of sins. 
For that is the reason He says: Thy faith 
hath saved thee. But faith is that which 
frecly apprehends God’s mercy on account of 
God’s Word [which relies upon God’s mercy 
and Word, and not upon one’s own work]. If 
any one denies that this is faith [if any one 
imagines that he can rely at the same time 
upon God and his own works], he does not 
understand at all what faith is. [For the ter- 
rified conscience is not satisfied with its own 
works, but must cry after mercy, and is com- 
forted and encouraged alone by God’s Word.] 
And the narrative itself shows in this passage 
what that is which He calls love. The woman 
came with the opinion concerning Christ that 
with Him the remission of sins should be 
sought. This worship is the highest worship 
of Christ. Nothing greater could she ascribe® 
to Christ. To seek from Him the remission 
of sins was truly to acknowledge the Messiah. 
Now, thus to think of Christ, thus to worship 
Him, thus to embrace Him, is truly to be- 
lieve. Christ, moreover, employed the word 
“Jove” not towards the woman, but against 
the Pharisee, because He contrasted the en- 
tire worship of the Pharisee with the entire 
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worship of the woman. He reproved the Phar- 
isee because he did not acknowledge that He 
was the Messiah, although he rendered Him 
the outward offices due to a guest and a great 
and holy man. He points to the woman and 
praises her worship, ointment, tears, etc., all 
of which were signs of faith and a confession, 
namely, that with Christ she,sought the re- 
mission of sins. It is indeed a great example, 
which, not without reason, moved Christ to 
reprove the Pharisee, who was a wise and 
honorable man, but not a believer. He 
charges him with impiety, and admonishes 
him by the example of the woman, showing 
thereby that it is disgraceful to him, that, 
while an umlearned woman believes God, he, 
a doctor of the Law, does not believe, does 
not acknowledge the Messiah, and does not 
seek from Him remission of sins and salva- 
tion. Thus, therefore, He praises the entire 
worship [faith with its fruits, but towards 
the Pharisee He names only the fruits which 
prove to men that there is faith in the heart], 
as it often occurs in the Scriptures that by 
one word we embrace many things; as below 
we shall speak at greater length in regard to 
similar passages, such as Luke 11, 41: Give 
alms of such things as ye have; and, behold, 
all things are clean unto you. He requires 
not only alms, but also the righteousness of 
faith. Thus He here says: Her sins, which 
are many, are forgiwen, for she loved much, 
a. €., because she has truly worshiped Me with 
faith and the exercises and signs of faith. He 
comprehends the entire worship. Meanwhile 
He teaches this, that the remission of sins is 
properly received by faith, although love, con- 
fession, and other good fruits ought to fol- 
low. Wherefore He does not mean this, that 
these fruits are the price, or are the pro- 
pitiation, because of which the remission of 


f ’ 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. III. 


sins, which reconciles us to God, is given. We 
are disputing concerning a great subject, con- 
cerning the honor of Christ, and whence good 
minds may seek for sure and firm consolation, 
whether confidence is to be placed in Christ 
or in our works. Now, if it is to be placed 
in our works, the honor of Mediator and Pro- 
pitiator will be withdrawn from Christ. And 
yet we shall find, in God’s judgment, that this 
confidence is vain, and that consciences rush 
thence into despair. But if the remission of 
sins and reconciliation do not occur freely for 
Christ’s sake, but for the sake of our love, no 
one will have remission of sins, unless when 
he has fulfilled the entire Law, because the 
Law does not justify as long as it can ac- 
cuse us. Therefore it is manifest that, since 
justification is reconciliation for Christ’s sake, 
we are justified by faith, because it is very 
certain that by faith alone the remission of 
sins is received. 

Now, therefore, let us reply to the objec- 
tion which we have above stated: [Why does 
love not justify anybody before God?] The 
adversaries are right in thinking that love 
is the fulfilling of the Law, and obedience to 
the Law is certainly righteousness. [There- 
fore it would be true that love justifies us, 
if we would keep the Law. But who in truth 
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can say or boast that he keeps the Law, and 
loves God as the Law has commanded? We 
have shown above that God has made the 
promise of grace, because we cannot observe 
the Law. Therefore Paul says everywhere 
that we cannot be justified before God by 
the Law.] But they make a mistake in this, 
that they think that we are justified by the 
Law. [The adversaries have to fail at this 
point, and miss the main issue, for in this 
business they only behold the Law. For all 
men’s reason and wisdom cannot but hold that 
we must become pious by the Law, and that 
a person externally observing the Law is holy 
and pious. But the Gospel faces us about, 
directs us away from the Law to the divine 
promises, and teaches that we are not justi- 
fied, ete.] Since, however, we are not justi- 
fied by the Law [because no person can keep 
it], but receive remission of sins and recon- 
ciliation by faith for Christ’s sake, and not 
for the sake of love or the fulfilling of the 
Law, it follows necessarily that we are justi- 
fied by faith in Christ. [For before we fulfil 
one tittle of the Law, there must be faith in 
Christ by which we are reconciled to God 
and first obtain the remission of sin. Good 
God, how dare people call themselves Chris- 
tians: or say that they once at least looked 
into or read the books of the Gospel when 
they still deny that we obtain remission of 
sins by faith in Christ? Why, to a Chris- 
tian it is shocking merely to hear such a 
statement. ] 

; Again, [in the second place,] this fulfill- 
ing of the Law, or obedience towards the 
Law, is indeed righteousness, when it is com- 
plete; but in us it is small and impure. [For, 
although they have received the first-fruits of 
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the Spirit, and the new, yea, the eternal life 
has begun in them, there still remains a rem- 
nant of sin and evil lust, and the Law still 
finds much of which it must accuse us.] <Ac- 
cordingly, it is not pleasing for its own sake, 
and is not accepted for its own sake. But 
although from those things which have been 
said above it is evident that justification sig- 
nifies not the beginning of the renewal, but 
the reconciliation by which also we afterwards 
are accepted, nevertheless it can now be seen 
much more clearly that the inchoate fulfilling 
of the Law does not justify, because it is ac- 
cepted only on account of faith. [Trusting 
,in our own fulfilment of the Law is sheer 
idolatry and blaspheming Christ, and in the 
end it collapses and causes our consciences 
to despair. Therefore, this foundation shall 
stand forever, namely, that for Christ’s sake 
we are accepted with God, and justified by 
faith, not on account of our love and works. 
This we shall make so plain and certain that 
anybody may grasp it. As long as the heart 
is not at peace with God, it cannot be right- 
eous; for it flees from the wrath of God, de- 
spairs, and would have God not to judge it. 
Therefore the heart cannot be righteous and 
accepted with God while it is not at peace 
with God. Now, faith alone makes the heart 
to be content, and obtains peace and life, 
Rom. 5,1, because it confidently and frankly 
relies on the promise of God for Christ’s sake. 
But our works do not make the heart content, 
for we always find that they are not pure. 
Therefore it must follow that we are accepted 
with God, and justified by faith alone, when 
in our hearts we conclude that God desires 
to be gracious to us, not on account of our 
works and fulfilment of the Law, but from 
pure grace, for Christ’s sake. What can our 
opponents bring forward against this argu- 


ment? What can they invent and devise 
against the plain truth? For this is quite 
certain, and experience teaches forcibly 


enough, that when we truly feel the judgment 
and wrath of God, or become afflicted, our 
works and worship cannot set the heart at 
rest. Scripture indicates this often enough, 
as in Ps. 143, 2: Hnter not into judgment 
with Thy servant; for in Thy sight shall no 
man living be justified. Here he clearly shows 
that all the saints, all the pious children of 
God, who have the Holy Ghost, if God would 
not by grace forgive them their sin, still have 
remnants of sin in the flesh. For when David 
in another place, Ps. 7, 8, says: Judge me, 
O Lord, according to my righteousness, he re- 
fers to his cause, and not to his righteous- 
ness, and asks God to protect his cause and 
word, for he says: Judge, O Lord, my cause. 
Again, in Ps. 130, 3 he clearly states that no 
person, not even the greatest saints, can bear 
God’s judgment, if He were to observe our 
iniquity, as he says: If Thou, Lord, shouldest 
mark iniquity, O Lord, who shall stand? And 
thus says Job, 9, 28: I was afraid of all my 
works (Engl. vers., sorrows). Likewise chap. 
9,30: If I wash myself with snow-water, and 
make my hands never so clean, yet shalt Thou 
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plunge me in the ditch. And Prov. 20, 9: 
Who can say, I have made my heart clean? 
And 1 John 1, 8: Jf we say that we have no - 
sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth 1s not 
in us. And in the Lord’s Prayer the saints 
ask for the forgiveness of sins. Therefore 
even the saints have guilt and sins. Again, 
in Num. 14,18: The innocent will not be in- 
nocent. And Zechariah, 2,13, says: Be silent, 
O all flesh, before the Lord. And Isaiah, 
40, 6 sqq.: All flesh is grass, %.e., flesh and 
righteousness of the flesh cannot endure the 
judgment of God. And Jonah says, 2, 9: 
They that observe lying vanities forsake their 
own mercy. Therefore, pure mercy preserves 
us; our own works, merits, endeavors, can- 
not preserve us. These and similar declara- 
tions in the Scriptures testify that our works 
are unclean, and that we need mercy. Where- 
fore works do not render consciences pacified, 
but only merey apprehended by faith does.] 
Nor must we trust that we are accounted 
righteous before God by our own perfection 
and fulfilling of the Law, but rather for 
Christ’s sake. 
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First [in the third place], because Christ 
does not cease to be Mediator after we have 
been renewed. They err who imagine that He 
has merited only a first grace, and that after- 
wards we please God and merit eternal life 
by our fulfilling of the Law. Christ remains 
Mediator, and we ought always to be confident 
that for His sake we have a reconciled God, 
even although we are unworthy. As Paul 
clearly teaches when he says [By whom also 
we have access to God, Rom. 5, 2. For our 
best works, even after the grace of the Gospel 
has been received, as I stated, are still weak 
and not at all pure. For sin and Adam’s fall 
are not such a trifling thing as reason holds 
or imagines; it exceeds the reason and 
thought of all men to understand what a 
horrible wrath of God has been handed on 
to us by that disobedience. There occurred 
a shocking corruption of the entire human 
nature, which no work of man, but only God 
Himself, can restore], 1 Cor. 4,4: I know 
nothing by myself, yet am I not hereby justi- 
fied, but he knows that by faith he is .ac- 
counted righteous for Christ’s sake, accord- 
ing to the passage: Blessed are they whose 
imiquities are forgiven, Ps. 32,1; Rom. 4, 7. 
[Therefore we need grace, and the gracious 
goodness of God, and the forgiveness of sin, 
although we have done many good works.] 
But this remission is always received by faith. 
Likewise, the imputation of the righteousness 
of the Gospel is from the promise; therefore 
it is always received by faith, and it always 
must be regarded certain that by faith we are, 
for Christ’s sake, accounted righteous. If the 
regenerate ought afterwards to think that 
they will be accepted on account of the ful- 
filling of the Law, when would conscience be 
certain that it pleased God, since we never 
satisfy the Law? Accordingly, we must al- 
ways recur to the promise; by this our in- 
firmity must be sustained, and we must re- 
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gard it as certain that we are accounted right- 
eous for the sake of Christ, who is ever at 
the right hand of God, who also maketh inter- 
cession for us, Rom. 8,34. If any one think 
that he is righteous and accepted on account 
of his own fulfilment of the Law, and not on 
account of Christ’s promise, he dishonors this 
High Priest. Neither can it be understood 
how one could imagine that man is righteous 
before God when Christ is excluded as Pro- 
pitiator and Mediator. 


Again [in the fourth place], what need is 
there of a long discussion? [If we were to 
think that, after we have come to the Gospel 
and are born again, we were to merit by our 
works that God be gracious to us, not by faith, 
conscience would never find rest, but would 
be driven to despair. For the Law unceas- 


ingly accuses us, since we never can satisfy 


the Law.] All Scripture, all the Church cries 
out that the Law cannot be satisfied. There- 
fore this inchoate fulfilment of the Law does 
not please on its own account, but on account 
of faith in Christ. Otherwise the Law always 
accuses us. For who loves or fears God suf- 
ficiently? Who with sufficient patience bears 
the afflictions imposed by God? Who does 
not frequently doubt whether human affairs 
are ruled by God’s counsel or by chance? Who 
does not frequently doubt whether he be heard 
by God? Who is not frequently enraged he- 
cause the wicked enjoy a better lot than the 
pious, because the pious are oppressed by the 
wicked? Who does satisfaction to his own 
calling? Who loves his neighbor as himself? 
Who is not tempted by lust? Accordingly, 
Paul says, Rom.7,19: The good that I would 
I do not; but the evil which I would not, 
that I do. Likewise v. 25: With the mind 
I myself serve the Law of God, but with the 
flesh, the law of sin. Here he openly declares 
that he serves the law of sin. And David 
says, Ps. 143, 2: Hnter not into judgment 
with Thy servant; for in Thy sight shall no 
man living be justified. Here even a servant 
of God prays for the averting of judgment. 
Likewise Ps. 32, 2: Blessed is the man unto 
whom the Lord imputeth not iniquity. There- 
fore, in this our infirmity there is always 
present sin, which could be imputed, and of 
which he says a little while after, v.6: For 
this shall every one that is godly pray unto 
Thee. Here he shows that even saints ought 
to seek remission of sins. More than blind 
are those who do not perceive that wicked 
desires in the flesh are sins, of which Paul, 
Gal. 5,17, says: The flesh lusteth against the 
Spirit, and the Spirit against the flesh. The 
flesh distrusts God, trusts in present things, 
seeks human aid in calamities, even contrary 
[Concordia Triglotta, p.171.] 
to God’s will, flees from afflictions, which it 
ought to bear because of God’s commands, 
doubts concerning God’s mercy, etc. The Holy 
Ghost in our hearts contends with such dis- 
positions [with Adam/’s sin] in order to sup- 
press and mortify them [this poison of the 
old Adam, this desperately wicked disposi- 
tion], and to produce new spiritual move- 


ments. But concerning this topic we will col- 
lect more testimonies below, although they 
are.everywhere obvious not only in the Scrip- — 
tures, but also in the holy Fathers. 


Well does Augustine say: All the com- 
mandments of God are fulfilled when what- 
ever is not done, is forgiven. Therefore he 
requires faith even in good works [which the 
Holy Spirit produces in us], in order that we 
may believe that for Christ’s sake we please 
God, and that even the works are not of them- 
selves worthy and pleasing. And Jerome, 
against the Pelagians, says: Then, therefore, 
we are righteous when we confess that we are 
sinners, and that our righteousness consists 
not in our own merit, but in God’s mercy. 
Therefore, in this inchoate fulfilment of the 
Law, faith ought to be present, which is cer- 
tain that for Christ’s sake we have a recon- 
ciled God. For mercy cannot be apprehended 
unless by faith, as has been repeatedly said 
above. [Therefore those who teach that we 
are not accepted by faith for Christ’s sake, 
but for the sake of our own works, lead con- 
sciences into despair.] Wherefore, when Paul 
says, Rom. 3, 31: We establish the Law 
through faith, by this we ought to under- 
stand, not only that those regenerated by 
faith receive the Holy Ghost, and have move- 
ments agreeing with God’s Law, but it is by 
far of the greatest importance that we add 
also this, that we ought to perceive that we 
are far distant from the perfection of the 
Law. Wherefore we cannot conclude that we 
are accounted righteous before God because 
of our fulfilling of the Law, but in order that 
the conscience may become tranquil, justifica- 
tion must be sought elsewhere. For we are 
not righteous before God as long as we flee 
from God’s judgment, and are angry with 
God. Therefore we must conclude that, being 
reconciled by faith, we are accounted right- 
eous for Christ’s sake, not for the sake of the 
Law or our works, but that this inchoate 
fulfilling of the Law pleases on account of 
faith, and that, on account of faith, there is 
no imputation of the imperfection of the ful- 
filling of the Law, even though the sight of 
our impurity terrifies us. Now, if justifica- 
tion is to be sought elsewhere, our love and 
works do not therefore justify. Far above 
our purity, yea, far above the Law itself, 
ought to be placed the death and satisfaction 
of Christ, presented to us that we might be 
sure that because of this satisfaction, and 
not because of our fulfilling of the Law, we 
have a gracious God. 


Paul teaches this in Gal. 3, 13, when he 
says: Christ hath redeemed us from the curse 
of the Law, being made a curse for us, i. e., 
the Law condemns all men, but Christ, he- 
cause without sin He has borne the punish- 
ment of sin, and been made a victim for us, 
has removed that right of the Law to accuse 
and condemn those who believe in Him, be- 
cause He Himself is the propitiation for them, 
for whose sake we are now accounted right- 
eous. But since they are accounted righteous, 
the Law cannot accuse or condemn them, even 
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though they have not actually satisfied the 
Law. To the same purport he writes to the 
Colossians, 2,10: Ye are complete in Him, as 
though he were to say: Although ye are still 
far from the perfection of the Law, yet the 
remnants of sin do not condemn you, because 
or Christ’s sake we have a sure and firm 
reconciliation, if you believe, even though sin 
inhere in your flesh. 


The promise ought always to be in sight 
that God, because of His promise, wishes for 
Christ’s sake, and not because of the Law or 
our works, to be gracious and to justify. In 
this promise timid consciences ought to seek 
reconciliation and justification; by this 
promise they ought to sustain themselves, 
and be confident that for Christ’s sake, be- 
cause of His promise, they have a gracious 
God. Thus works can never render a con- 
science pacified, but only the promise can. 
If, therefore, justification and peace of con- 
science must be sought elsewhere than in love 
and works, love and works do not justify, al- 
though they are virtues and pertain to the 
righteousness of the Law, in so far as they 
are a fulfilling of the Law. So far also this 
obedience of the Law justifies by the right- 
eousness of the Law. But this imperfect 
righteousness of the Law is not accepted by 
God, unless on account of faith. Accordingly, 
it does not justify, 7. e., it neither reconciles, 
nor regenerates, nor by itself renders us ac- 
cepted before God. 


From this it is evident that we are justified 
before God by faith alone [i. e., it obtains the 
remission of sins and grace for Christ’s sake, 
and regenerates us. Likewise, it is quite clear 
that by faith alone the Holy Ghost is re- 
ceived; again, that our works and this in- 
choate fulfilling of the Law do not by them- 
selves please God. Now, even if I abound in 
good works like ‘Paul or Peter, I must seek 
my righteousness elsewhere, namely, in the 
promise of the grace of Christ; again, if only 
faith calms the conscience, it must, indeed, 
be certain that only faith justifies before God. 
For, if we wish to teach correctly, we must 
adhere to this, that we are accepted with God, 
not on account of the Law, not on account of 
works, but for Christ’s sake. For the honor, 
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due Christ, must not be given to the Law or 
our miserable works.] because by faith alone 
we receive remission of sins and reconcilia- 
tion, because reconciliation or justification is 
a matter promised for Christ’s sake, and not 
for the sake of the Law. Therefore it is re- 
ceived by faith alone, although, when the Holy 
Ghost is given, the fulfilling of the Law fol- 
lows. , 


Reply to the Arguments of the Adversaries. 


Now, when the grounds of this case have 
been understood, namely, the distinction be- 
tween the Law and the promises, or the 
Gospel, it will be easy to resolve the objec- 
tions of the adversaries. For they cite pas- 
sages concerning the Law and works, and 
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omit passages concerning the promises. But 
a reply can once for all be made to all 
opinions concerning the Law, namely, that. 
the Law: cannot be observed without Christ, 
and that if civil works are wrought without 
Christ, they do not please God. [God is not 
pleased with the person.] Wherefore, when 
works are commended, it is necessary to add 
that faith is required, that they are com- 
mended on account of faith, that they are the 
fruits and testimonies of faith. [This our 
doctrine is, indeed, plain; it need not fear 
the light, and may be held against the Holy 
Scriptures. We have also clearly and cor- 
rectly presented it here, if any will receive 
instruction and not knowingly deny the truth. 
For rightly to understand the benefit of Christ 
and the great treasure of the Gospel (which 
Paul extols so greatly), we must separate, on 
the one hand, the promise of God and the 
grace that is offered, and, on the other hand, 
the Law, as far as the heavens are from the 
earth. In shaky matters many explanations 
are needed, but in a good matter one or two 
thoroughgoing explanations dissolve all ob- 
jections which men think they can raise.] 
Ambiguous and dangerous cases produce many 
and various solutions. For the judgment of 
the ancient poet is true: 

“An unjust cause, being in itself sick, requires 
skilfully applied remedies.” 


But in just and sure cases one or two, expla- 
nations derived from the sources correct all 
things that seem to offend. This occurs also 
in this case of ours. For the rule which 
I have just recited, explains all the passages 
that are cited concerning the Law and works 
[namely, that without Christ the Law can- 
not be truly observed, and although external 
works may be performed, still the person 
doing them does not please God outside of 
Christ]. For we acknowledge that Scripture 
teaches in some places the Law, and in other 
places the Gospel, or the gratuitous promise 
of the remission of sins for Christ’s sake. 
But our adversaries absolutely abolish the 
free promise when they deny that faith justi- 
fies, and teach that for the sake of love and 
of our works we receive remission of sins and 
reconciliation. If the remission of sins de- 
pends upon the condition of our works, it is 
altogether uncertain. [For we can never be 
certain whether we do enough works, or 
whether our works are sufficiently holy and 
pure. Thus, too, the forgiveness of sins is 
made uncertain, and the promise of God per- 
ishes, as Paul says, Rom. 4,14: The promise 
is made of none effect, and everything is ren- 
dered uncertain.] Therefore the promise will 
be abolished. Hence we refer godly minds to 
the consideration of the promises, and we 
teach concerning the free remission of sins 
and concerning reconciliation, which occurs 
through faith in Christ. Afterwards we add 
also the doctrine of the Law. [Not that by 
the Law we merit the remission of sins, or 
that for the sake of the Law we are accepted 
with God, but because God requires good 
works.] And it is necessary to divide these 
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things aright, as Paul says, 2 Tim. 2,15. We 
must see what Scripture ascribes to the Law, 
and what to the promises. For it praises 
works in such a way as not to remove the 
free promise [as to place the promise of God 
and the true treasure, Christ, a thousand 
leagues above it]. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 175.] 

For good works are to be done on account 
of God’s command, likewise for the exercise 
of faith [as Paul says, Eph. 2,10: We are 
His workmanship, created in Christ Jesus 
unto good works], and on account of con- 
fession and giving of thanks. For these 
reasons good works ought necessarily to be 
done, which, although they are done in the 
flesh not as yet entirely renewed, that retards 
the movements of the Holy Ghost, and im- 
parts some of its uncleanness, yet, on account’ 
of Christ, are holy, divine works, sacrifices, 
and acts pertaining to the government of 
Christ, who thus displays His kingdom before 
this world. For in these He sanctifies hearts, 
and represses the devil, and, in order to re- 
tain the Gospel among men, openly opposes 
to the kingdom of the devil the confession of 
saints, and, in our weakness, declares His 
power. The dangers, labors, and sermons of 
the Apostle Paul, of Athanasius, Augustine, 
and the like, who taught the churches, are 
holy works, are true sacrifices acceptable to 
God, are contests of Christ through which 
He repressed the devil, and drove him from 
those who believed. David’s labors, in wag- 
ing wars and in his home government, are 
holy works, are true sacrifices, are contests 
of God, defending the people who had the 
Word of God against the devil, in order that 
the knowledge of God might not be entirely 
extinguished on earth. We think thus also 
concerning every good work in the humblest 
callings and in private affairs. Through these 
works Christ celebrates His victory over the 
devil, just as the distribution of alms by the 
Corinthians, 1 Cor. 16, 1, was a holy work, 
and a sacrifice and contest of Christ against 
the devil, who labors that nothing may be 
done for the praise of God. To disparage 
such works, the confession of doctrine, afflic- 
tion, works of love, mortifications of the flesh, 
would be indeed to disparage the outward 
government of Christ’s kingdom among men. 
Here also we add something concerning re- 
wards and merits. We teach that rewards 
have been offered and promised to the works 
of believers. We teachthat good works are 
meritorious, not for the remission of sins, for 
grace or justification (for these we obtain 
only by faith), but for other rewards, bodily 
and spiritual, in this life and after this life, 
because Paul says, 1 Cor. 3, 8: Hvery man 
shall receive his own reward, according to his 
own labor. There will, therefore, be different 
rewards according to different labors. But 
the remission of sins is alike and equal to all, 
just as Christ is one, and is offered freely to 
all who believe that for Christ’s sake their 
sins are remitted. Therefore the remission 
of sins and justification are received only by 
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faith, and not on account of any works, as is 
evident in the terrors of conscience, because 
none of our works can be opposed to God’s 
wrath, as Paul clearly says, Rom.5,1: Being 
justified by faith, we have peace with God 
through our Lord Jesus Christ, by whom also 
we have access by faith, ete. But because 
faith makes sons of God, it also makes co- 
heirs with Christ. Therefore, because by our 
works we do not merit justification, through 
which we are made sons of God, and coheirs 
with Christ, we do not by our works merit 
eternal life; for faith obtains this, because 
faith justifies us and has a reconciled God. 
But eternal life is due the justified, accord- 
ing to the passage Rom. 8, 30: Whom He 
justified, them He also glorified. Paul, Eph. 
6,2, commends to us the commandment con- 
cerning honoring parents, by mention of the 
reward which is added to that commandment, 
where he does not mean that obedience to 
parents justifies us before God, but that, when 
it occurs in those who have been justified, it 
merits other great rewards. Yet God exer- 
cises His saints variously, and often defers the 
rewards of the righteousness of works in order 
that they may learn not to trust in their own 
righteousness, and may learn to seek the will 
of God rather than the rewards; as appears 
in Job, in Christ, and other saints. And of 
this, many psalms teach us, which console 
us against the happiness of the wicked, as 
Ps. 37,1: Neither be thow envious. And 
Christ says, Matt. 5,10: Blessed are they 
which are persecuted for righteousness’ sake ; 
for theirs is the kingdom of heaven. By these 
praises of good works, believers are un- 
doubtedly moved to do good works. Mean- 
while, the doctrine of repentance is also pro- 
claimed against the godless, whose works are 
wicked; and the wrath of God is displayed, 
which He has threatened all who do not re- 
pent. We therefore praise and require good 
works, and show many reasons why they 
ought to be done. 


Thus of works Paul also teaches when he 
says, Rom. 4, 9 sq., that Abraham received cir- 
cumcision, not in order that*by this work he 
might be justified; for by faith he had al- 
ready attained it that he was accounted 
righteous. But circumcision was added in 
order that he might have in his body a written 
sign, admonished by which he might exercise 
faith, and by which also he might confess his 
faith before others, and, by his testimony, 
might invite others to believe. By faith Abel 
offered unto God a more excellent sacrifice, 
Heb. 11,4. Because, therefore, he was just by 
faith, the sacrifice which he made was pleas- 
ing to God; not that by this work he merited 
the remission of sins and grace, but that he 
exercised his faith and showed it to others, in 
order to invite them to believe. 


Although in this way good works ought to 
follow faith, men who cannot believe and be 
sure that for Christ’s sake they are freely 
forgiven, and that freely for Christ’s sake 
they have a reconciled God, employ works far 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 177.] 
otherwise. When they see the works of saints, 
they judge in a human manner that saints 
have merited the remission of sins and grace 
through these works. Accordingly, they imi- 
tate them, and think that through similar 
works they merit the remission of sins and 
grace; they think that through these works 
they appease the wrath of God, and attain 
that for the sake of these works they are ac- 
counted righteous. This godless opinion con- 
cerning works we condemn. In the first place, 
because it obscures the glory of Christ when 
men offer to God these works as a price and 
propitiation. This honor, due to Christ alone, 
ds ascribed to our works. Secondly, they 
nevertheless do not find, in these works, peace 
of conscience, but in true terrors, heaping up 
works upon works, they at length despair be- 
cause they find no work sufficiently pure [suf- 
ficiently important and precious to propitiate 
God, to obtain with certainty eternal life, in 
a word, to tranquilize and pacify the con- 
science]. The Law always accuses, and pro- 
duces wrath. Thirdly, such persons never at- 
tain the knowledge of God [nor of His will]; 
for, as in anger they flee from God, who judges 
and afflicts them, they never believe that they 
are heard. But faith manifests the presence 
of God, since it is certain that God freely for- 
gives and hears us. 


Moreover, this godless opinion concerning 
works always has existed in the world [sticks 
to the world quite tightly]. The heathen had 
sacrifices, derived from the fathers. They 
imitated their works. Their faith they did 
not retain, but thought that the works were 
a propitiation and price on account of which 
God would be reconciled to them. The people 
in the Law [the Israelites] imitated sacri- 
fices with the opinion that by means of these 
works they would appease God, so to say, ex 
opere operato. We see here how. earnestly 
the prophets rebuke the people: Ps. 50, 8: 
I will not reprove thee for thy sacrifices, and 
Jer. 7,22: I spake not unto your fathers con- 
cerning burnt offerings. Such passages con- 
demn not works, which God certainly had 
commanded as outward exercises in this gov- 
ernment, but they condemn the godless opinion 
according to which they thought that by these 
works they appeased the wrath of God, and 
thus cast away faith. And because no works 
pacify the conscience, new works, in addition 
to God’s commands, were from time to time 
devised [the hypocrites nevertheless used to 
invent one work after another, one sacrifice 
after another, by a blind guess and in reckless 
wantonness, and all this without the word 
and command of God, with wicked conscience, 
as we have seen in the Papacy]. The people 
of Israel had seen the prophets sacrificing on 
high places [and in groves]. Besides, the ex- 
amples of the saints very greatly move the 
minds of those, hoping by similar works to 
obtain grace just as these saints obtained it. 
[But the saints believed.] Wherefore the 
people began, with remarkable zeal, to imi- 
tate this work, in order that by such a work 

Book of Concord. 


[they might appease the wrath of God] they 
might merit remission of sins, grace, and 
righteousness. But the prophets had been 
sacrificing on high places, not that by these 
works they might merit the remission of sins 
and grace, but because on these places they 
taught, and, accordingly, presented there a 
testimony of their faith. ‘The people had 
heard that Abraham had sacrificed his son. 
Wherefore they also, in order to appease God 
by a most cruel and difficult work, put to 
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death their sons. But Abraham did not sacri- 
fice his son with the opinion that this work 
was a price and propitiatory work for the 
sake of which he was accounted righteous. 
Thus in the Church the Lord’s Supper was 
instituted that by remembrance of the prom- 
ises of Christ, of which we are admonished 
in this sign, faith might be strengthened in 
us, and we might publicly confess our faith, 
and proclaim the benefits of Christ, as Paul 
says, 1 Cor. 11, 26: As often as ye eat this 
bread and drink this cup, ye do show the 
Lord’s death, etc. But our adversaries con- 
tend that the mass is a work that justifies us 
ex opere operato, and removes the guilt and 
liability to punishment in those for whom it 
is celebrated; for thus writes Gabriel. 

Anthony, Bernard, Dominicus, Franciscus, 
and other holy Fathers selected a certain kind 
of life either for the sake of study [of more 
readily reading the Holy Scriptures] or other 
useful exercises. In the mean time they be- 
lieved that by faith they were accounted 
righteous for Christ’s sake, and that’God was 
gracious to them, not on account of those 
exercises of their own. But the multitude 
since then has imitated not the faith of the 
Fathers, but their example without faith, in 
order that by such works they might merit 
the remission of sins, grace, and righteous- 
ness; they did not believe that they received 
these freely on account of Christ as Pro- 
pitiator. [Thus the human mind always ex- 
alts works too highly, and puts them in the 
wrong place. And this error the Gospel re- 
proves, which teaches that men are accounted 
righteous not for the sake of the Law, but for 
the sake of Christ alone. Christ, however, is 
apprehended by faith alone; wherefore we 
are accounted righteous by faith alone for 
Christ’s sake.] Thus the world judges of all 
works that they are a propitiation by which 
God is appeased; that they are a price be- 
cause of which we are accounted righteous. 
It does not believe that Christ is Propitiator ; 
it does not believe that by faith we freely at- 
tain that we are accounted righteous for 
Christ’s sake. And, nevertheless, since works 
cannot pacify the conscience, others are con- 
tinually chosen, new rites are performed, new 
vows made, and new orders of monks formed 
beyond the command of God, in order that 
some great work may be sought which may 
be set against the wrath and judgment of 
God. Contrary to Scripture, the adversaries 
uphold these godless opinions concerning 
works. But to ascribe to our works these 


4 


50 Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. III. 


things, namely, that they are a propitiation, 
that they merit the remission of sins and 
grace, that for the sake of these and not by 
faith, for the sake of Christ as Propitiator, 
we are accounted righteous before God, what 
else is this than to deny Christ the honor of 
Mediator and Propitiator? Although, there- 
fore, we believe and teach that good works 
must necessarily be done (for the inchoate 
fulfilling of the Law ought to follow faith), 
nevertheless we give to Christ His own honor. 
We believe and teach that by faith, for 
Christ’s sake, we are accounted righteous be- 
fore God, that we are not accounted right- 
eous because of works without Christ as 
Mediator, that by works we do not merit the 
remission of sins, grace, and righteousness, 
that we cannot set our works against the 
wrath and justice of God, that works cannot 
overcome the terrors of sin, but that the ter- 
rors of sin are overcome by faith alone, that 
only Christ the Mediator is to be presented 
by faith against the wrath and judgment of 
God. If any one think differently, he does 
not give Christ due honor, who has been set 
forth that He might be a Propitiator, that 
through Him we might have access to the 
Father. We are speaking now of the right- 
eousness through which we treat with God, 
not with men, but by which we apprehend 
grace and peace of conscience. Conscience, 
however, cannot be pacified before God, unless 
by faith alone, which is certain that God for 
Christ’s sake is reconciled to us, according 
to Rom. 5,1: Being justified by faith, we 
have peace, because justification is only a 
matter freely promised for Christ’s sake, and 
therefore ig always received before God by 
faith alone. 

Now, then, we will reply to those passages 
which the adversaries cite, in order to prove 
that we are justified by love and works. From 
1 Cor. 13,2 they cite: Though I have all 
faith, \etc., and have not charity, I am nothing. 
And here they triumph greatly. Paul testi- 
fies to the entire Church, they say, that faith 
alone does not justify. But a reply is easy 
after we have shown above what we hold con- 
cerning love and works. This passage of Paul 
requires love. We also require this. For we 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 181.] 
have said above that renewal and the in- 
choate fulfilling of the Law must exist in us, 
according to Jer. 31,33: I will put My Law 
m their inward parts, and write it in their 
hearts. If any one should cast away love, 
even though he have great faith, yet he does 
not retain it, for he does not retain the Holy 
Ghost [he becomes cold and is now again 
fleshly, without Spirit and faith; for the 
Holy Ghost is not where Christian love and 
other fruits of the Spirit are not]. Nor in- 
deed does Paul in this passage treat of the 
mode of justification, but he writes to those 
who, after they had been justified, should be 
urged to bring forth good fruits lest they 
might lose the Holy Ghost. The adversaries, 
furthermore, treat the matter preposterously : 
they cite this one passage, in which Paul 


teaches concerning fruits; they omit very 
many other passages, in which in a regular 
order he discusses the mode of justification. 
Besides, they always add a correction to the 
other passages, which treat of faith, namely, 
that they ought to be understood as applying 
to fides formata. Here they add no correc- 
tion that there is also need of the faith that 
holds that we are accounted righteous for 
the sake of Christ as Propitiator. Thus the 
adversaries exclude Christ from justification, 
and teach only a righteousness of the Law. 
But let us return to Paul. No one can infer 
anything more from this text than that love 
is necessary. This we confess. So also not 
to commit theft is necessary. But the reason- 
ing will not be correct if some one would de- 
sire to frame thence an argument such as 
this: “Not to commit theft is necessary. 
Therefore, not to commit theft justifies.” Be- 
cause justification is not the approval of a 
certain work, but of the entire person. Hence 
this passage from Paul does not harm us; 
only the adversaries must not in imagination 
add to it whatever they please. For he does 
not say that love justifies, but: [“And if 
I have not love”’] “I am nothing,” namely, 
that faith, however great it may have been, 
is extinguished. He does not say that love 
overcomes the terrors of sin and of death, 
that we can set our love against the wrath 
and judgment of God, that our love satisfies 
God’s Law, that without Christ as Propitiator 
we have access, by our love, to God, that by 
our love we receive the promised remission 
of sins. Paul says nothing of this. He does 
not, therefore, think that love justifies, be- 
cause we are justified only when we appre- 
hend Christ as Propitiator, and believe that 
for Christ’s sake God is reconciled to us. 
Neither is justification even to be dreamed 
of with the omission of Christ as Propitiator. 
If there be no need of Christ, if by our love 
we can overcome death, if by our love, with- 
out Christ as Propitiator, we have access to 
God, then let our adversaries remove the 
promise concerning Christ, then let them 
abolish the Gospel [which teaches that we 
have access to God through Christ as Pro- 
pitiator, and that we are accepted not for the 
sake of our fulfilling of the Law, but for 
Christ’s sake]. The adversaries corrupt very 
many passages, because they bring to them 
their own opinions, and do not derive the 
meaning from the passages themselves. For 
what difficulty is there in this passage if we 
remove the interpretation which the adver- 
saries, who do not understand what justifi- 
cation is or how it oceurs [what faith is, 
what Christ is, or how a man is justified be- 
fore God], out of their own mind attach 
to it? The Corinthians, being justified be- 
fore, had received many excellent gifts. In 
the beginning they glowed with zeal, just as 
is generally the case. Then dissensions [fac- 
tions and sects] began to arise among them, 
as Paul indicates; they began to dislike good 
teachers. Accordingly, Paul reproves them, 
recalling them [to unity and] to offices of 
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love. Although these are necessary, yet it 
would be foolish to imagine that works of 
the Second Table, through which we have to 
do with man and not properly with God, 
justify us. But in justification we have to 
treat with God; His wrath must be appeased, 
and conscience must be pacified with respect 
to God. None of these occur through the 
works of the Second Table [by love, but only 
by faith, which apprehends Christ and the 
promise of God. However, it is true that 
losing love involves losing the Spirit and 
faith. And thus Paul says: Jf I have not 
love, I am nothing. But he does not add the 
affirmative statement, that love justifies in 
the sight of God]. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 183.] 

But they object that love is preferred to 
faith and hope. For Paul says, 1 Cor. 13, 13: 
The greatest of these is charity. Now, it is 
reasonable that the greatest and chief virtue 
should justify, although Paul, in this pas- 
sage, properly speaks of love towards one’s 
neighbor, and indicates that love is the 
greatest, because it has most fruits. Faith 
and hope have to do only with God; but love 
has infinite offices externally towards men. 
[Love goes forth upon earth among the 
people, and does much good, by consoling, 
teaching, instructing, helping, counseling pri- 
vately and publicly.] Nevertheless, let us, 
indeed, grant to the adversaries that love 
towards God and our neighbor is the greatest 
virtue, because the chief commandment is 
this: Thou shalt love the Lord, thy God, 
Matt. 22,37. But how will they infer thence 
that love justifies? The greatest virtue, they 
say, justifies. By no means. [It would be 
true if we had a gracious God because of our 
virtue. Now, it was proven above that we 
are accepted and justified for Christ’s sake, 
not because of our virtue; for our virtue is 
impure.] For just as even the greatest or 
first Law does not justify, so also the greatest 
virtue of the Law does not justify. [For, as 
the Law and virtue is higher, and our ability 
to do the same proportionately lower, we are 
not righteous because of love.] But that 
virtue justifies which apprehends Christ, 
which communicates to us Christ’s merits, 
by which we receive grace and peace from 
God. But this virtue is faith. For as it 
has been often said, faith is not only knowl- 
edge, but much rather willing to receive or 
apprehend those things which are offered in 
the promise concerning Christ. Moreover, 
this obedience towards God, namely, to wish 
to receive the offered promise, is no less a 
divine service, jatosia, than is love. God 
wishes us to believe Him, and to receive from 
Him blessings, and this He declares to be true 
divine service. 

But the adversaries ascribe justification to 
love because they everywhere teach and re- 
quire the righteousness of the Law. For we 
cannot deny that love is the highest work of 
the Law. And human wisdom gazes at the 
Law, and seeks in it justification. Accord- 
ingly, also the scholastic doctors, great and 


talented men, proclaim this as the highest 
work of the Law, and ascribe to this work 
justification. But deceived by human wis- 
dom, they did not look upon the uncovered, 
but upon the veiled face of Moses, just as the 
Pharisees, philosophers, Mahometans. But 
we preach the foolishness of the Gospel, in 
which another righteousness is revealed, 
namely, that for the sake of Christ, as Pro- 
pitiator, we are accounted righteous, when 
we believe that for Christ’s sake God has been 
reconciled to us. Neither are we ignorant 
how far distant this doctrine is from the judg- 
ment of reason and of the Law. Nor are we. 
ignorant that the doctrine of the Law con- 
cerning love makes a much greater show; for 
it is wisdom. But we are not ashamed of 
the foolishness of the Gospel. For the sake 
of Christ’s glory we defend this, and beseech 
Christ, by His Holy Ghost, to aid us that we 
may be able to make this clear and manifest. 

The adversaries, in the Confutation, have 
also cited against us Col. 3,14: Charity, 
which is the bond of perfectness. From this 
they infer that love justifies because it ren- 
ders men perfect. Although a reply concern- 
ing perfection could here be made in many 
ways, yet we will simply recite the meaning 
of Paul. It is certain that Paul spoke of 
love towards one’s neighbor. Neither must 
we indeed think that Paul would ascribe 
either justification or perfection to the works 
of the Second Table, rather than to those of 
the First. And if love render men perfect, 
there will then be no need of Christ as Pro- 
pitiator, [However, Paul teaches in all places 
that we are accepted on account of Christ, 
and not on account of our love, or our works, 
or of the Law; for no saint (as was stated 
before) perfectly fulfils the Law. Therefore, 
since he in all places writes and teaches that 
in this life there is no perfection in our works, 
it is not to be thought that he speaks here of 
personal perfection.] for faith apprehends 
Christ only as Propitiator. This, however, is 
far distant from the meaning of Paul, who 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 185.] 
never suffers Christ to be excluded as Pro- 
pitiator. Therefore he speaks not of personal 
perfection, but of the integrity common to 
the Church [concerning the unity of the 
Church, and the word which they interpret as 
perfection means nothing else than to be not 
rent]. For on this account he says that love 
is a bond or connection, to signify that he 
speaks of the binding and joining together, 
with each other, of the many members of the 
Church. For just as in all families and in 
all states concord should be nourished by 
mutual offices, and tranquillity cannot be re- 
tained unless men overlook and forgive cer- 
tain mistakes among themselves; so Paul 
commands that there should be love in the 
Church in order that it may preserve con- 
cord, bear with the harsher manners of 
brethren as there is need, overlook certain 
less serious mistakes, lest the Church fly 
apart into various schisms, and enmities and 
factions and heresies arise from the schisms. 
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For concord must necessarily be rent 
asunder whenever either the bishops impose 
[without cause] upon the people heavier 
burdens, or have no respect to weakness in 
the people. And dissensions arise when the 
people judge too severely [quickly censure 
and criticize] concerning the conduct [walk 
and life] of teachers [bishops or preachers], 
or despise the teachers because of certain less 
serious faults; for then both another kind 
of doctrine and other teachers are sought 
after. On the other hand, perfection, 1. e., 
the integrity of the Church, is preserved, when 
the strong bear with the weak, when the 
people take in good part some faults in the 
conduct of their teachers [have patience also 
with their preachers], when the bishops make 
some allowances for the weakness of the 
people [know how to exercise forbearance to 
the people, according to circumstances, with 
respect to all kinds of weaknesses and faults]. 
Of these precepts of equity the books of all 
the wise are full, namely, that in every-day 
life we should make many allowances mu- 
tually for the sake of common tranquillity. 
And of this Paul frequently teaches both 
here and elsewhere. Wherefore the adver- 
saries argue indiscreetly from the term “per- 
fection” that love justifies, while Paul speaks. 
of common integrity and tranquillity. And 
thus Ambrose interprets this passage: Just 
as a building is said to be perfect or entire 
when all its parts are fitly joimed together 
with one another. Moreover, it is disgrace- 
ful for the adversaries to preach so much 
concerning love while they nowhere exhibit it. 
What are they now doing? They are rending 
asunder churches, they are writing laws in 
blood, and are proposing to the most clement 
prince, the -Emperor, that these should be 
promulgated; they are slaughtering priests 
and other good men, if any one have [even] 
slightly intimated that he does not entirely 
approve some manifest abuse. [They wish 
all dead who say a single word against their 
godless doctrine.] These things are not con- 
sistent with those declamations of love, which 
if the adversaries would follow, the churches 
would be tranquil and the state have peace. 
For these tumults would be quieted if the ad- 
versaries would not insist with too much 
bitterness [from sheer vengeful spite and 
pharisaical envy, against the truth which they 
have perceived] upon certain traditions, use- 
less for godliness, most of which not even 
those very persons observe who most earnestly 
defend them. But they easily forgive them- 
selves, and yet do not likewise forgive others, 
according to the passage in the poet: I for- 
give myself, Maevius said. But this is very 
far distant from those encomiums of love 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 187.] 
which they here recite from Paul, nor do 
they understand the word any more than the 
walls which give it back. From Peter they 
cite also this sentence, 1 Pet. 4,8: Oharity 
shall cover the multitude of sins. It is evi- 
dent that also Peter speaks of love towards 
one’s neighbor, because‘ he joins this passage 
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to the precept by which he commands that 
they should love one another. Neither could 
it have come into the mind of any apostle 
that our love overcomes sin and death; that 
love is the propitiation on account of which, 
to the exclusion of Christ as Mediator, God 
is reconciled; that love is righteousness with- 
out Christ as Mediator. For this love, if 
there would be any, would be a righteousness 
of the Law, and not of the Gospel, which 
promises to us reconciliation and righteous- 
ness if we believe that, for the sake of Christ 
as Propitiator, the Father has been recon- 
ciled, and that the merits of Christ are be- 
stowed upon us. Peter, accordingly, urges 
us, a little before, to come to Christ that we 
may be built upon Christ. And he adds, 
1 Pet. 2,46: He that believeth on Him shall 

‘Xnot be confounded. When God judges and 
convicts us, our love does not free us from 
confusion [from our works and lives, we truly 
suffer shame]. But faith in Christ liberates 
us in these fears, because we know that for 
Christ’s sake we are forgiven. 

Besides, this sentence concerning love is de- 
rived from Prov. 10,12, where the antithesis 
clearly shows how it ought to be understood: 
Hatred stirreth up strifes; but love covereth 
all sins. It teaches precisely the same thing 
as that passage of Paul taken from Colos- 
sians, that if any dissensions would occur, 
they should be moderated and settled by our 
equitable and lenient conduct. Dissensions, 
it says, increase by means of hatred, as we 
often see that from the most trifling offenses 
tragedies arise [from the smallest sparks a 
great conflagration arises]. Certain trifling 
offenses occurred between Caius Caesar and 
Pompey, in which, if the one had yielded a 
very little to the other, civil war would not 
have arisen. But while each indulged his own 
hatred, from a matter of no account the 
greatest commotions arose. And many here- 
sies have arisen in the Church only from the 
hatred of the teachers. Therefore it does not 
refer to a person’s own faults, but -to the 
faults of others, when it says: Charity cov- 
ereth sins, namely, those of others, and that, 
too, among men, 7%. e., even though these 
offenses occur, yet love overlooks them, for- 
gives, yields, and does not carry all things 
to the extremity of justice. Peter, there- 
fore, does not mean that love merits in God’s 
sight the remission of sins, that it is a 
propitiation to the exclusion of Christ as 
Mediator, that it regenerates and justifies, 
but that it is not morose, harsh, intractable 
towards men, that it overlooks some mistakes 
of its friends, that it takes in good part even 
the harsher manners of others, just as the 
well-known maxim enjoins: Know, but do 
not hate, the manners of a friend. Nor was 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 189.] 
it without design that the apostle taught so 
frequently concerning this office what the 
philosophers call ézve/xeva, leniency. For this 
virtue is necessary for retaining public har- 
mony [in the Church and the civil govern- 
ment], which cannot last unless pastors and 
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Churches mutually overlook and pardon many 
things [if they want to be extremely par- 
ticular about every defect, and do not allow 
many things to flow by without noticing 
them]. 


From James they cite 2,24: Ye see, then, 
how by works a man is justified, and not by 
faith alone. Nor is any other passage sup- 
posed to be more contrary to our belief. But 
the reply is easy and plain. If the adver- 
saries do not attach their own opinions con- 
cerning the merits of works, the words of 
James have in them nothing that is of dis- 
advantage. But wherever there is mention 
of works, the adversaries add falsely their 
own godless opinions, that by means of good 
works we merit the remission of sins; that 
good works are a propitiation and price on 
account of which God is reconciled to us; 
that good works overcome the terrors of sin 
and of death; that good works are accepted 
in God’s sight on account of their goodness; 
and that they do not need mercy and Christ 
as Propitiator. None of all these things came 
into the mind of James, which the adversaries, 
nevertheless, defend under the pretext of this 
passage of James. 


In the first place, then, we must ponder, 
this, namely, that the passage is more against 
the adversaries than against us. For the ad- 
versaries teach that man is justified by love 
and works. Of faith, by which we apprehend 
Christ as Propitiator, they say nothing. Yea, 
they condemn this faith; nor do they con- 
demn it only in sentences and writings, but 
also by the sword and capital punishments 
they endeavor to exterminate it in the Church. 
How much better does James teach, who does 
not omit faith, or present love in preference 
to faith, but retains faith, so that in justifi- 
cation Christ may not be excluded as Pro- 
pitiator! Just as Paul also, when he treats 
of the sum of the Christian life, includes faith 
and love, 1 Tim. 1,5: The end of the com- 
mandment is charity out of a pure heart, and 
of a good conscience, and of faith unfeigned. 


Secondly, the subject itself declares that 
here such works are spoken of as follow faith, 
and show that faith is not dead, but living 
and efficacious in the heart. James, there- 
fore, did not believe that by good works we 
merit the remission of sins and grace. For 
he speaks of the works of those who have been 
justified, who have already been reconciled 
and accepted, and have obtained remission of 
sins. Wherefore the adversaries err when 
they infer that James teaches that we merit 
remission of sins and grace by good works, 
and that by our works we have access to God, 
without Christ as Propitiator. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p.191.] 

Thirdly, James has spoken shortly before 
concerning regeneration, namely, that it oc- 
eurs through the Gospel. For thus he says, 
1,18: Of His own will begat He us with the 
Word of Truth, that we should be a kind of 
first-fruits of His creatures. When he says 
that we have been born again by the Gospel, 


he teaches that we have been born again and 
justified by faith. For the promise concern- 
ing Christ is apprehended only by faith, when . 
we set it against the terrors of sin and of 
death. James does not, therefore, think that 
we are born again by our works. 


From these things it is clear that James 
does not contradict us, who, when censuring 
idle and secure minds, that imagine that they 
have faith, although they do not have it, made 
a distinction between dead and living faith. 
He says that that is dead which does not 
bring forth good works [and fruits of the 
Spirit, obedience, patience, chastity, love]; 
he says that that is living which brings forth 
good works. Furthermore, we have frequently 
already shown what we term faith. For we 
do not speak of idle knowledge [that merely 
the history concerning Christ should be 
known], such as devils have, but of faith 


which resists the terrors of conscience, and 


cheers and consoles terrified hearts [the new 
light and power which the Holy Ghost works 
in the heart, through which we overcome the 
terrors of death, of sin, etc.]. Such faith is 
neither an easy matter, as the adversaries 
dream [as they say: Believé, believe, how 
easy it is to believe! etc.], nor a human power 
[thought which I can form for myself], but 
a divine power, by which we are quickened, 
and by which we overcome the devil and death. 
Just as Paul says to the Colossians, 2, 12, 
that faith is efficacious through the power of 
God, and overcomes death: Wherein also ye 
are risen with Him through the faith of the 
operation of God. Since this faith is a new 
life, it necessarily produces new movements 
and works. [Because it is a new light and 
life in the heart, whereby we obtain another 
mind and spirit, it is living, productive, and 
rich in good works.] Accordingly, James is 
right in denying that we are justified by such 
a faith as is without works. But when he 
says that we are justified by faith and works, 
he certainly does not say that we are born 
again by works. Neither does he say this, 
that partly Christ is our Propitiator, and 
partly our works are our propitiation. Nor 
does he describe the mode of justification, but 
only of what nature the just are, after they 
have been already justified and regenerated. 
[For he is speaking of works which should 
follow faith. There it is well said: He who 
has faith and good works is righteous; not, 
indeed, on account of the works, but for 
Christ’s sake, through faith. And as a good 
tree should bring forth good fruit, and yet 
the fruit does not make the tree good, so good 
works must follow the new birth, although 
they do not make man accepted before God; 
but as the tree must first be good, so also 
must man be first accepted before God by 
faith for Christ’s sake. The works are too 
insignificant to render God gracious to us for 
their sake, if He were not gracious to us for 
Christ’s sake. Therefore James does not con- 
tradict St. Paul, and does not say that by our 
works we merit, etc.] And here to be justi- 
fied does not mean that a righteous man is 
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made from a wicked man, but to be pro- 
nounced righteous in a forensic sense, as also 
in the passage Rom. 2,13: The doers of the 
Law shall be justified. As, therefore, these 
words: The doers of the Law shall be justi- 
fied, contain nothing contrary to our doctrine, 
so, too, we believe concerning the words of 
James: By works a man is justified, and not 
by faith alone, because men having faith and 
good works are certainly pronounced right- 
eous. For, as we have said, the good works 
of saints are righteous, and please on account 
of faith. For James commends only such 
works as faith produces, as he testifies when 
he says of Abraham, 2,21: Faith wrought 
with his works. In this sense it is said: The 
doers of the Law are justified, i.e., they are 
pronounced righteous who from the heart be- 
lieve God, and afterwards have good fruits, 
which please Him on account of faith, and, 
accordingly, are the fulfilment of the Law. 
These things, simply spoken, contain nothing 
erroneous, but they are distorted by the ad- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p.193.] 
versaries, who attach to them godless opinions 
out of their mind. For it does not follow 
hence that works merit the remission of sins; 
that works regenerate hearts; that works are 
a propitiation; that works please without 
Christ as Propitiator; that works do not need 
Christ as Propitiator. James says nothing 
of these things, which, nevertheless, the ad- 
versaries shamelessly infer from the words of 
James. 

Certain other passages concerning works 
are also cited against us. Luke 6,37: For- 
give, and ye shall be forgiven. Is.58,7[9]: 
Is it not to deal thy bread to the hungry?... 
Then shalt thou call, and the Lord will an- 
swer. Dan. 4, 24 [27]: Break off thy sins, 
by showing mercy to the poor. Matt. 5, 3: 
Blessed are the poor in spirit; for theirs is 
the kingdom of heaven; and v.7: Blessed 
are the merciful; for they shall obtain mercy. 
Even these passages would contain nothing 
contrary to us if the adversaries would not 
falsely attach something to them. For they 
contain two things: The one is a preaching 
either of the Law or of repentance, which not 
only convicts those doing wrong, but also en- 
joins them to do what is right; the other is 
a promise which is added. But it is not 
added that sins are remitted without faith, 
or that works themselves are a propitiation. 
Moreover, in the preaching of the Law these 
two things ought always to be understood, 
namely: First, that the Law cannot be ob- 
served unless we have been regenerated by 
faith in Christ, just as Christ says, John 
15, 5: Without Me ye can do nothing. See- 
ondly, and though some external works can 
certainly be done, this general judgment: 
Without faith it is impossible to please God, 
which interprets the whole Law, must be re- 
tained; and the Gospel must be retained, 
that through Christ we have access to the 
Father, Heb. 10,19; Rom. 5,2. For it is evi- 
dent that we are not justified by the Law. 
Otherwise, why would there be need of Christ 


or the Gospel, if the preaching of the Law 
alone would be sufficient? Thus in the preach- 
ing of repentance, the preaching of the Law, 
or the Word convicting of sin, is not suf- 
ficient, because the Law works wrath, and 
only accuses, only terrifies consciences, he- 
cause consciences never are at rest, unless 
they hear the voice of God in which the re- 
mission of sins is clearly promised. Accord- 
ingly, the Gospel must be added, that for 
Christ’s sake sins are remitted, and that we 
obtain remission of sins by faith in Christ. 
If the adversaries exclude the Gospel of 
Christ from the preaching of repentance, 
they are judged aright to be blasphemers 
against Christ. 

Therefore, when Isaiah, 1, 16—18, preaches 
repentance: Cease to do evil; learn to do 


% well; seek judgment, relieve the oppressed, 


judge the fatherless, plead for the widow. 
Come now and let us reason together, saith 
the Lord; though your sins be as scarlet, 
they shall be white as snow, the prophet thus 
both exhorts to repentance, and adds the 


promise. But it would be foolish to consider 
in such a sentence only the words: Relieve 
the oppressed; judge the fatherless. For he 


says in the beginning: Cease to do evil, 
where he censures impiety of heart and re- 
quires faith. Neither does the prophet say 
that through the works: Relieve the op- 
pressed, judge the fatherless, they can merit 
the remission of sins ex opere operato, but he 
commands such works as are necessary in the 
new life. Yet, in the mean time, he means 
that remission of sins is received by faith, 
and accordingly the promise is added. Thus 
we must understand all similar passages. 
Christ preaches repentance when He says: 
Forgive, and He adds the promise: And ye 
shall be forgiven, Luke 6, 37. Nor, indeed, 
does He say this, namely, that, when we for- 
give, by this work of ours we merit the re- 
mission of sins ex opere operato, as they term 
it, but He requires a new life, which cer- 
tainly is necessary. Yet, in the mean time, 
He means that remission of sins is received 
by faith. Thus, when Isaiah says, 58, 7: 
Deal thy bread to the hungry, he requires 
a new life. Nor does the prophet speak of 
this work alone, but, as the text indicates, 
of the entire repentance; yet, in the mean 
time, he intends that remission of sins is re- 
ceived by faith. For the position is sure, and 
none of the gates of hell can overthrow it, 
that in the preaching of repentance the 
preaching of the Law is not sufficient, because 
the Law works wrath and always accuses. 
But the preaching of the Gospel should be 
added, namely, that in this way remission of 
sins is granted us, if we believe that sins are 
remitted us for Christ’s sake. Otherwise, why 
would there be need of the Gospel, why would 
there be need of Christ? This belief ought 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 195.] 
always to be in view, in order that it may 
be opposed to those who, Christ being cast 
aside and the Gospel being blotted out, 
wickedly digtort the Scriptures to the human 
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opinions, that by our works we purchase re- 
mission of sins. 


Thus also in the sermon of Daniel, 4, 24, 
faith is required. [The words of the prophet, 
which were full of faith and spirit, we must 
not regard as heathenish as those of Aristotle, 
or any other heathen. 
monished Alexander that he should not use 
his power for his own wantonness, but for 
the improvement of countries and men. This 
was written correctly and well; concerning 
the office of king nothing better can be 
preached or written. But Daniel is speaking 
to his king, not only concerning his office as 
king, but concerning repentance, the forgive- 

ness of sins, reconciliation to God, and con- 
‘ eerning sublime, great, spiritual subjects, 
which far transcend human thoughts and 
works.] For Daniel did not mean that the 
king should only bestow alms [which even 
a hypocrite can do], but embraces repentance 
when he says: Break off [Redeem, Vulg.] thy 
iniquities by showing mercy to the poor, 1. €., 
break off thy sins by a change of heart and 
works. But here also faith is required. And 
Daniel proclaims to him many things con- 
cerning the worship of the only God, the God 
of Israel, and converts the king not only 
to bestow alms, but much more to faith. For 
we have the excellent confession of the king 
concerning the God of Israel: There is no 
other God that can deliver after this sort, 
Dan. 3,29. Therefore, in the sermon of Daniel 
there are two parts. The one part is that 
which gives commandment concerning the 
new life and the works of the new life. The 
other part is, that Daniel promises to the 
king the remission of sins. [Now, where there 
is a promise, faith is required. For the 
promise cannot be received in any other way 
than by the heart’s relying on such word of 
God, and not regarding its own worthiness or 
unworthiness. Accordingly, Daniel also de- 
mands faith; for thus the promise reads: 
There will be healing for thy offenses.) And 
this promise of the remission of sins is not 
a preaching of the Law, but a truly prophet- 
ical and evangelical voice, of which Daniel 
certainly meant that it should be received in 
faith. For Daniel knew that the remission 
of sins in Christ was promised not only to 
the Israelites, but also to all nations. Other- 
wise he could not have promised to the king 
the remission of sins. For it is not in the 
power of man, especially amid the terrors of 
sin, to assert, without a sure word of God 
concerning God’s will, that He ceases to be 
angry. And the words of Daniel speak in his 
own language still more clearly of repentance, 
and still more clearly bring out the promise: 
Redeem thy sins by righteousness and thy 
imiquities by favors toward the poor. These 
words teach concerning the whole of repent- 
ance. [It is as much as to say: Amend your 
life! And it is true, when we amend our 
lives, we become rid of sin.] For they direct 
him to become righteous, then to do good 
works, to defend the miserable against in- 
justice, as was the duty of a king. But 


Aristotle also ad- 


righteousness is faith in the heart. More- 
over, sins are redeemed by repentance, 7. €., 
the obligation or guilt is removed, because 
God forgives those who repent, as it is writ- 
ten in Ezek. 18, 21.22. Nor are we to infer 
from this that He forgives on account of 
works that follow, on account of alms; but 
on account of His promise He forgives those 
who apprehend His promise. Neither do any 
apprehend His promise, except those who 
truly believe, and by faith overcome sin and 
death. These, being regenerated, ought to 
bring forth fruits worthy of repentance, just 
as John says, Matt. 3,8. The promise, there- 
fore, was added: So, there will be healing for 
thy offenses, Dan. 4, 24. [Daniel does not only 
demand works, but says: Redeem thy sins by 
righteousness. Now, everybody knows that in 
Scripture righteousness does not mean: only 
external works, but embraces faith, as Paul 
says: Justus ew fide vivet, The just shall live 
by his faith, Heb. 10,38. Hence, Daniel first 
demands faith when he mentions righteous- 
ness and says: Redeem thy sins by righteous- 
ness, that is, by faith toward God, by which 
thou art made righteous. In addition to this, 
do good works, administer your office, do not 
be a tyrant, but see that your government be 
profitable to your country and people, pre- 
serve peace, and protect the poor against un- 
just force. These are princely alms.] Jerome 
here added a particle expressing doubt, that 
is beside the matter, and in his commentaries 
contends much more unwisely that the re- 
mission of sins is uncertain. But let us re- 
member that the Gospel gives a sure promise 
of the remission of sins. And to deny that 
there must be a sure promise of the remission 
of sins would completely abolish the Gospel. 
Let us therefore dismiss Jerome concerning 
this passage. Although the promise is dis- 
played even in the word redeem. For it sig- 
nifies that the remission of sins is possible, 
that sins can be redeemed, 7. e., that their 
obligation or guilt can be removed, or the 
wrath of God appeased. But our adversaries, 
overlooking the promises, everywhere, con- 
sider only the precepts, and attach falsely the 
human opinion that remission occurs on ac- 
count of works, although the text does not say 


[Concordia Triglotta, p.197.] 
this, but much rather requires faith. For 
wherever a promise is, there faith is required. 
For a promise cannot be received unless by 
faith. [The same answer must also be given 
in reference to the passage from the Gospel: 
Forgive, and you will be forgiven. For this 
is just such a doctrine of repentance. The 
first part in this passage demands amend- 
ment of life and good works, the other part 
adds the promise. Nor are we to infer from 
this that our forgiving merits for us ew opere 
operato remission of sin. For that is not 
what Christ says, but as in other sacraments 
Christ has attached the promise to an ex- 
ternal sign, so He attaches the promise of 
the forgiveness of sin in this place to external 
good works, And as in the Lord’s Supper we 
do not obtain forgiveness of sin without faith, 
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ew opere operato, so neither in this action, 
when we forgive. For, our forgiving is not 
a good work, except it is performed by a 
person whose sins have been previously for- 
given by God in Christ. If, therefore, our 
forgiving is to please God, it must follow 
after the forgiveness which God extends to us. 
For, as a rule, Christ combines these two, the 
Law and the Gospel, both faith and good 
works, in order to indicate that, where good 
works do not follow, there is no faith either, 
that we may have external marks, which re- 
mind us of the Gospel and the forgiveness of 
sin, for our comfort, and that thus our faith 
may be exercised in many ways. In this 
manner we are to understand such passages, 
otherwise they would directly contradict the 
entire Gospel, and our beggarly works would 
be put in the place of Christ, who alone ‘isy 
to be the propitiation, which no man is by 
any means to despise. Again, if these pas- 
sages were to be understood as relating to 
works, the remission of sins would be quite 
uncertain; for it would rest on a poor foun- 
dation, on our miserable works.] 


But works become conspicuous among men. 
Human reason naturally admires these, and 
because it sees only works, and does not under- 
stand or consider faith, it dreams accordingly 
that these works merit remission of sins and 
justify. This opinion of the Law inheres by 
nature in men’s minds; neither can it be ex- 
pelled, unless when we are divinely taught. 
But the mind must be recalled from such 
carnal opinions to the Word of God. We see 
that the Gospel and the promise concerning 
Christ have been laid before us. When, there- 
fore, the Law is preached, when works are en- 
joined, we should not spurn the promise con- 
cerning Christ. But the latter must first be 
apprehended, in order that we may be able 
to produce good works, and our works may 
please God, as Christ says, John 15,5: With- 
out Me ye can do nothing. Therefore, if 
Daniel would have used such words as these: 
“Redeem your sins by repentance,” the ad- 
versaries would take no notice of this pas- 
sage. Now, since he has actually expressed 
this thought in apparently other words, the 
adversaries distort his words to the injury of 
the doctrine of grace and faith, although 
Daniel meant most especially to include faith. 
Thus, therefore, we reply to the words of 
Daniel, that, inasmuch as he is preaching re- 
pentance, he is teaching not only of works, 
but also of faith, as the narrative itself in 
the context testifies. Secondly, because Daniel 
clearly presents the promise, he necessarily re- 
quires faith which believes that sins are freely . 
remitted by God. Although, therefore, in re- 
pentance he mentions works, yet Daniel does 
not say that by these works we merit remis- 
sion of sins. For Daniel speaks not only of 
the remission of the punishment; because re- 
mission of the punishment is sought for in 
vain, unless the heart first receive the re- 
mission of guilt. Besides, if the adversaries 
understand Daniel as speaking only of the 
remission of punishment, this passage will 
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prove nothing against us, because it will thus 
be necessary for even them to confess that 
the remission of sin and free justification pre- 
cede. Afterwards even we concede that the 
punishments by which we are chastised, are 
mitigated by our prayers and good works, and 
finally by our entire repentance, according to 
1 Cor. 11, 31: For if we would judge our- 
selves, we should not be judged. And Jer. 
15,19: If thow return, then will I bring thee 
again. And Zech.1,3: Turn ye unto Me, and 
And Ps. 50,15: Call 
upon Me in the day of trouble. — 

Let us, therefore, in all our encomiums upon 
works and in the preaching of the Law re- 
tain this rule: that the Law is not observed 
without Christ. As He Himself has said: 
Without Me ye can do nothing. Likewise 
that: Without faith it is impossible to please 
God, Heb. 11, 6. For it is very certain that 
the doctrine of the Law is not intended to re- 
move the Gospel, and to remove Christ as 
And let the Pharisees, our ad- 
versaries, be cursed, who so interpret the Law 
as to ascribe the glory of Christ to works, 
namely, that they are a propitiation, that 
they merit the remission of sins. It follows, 
therefore, that works are always thus praised, 
namely, that they are pleasing on account of 
faith, as works do not please without Christ 
as Propitiator. By Him we have access to 
God, Rom. 5,2, not by works, without Christ 
as Mediator. Therefore, when it is said, 
Matt. 19,17: If thow wilt enter into life, keep 
the commandments, we must believe that with- 
out Christ the commandments are not kept, 
and without Him cannot please. Thus in the 
Decalog itself, in the First Commandment, 
Ex. 20,6: Showing mercy unto thousands of 
them that love Me and keep My command- 
ments, the most liberal promise of the Law is 
added. But this Law is not observed without 
Christ. For it always accuses the conscience, 
which does not satisfy the Law, and therefore, 
in terror, flies from the judgment and punish- 
ment of the Law. Because the Law worketh 
wrath, Rom. 4,15. Man observes the Law, 
however, when he hears that for Christ’s sake 
God is reconciled to us, even though we can- 
not satisfy the Law. When, by this faith, 
Christ is apprehended as Mediator, the heart 
finds rest, and begins to love God and observe 
the Law, and knows that now, because of 
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Christ as Mediator, it is pleasing to God, even 
though the inchoate fulfilling of the Law be 
far from perfection and be very impure. Thus 
we must judge also concerning the preaching 
of repentance. For although in the doctrine 
of repentance the scholasties have said noth- 
ing at all concerning faith, yet we think that 
none of our adversaries is so mad as to deny 
that absolution is a voice of the Gospel. And 
absolution ought to be received by faith, in 
order that it may cheer the terrified con- 
science. 

Therefore the doctrine of repentance, be- 
cause it not only commands new works, but 
also promises the remission of sins, neces- 
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sarily requires faith. For the remission of 
sins is not received unless by faith. There- 
fore, in those passages that refer to repent- 
ance, we should always understand that not 
only works, but also faith is required, as in 
Matt. 6,14: For if ye forgive men their tres- 
passes, your heavenly Father will also for- 
give you. Here a work is required, and the 
promise of the remission of sins is added, 
which does not occur on account of the 
work, but through faith, on account of 
Christ. Just as Scripture testifies in many 
passages: Acts 10,43: To Him give all the 
prophets witness that through His name, who- 
soever believeth in Him, shall receive remis- 
sion of sins; and 1 John 2,12: Your sins are 
forgiven you for His name’s sake; Eph. 1,7: 
In whom we have redemption through His 
blood, the forgiveness of sins. Although what 
need is there to recite testimonies? This is 
the very voice peculiar to the Gospel, namely, 
that for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake 
of our works, we obtain by faith remission of 
sins. Our adversaries endeavor to suppress 
this voice of the Gospel by means of distorted 
passages which contain the doctrine of the 
Law, or of works. For it is true that in the 
doctrine of repentance works are required, be- 
cause certainly a new life is required. But 
here the adversaries wrongly add that by such 
works we merit the remission of sins, or justi- 
fication. And yet Christ often connects the 
promise of the remission of sins to good works, 
not because He means that good works are 
a propitiation, for they follow reconciliation; 
but for two reasons. One is, because good 
fruits must necessarily follow. Therefore He 
reminds us that, if good fruits do not follow, 
the repentance is hypocritical and feigned. 
The other reason is, because we have need of 
external signs of so great a promise, because 
a conscience full of fear has need of manifold 
consolation. As, therefore, Baptism and the 
Lord’s Supper are signs that continually ad- 
monish, cheer, and encourage desponding 
minds to believe the more firmly that their 
sins are forgiven, so the same promise is 
written and portrayed in good works, in order 
that these works may admonish us to believe 
the more firmly. And those who produce no 
good works do not excite themselves to be- 
lieve, but despise these promises. The godly, 
on the other hand, embrace them, and rejoice 
that they have the signs and testimonies of 
s0 great a promise. Accordingly, they exer- 
cise themselves in these signs and testimonies. 
Just as, therefore, the Lord’s Supper does not 
justify us ex opere operato, without faith, so 
alms do not justify us without faith, ex opere 
operato. 

So also the address of Tobias, 4,11, ought 
to be received: Alms free from every sin and 
from death. We will not say that this is 
hyperbole, although it ought thus to be re- 
ceived, so as not to detract from the praise 
of Christ, whose prerogative it is to free from 
sin and death. But we must come back to the 
rule that without Christ the doctrine of the 
Law is of no profit. Therefore those alms 


please God which follow reconciliation or 
justification, and not those which precede. 
Therefore they free from sin and death, not 
ex opere operato, but, as we have said above 
concerning repentance, that we ought to em- 
brace faith and-its fruits, so here we must 
say concerning alms that this entire newness 
of life saves [that they please God because 
they occur in believers]. Alms also are the 
exercises of faith, which receives the remis- 
sion of sins and overcomes death, while it 
exercises itself more and more, and in these 
exercises receives strength. We grant also 
this, that alms merit many favors from 

[but they cannot overcome death, hell, the 
devil, sins, and give the conscience peace (for 
this must occur alone through faith in 
Christ)], mitigate punishments, and that 
they merit our defense in the dangers of sins 
and of death, as we have said a little before 
concerning the entire repentance. [This is 
the simple meaning, which agrees also with 
other passages of Scripture. For wherever 
in the Scriptures good works are praised, we 
must always understand them according to 
the rule of Paul, that the Law and works 
must not be elevated above Christ, but that 
Christ and faith are as far above all works 
as the heavens are above the earth.] And 
the address of Tobias, regarded as a whole, 
shows that faith is required before alms, 4, 5: 
Be mindful of the Lord, thy God, all thy days. 
And afterwards, v.19: Bless the Lord, thy 
God, always, and desire of Him that thy ways 
be directed. This, however, belongs properly 
to that faith of which we speak, which be- 
lieves that God is reconciled to it because of 
His mercy, and which wishes to be justified, 
sanctified, and governed by God, But our ad- 
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versaries, charming men, pick out mutilated 
sentences, in order to deceive those who are 
unskilled. Afterwards they attach something 
from their own opinions. Therefore, entire 
passages are to be required, because, accord- 
ing to the common precept, it. is unbecoming, 
before the entire Law is thoroughly examined, 
to judge or reply when any single clause of 
it is presented. And passages, when produced 
in their entirety, very frequently bring the 
interpretation with them. 

Luke 11, 41 is also cited in a mutilated 
form, namely: Give alms of such things as 
ye have; and, behold, all things are clean 
unto you. The adversaries are very stupid 
[are deaf, and have callous ears; therefore, 
we must so often etc.]. For time and again 
we have said that to the preaching of the 
Law there should be added the Gospel con- 
cerning Christ, because of whom good works 
are pleasing, but they everywhere teach [with- 
out shame] that, Christ being excluded, justi- 
fication is merited by the works of the Law. 
When this passage is produced unmutilated, 
it will show that faith is required. Christ 
rebukes the Pharisees who think that they 
are cleansed before God, 7. e., that they are 
justified by frequent ablutions [by all sorts 
of baptismata carnis, that is, by all sorts of 
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baths, washings, and cleansings of the body, 
of vessels, of garments]. Just as some Pope 
or other says of the water sprinkled with salt 
that it sanctifies and cleanses the people; and 
the gloss says that it cleanses from venial 
sins. Such also were the opinions of the 
Pharisees which Christ reproved, and to this 
feigned cleansing He opposes a double clean- 
ness, the one internal, the other external. He 
bids them be cleansed inwardly [ (which oc- 
curs only through faith) ], and adds concern- 
ing the outward cleanness: Give alms of such 
things as ye have; and, behold, all things are 
clean unto you. The adversaries do not apply 
aright the universal particle all things; for 
Christ adds this conclusion to both members: 
“All things will be clean unto you, if you will 
be clean within, and will outwardly give 
alms.” For He indicates that outward clean® 
ness is to be referred to works commanded by 
God, and not to human traditions, such as 
the ablutions were at that time, and the daily 
sprinkling of water, the vesture of monks, the 
distinctions of food, and similar acts of osten- 
tation are now. But the adversaries distort 
the meaning by sophistically transferring the 
universal particle to only one part: “All 
things will be clean to those having given 
alms.” [As if any one would infer: Andrew 
is present; therefore all the apostles are 
present. Wherefore in the antecedent both 
memhers ought to be joined: Believe and give 
alms. For to this the entire mission, the en- 
tire office of Christ points; to this end He is 
come that we should believe in Him. Now, 
if both parts are combined, believing and giv- 
ing alms, it follows rightly that all things 
are clean: the heart by faith, the external 
conversation by good works. Thus we must 
combine the entire sermon, and not invert the 
parts, and interpret the text to mean that the 
heart is cleansed from sin by alms. More- 
over, there are some who think that these 
words were spoken by Christ against the 
Pharisees ironically, as if He meant to say: 
Aye, my dear lords, rob and steal, and then 
go and give alms, and you will be promptly 
cleansed, so that Christ would in a somewhat 
sarcastic and mocking way puncture their 
pharisaical hypocrisy. For, although they 
abounded in unbelief, avarice, and every evil 
work, they still observed their purifications, 
gave alms, and believed that they were quite 
pure, lovely saints. This interpretation is not 
contrary to the text.] | Yet Peter says, Acts 
15,9, that hearts are purified by faith. And 
when this entire passage is examined, it pre- 
sents a meaning harmonizing with the rest 
of Scripture, that, if the hearts are cleansed, 
and then outwardly alms are added, i.e., all 
the works of love, they are thus entirely clean, 
4. é@., not only within, but also without. And 
why is not the entire discourse added to it? 
There are many parts of the reproof, some 
of which give commandment concerning faith, 
and others concerning works. Nor is it the 
part of a candid reader to pick out the com- 
mands concerning works, while the passages 
concerning faith are omitted. 
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Lastly, readers are to be admonished of 
this, namely, that the adversaries give the 
worst advice to godly consciences when they 
teach that by works the remission of sins is 
merited, because conscience, in acquiring re- 
mission through works, cannot be confident 
that the work will satisfy God. Accordingly, 
it is always tormented, and continually de- 
vises other works and other acts of worship, 
until it altogether despairs. This course is 
described by Paul, Rom. 4,5, where he proves 
that the promise of righteousness is not ob- 
tained because of our works, because we could 
never affirm that we had a reconciled God. 
For the Law always accuses. Thus the 
promise would be in vain and uncertain. He 
accordingly concludes that this promise of 
the remission of sins and of righteousness is 
received by faith, not on account of works. 
This is the true, simple, and genuine mean- 
ing of Paul, in which the greatest consola- 
tion is offered godly consciences, and the glory 
of Christ is shown forth, who certainly was 
given to us for this purpose, namely, that 
through Him we might have grace, righteous- 
ness, and peace. 

Thus far we have reviewed the principal 
passages which the adversaries cite against 
us, in order to show that faith does not jus- 
tify, and that we merit, by our works, remis- 
sion of sins and grace. But we hope that we 
have shown clearly enough to godly con- 
sciences that these passages are not opposed 
to our doctrine; that the adversaries 
wickedly distort the Scriptures to their 
opinions; that the most of the passages 
which they cite have been garbled; that, 
while omitting the clearest passages concern- 
ing faith, they only select from the Scriptures 
passages concerning works, and even these 
they distort; that everywhere they add cer- 
tain human opinions to that which the words 
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of Scripture say; that they teach the Law 
in such a manner as. to suppress the Gospel 
concerning Christ. For the entire doctrine 
of the adversaries is, in part, derived from 
human reason, and is, in part, a doctrine of 
the Law, not of the Gospel. For they teach 
two modes of justification, of which the one 
has been derived from reason and the other 
from the Law, not from the Gospel, or the 
promise concerning Christ. 

The former mode of justification with them 
is, that they teach that by good works men 
merit grace both de congruo and de condigno. 
This mode is a doctrine of reason, because 
reason, not seeing the uncleanness of the 
heart, thinks that it pleases God if it per- 
form good works, and for this reason other 
works and other acts of worship are con- 
stantly devised, by men in great peril, against 
the terrors of conscience. The heathen and 
the Israelites slew human victims, and under- 
took many other most painful works in order 
to appease God’s wrath. Afterwards, orders 
of monks were devised, and these vied with 
each other in the severity of their observances 
against the terrors of conscience and God’s 


wrath. And this mode of justification, be- 
cause it is according to reason, and is alto- 
gether occupied with outward works, can be 
understood, and to a certain extent be ren- 
dered. And to this the canonists have dis- 
torted the misunderstood Church ordinances, 
which were enacted by the Fathers for a far 
different purpose, namely, not that by these 
works we should seek after righteousness, 
but that, for the sake of mutual tranquillity 
among men, there might be a certain order in 
the Church. In this manner they also dis- 
torted the Sacraments, and most especially 
the Mass, through which they seek ew opere 
operato righteousness, grace, and salvation. 

Another mode of justification is handed 
down by the scholastic theologians when they 
teach that we are righteous through a habit 
infused by God, which is love, and that, aided 
by this habit, we observe the Law of God out- 
wardly and inwardly, and that this fulfilling 
of the Law is worthy of grace and of eternal 
life. This doctrine is plainly the doctrine of 
the Law. For that is true which the Law 
says: Thou shalt love the Lord, thy God, etc., 


Deut. 6,5. Thou shalt love thy neighbor, 
Ley. 19,18. Love is, therefore, the fulfilling 
of the Law. 


But it is easy for a Christian to judge con- 
cerning both modes, because both modes ex- 
clude Christ, and are therefore to be rejected. 
In the former, which teaches that our works 
are a propitiation for sin, the impiety is mani- 
fest. The latter mode contains much that is 
injurious. It does not teach that, when we 
are born again, we avail ourselves of Christ. 
It does not teach that justification is the re- 
mission of sins. It does not teach that we 
attain the remission of sins before we love, 
but falsely represents that we rouse in our- 
selves the act of love, through which we merit 
remission of sins. Nor does it teach that by 
faith in Christ we overcome the terrors of sin 
and death. It falsely represents that, by their 
own fulfilling of the Law, without Christ as 
Propitiator, men come to God. Finally, it 
represents that this very fulfilling of the Law, 
without Christ as Propitiator, is righteous- 
ness worthy of grace and eternal life, while 
nevertheless scarcely a weak and feeble ful- 
filling of the Law occurs even in saints. 

But if any one will only reflect upon it 
that the Gospel has not been given in vain 
to the world, and that Christ has not been 
promised, set forth, has not been born, has 
not suffered, has not risen again in vain, he 
will most readily understand that we are jus- 
tified not from reason or from the Law. In 
regard to justification, we therefore are com- 
pelled to dissent from the adversaries. For 
the Gospel shows another mode; the Gospel 
compels us to avail ourselves of Christ in 
justification; it teaches that through Him 
we have access to God by faith; it teaches 
that we ought to set Him as Mediator and 
Propitiator against God’s wrath; it teaches 
that by faith in Christ the remission of sins 
and reconciliation are received, and the ter- 
rors of sin and of death overcome. Thus 
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Paul also says that righteousness is not of the 
Law, but of the promise, in which the Father 
has promised that He wishes to forgive, that 
for Christ’s sake He wishes to be reconciled. 
This promise, however, is received by faith 
alone, as Paul testifies, Rom. 4,13. This faith 
alone receives remission of sins, justifies, and 
regenerates. Then love and other good fruits 
follow. Thus, therefore, we teach that man 
is justified, as we have above said, when con- 
science, terrified by the preaching of repent- 
ance, is cheered and believes that for Christ’s 
sake it has a reconciled God. This faith is 
counted for righteousness before God, Rom. 4, 
3.5. And when in this manner the heart is 
cheered and quickened by faith, it receives 
the Holy Ghost, who renews us, so that we 
are able to observe the Law; so that we are 
able to love God and the Word of God, and 
to be submissive to God in afflictions; so 
that we are able to be chaste, to love our 
neighbor, ete. Even though these works are 
as yet far distant from the perfection of the 
Law, yet they please on account of faith, by 
which we are accounted righteous, because 
we believe that for Christ’s sake we have a 
reconciled God. These things are plain and 
in harmony with the Gospel, and can be 
understood by persons of sound mind. And 
from this foundation it can easily be decided 
why we ascribe justification to faith, and 
not to love; although love follows faith, be- 
cause love is the fulfilling of the Law. But 
Paul teaches that we are justified not from 
the Law, but from the promise which is re- 
ceived only by faith. For we neither come 
to God without Christ as Mediator, nor re 
ceive remission of sins for the sake of our 
love, but for the sake of Christ. Likewise 
we are not able to love God while He is angry, 
and the Law always accuses us, always mani- 
fests to us an angry God. Therefore, by faith 
we must first apprehend the promise that for 
Christ’s sake the Father is reconciled and for- 
gives. Afterwards we begin to observe the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 205.] 
Law. Our eyes are to be cast far away from 
human reason, far away from Moses upon 
Christ, and we are to believe that Christ is 
given us, in order that for His sake we may 
be accounted righteous. In the flesh we never 
satisfy the Law. Thus, therefore, we are ac- 
counted righteous, not on account of the Law, 
but on account. of Christ, because His merits 
are granted us, if we believe on Him. If any 
one, therefore, has considered these founda- 
tions, that we are not justified by the Law, 
because human nature cannot observe the 
Law of God and cannot love God, but that 
we are justified from the promise, in which, 
for Christ’s sake, reconciliation, righteous- 
ness, and eternal life have been promised, he 
will easily understand that justification must 
necessarily be ascribed to faith, if he only 
will reflect upon the fact that it is not in 
vain that Christ has been promised and set 
forth, that He has been born and has suf- 
fered and been raised again; if he will re- 
flect upon the fact that the promise of grace 
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in Christ is not in vain; that it was made \ versaries come forward who can teach us con- 


immediately from the beginning of the world, 
apart from and beyond the Law; if he will 
reflect, upon the fact that the promise should 
be received by faith, as John says, 1 Ep. 5, 
10sq.: He that believeth not God hath made 
Him a liar, because he believeth not the record 
that God gave of His Son. And this is the 
record that God hath given to us eternal life, 
and this life is in His Son. He that hath the 
* Son hath life, and he that hath not the Son 
of God hath not life. And Christ says, 
John 8, 36: If the Son, therefore, shall make 
you free, ye shall be free indeed. And Paul, 
Rom. 5,2: By whom also we have access to 
God; and he adds: by faith. By faith in 
Christ, therefore, the promise of remission of 
sins and of righteousness is received. Neither 
are we justified before God by reason or by 
the Law. 

These things are so plain and so manifest 
that we wonder that the madness of the ad- 
versaries is so great as to call them into 
doubt. The proof is manifest that, since we 
are justified before God not from the Law, 
but from the promise, it is necessary to 
ascribe justification to faith. What can be 
opposed to this proof, unless some one wish 
to abolish the entire Gospel and the entire 
Christ? The glory of Christ becomes more 
brilliant when we teach that we avail our- 
selves of Him as Mediator and Propitiator. 
Godly consciences see that in this doctrine 
the most abundant consolation is offered to 
them, namely, that they ought to believe and 
most firmly assert that they have a recon- 
ciled Father for Christ’s sake, and not for 
the sake of our righteousness, and that, never- 
theless, Christ aids us, so that we are able 
to observe also the Law. Of such great bless- 
ings as these the adversaries deprive the 
Church when they condemn, and endeavor to 
efface, the doctrine concerning the righteous- 
ness of faith. Therefore let all well-disposed 
minds beware of consenting to the godless 
counsels of the adversaries. In the doctrine 
of the adversaries concerning justification no 
mention is made of Christ, and how we ought 
to set Him against the wrath of God, as 
though, indeed, we were able to overcome the 
wrath of God by love, or to love an angry 
God. In regard to these things, consciences 
are left in uncertainty. For if they are to 
think that they have a reconciled God for 


the reason that they love, and that they ob- » 


serve the Law, they must needs always doubt 
whether they have a reconciled God, because 
they either do not feel this love, as the ad- 
versaries acknowledge, or they certainly feel 
that it is very small; and much more fre- 
quently do they feel that they axe angry at 
the judgment of God, who oppresses human 
nature with many terrible evils, with troubles 
of this life, the terrors of eternal wrath, ete. 
When, therefore, will conscience be at rest, 
when will it be pacified? When, in this doubt 
and in these terrors, will it love God? What 
else is ‘the doctrine of the Law than a doe- 
trine of despair? And let any one of our ad- 


cerning this love, how he himself loves God. 
They do not at all understand what they say; 
they only echo, just like the walls of a house, 
the little word “love,” without understand- 
ing it. So confused and obscure is their doc- 
trine: it not only transfers the glory of Christ 
to human works, but also leads consciences 
either to presumption or to despair. But 
ours, we hope, is readily understood by pious . 
minds, and brings godly and salutary conso- 
lation to terrified consciences. For as the ad- 
versaries quibble that also many wicked men 
and devils believe, we have frequently already © 
said that we speak of faith in Christ, 7. e., of 
faith in the remission of sins, of faith which 
truly and heartily assents to the promise of 
grace. This is not brought about without 
a great struggle in human hearts. And men 
of sound mind can easily judge that the faith 
which believes that we are cared for by God, 
and that we are forgiven and heard by Him, 
is a matter above nature. For of its own ac- 
cord the human mind makes no such decision 
concerning God. Therefore this faith of which 
we speak is neither in the wicked nor in devils. 
Furthermore, if any sophist cavils that 
righteousness is in the will, and therefore it 
cannot be ascribed to faith, which is in the 
intellect, the reply is easy, because in the 
schools even such persons acknowledge that 
the will commands the intellect to assent to 
the Word of God. We say also quite clearly: 
Just as the terrors of sin and death are not 
only thoughts of the intellect, but also hor- 
rible movements of the will fleeing God’s judg- 
ment, so faith is not only knowledge in the 
intellect, but also confidence in the will, 7. e., 
it is to wish and to receive that which is 
offered in the promise, namely, reconciliation 
and remission of sins. Scripture thus uses 
the term “faith,” as the following sentence 
of Paul testifies, Rom. 5,1: Being justified 
by faith, we have peace with God. Moreover, 
in this passage, to justify signifies, accord- 
ing to forensic usage, to acquit a guilty one 
and declare him righteous, but on account 
of the righteousness of another, namely, of 
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Christ, which righteousness of another is 
communicated to us by faith. Therefore, 
since in this passage our righteousness is the 
imputation of the righteousness of another, 
we must here speak concerning righteousness 
otherwise than when in philosophy or in a 
civil court we seek after the righteousness of 
one’s own work, which certainly is in the will. 
Paul accordingly says, 1 Cor. 1, 30: Of Him 
are ye in Christ Jesus, who of God is made 
unto us Wisdom, and Righteousness, and 
Sanctification, and Redemption. And 2 Cor. 
5, 21: He hath made Him to be sin for us 
who knew no sin, that we might be made the 
righteousness of God in Him. But because 
the righteousness of Christ is given us by 
faith, faith is for this reason righteousness 
in us imputatively, i.e., it is that by which 
we are made acceptable to God on account of 
the imputation and ordinance of God, as Paul 
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says, Rom. 4, 3.5: Faith is reckoned for right- 
eousness. Although on account of certain cap- 
tious persons we must say technically: Faith 
is truly righteousness, because it is obedience 
to the Gospel. For it is evident that obe- 
dience to the command of a superior is truly 
a species of distributive justice. And this 
obedience to the Gospel is reckoned for right- 
eousness, so that, only on account of this, be- 
cause by this we apprehend Christ as Pro- 
pitiator, good works, or obedience to the Law, 
are pleasing. For we do not satisfy the Law, 
but for Christ’s sake this is forgiven us, as 
Paul says, Rom. 8,1: There is therefore now 
no condemnation to them which are in Christ 
Jesus. This faith gives God the honor, gives 
God that which is His own, in this, that, by 
receiving the promises, it obeys Him. Just 
as Paul also says, Rom. 4,20: He staggered 
not at the promise of God through unbelief, 
but was strong in faith, giving glory to God. 
Thus the worship and divine service of the 
Gospel is to receive from God gifts; on the 
contrary, the worship of the Law is to offer 
and present our gifts to God. We can, how- 
ever, offer nothing to God unless we have first 
been reconciled and born again. This passage, 
too, brings the greatest consolation, as the 
chief worship of the Gospel is to wish to re- 
ceive remission of sins, grace, and righteous- 
ness. Of this worship Christ says, John 6, 40: 
This is the will of Him that sent Me, that 
every one which seeth the Son, and believeth 
on Him, may have everlasting life. And the 
Father says, Matt.17,5: This is My beloved 
Son, in whom I am well pleased, hear ye Him. 
The adversaries speak of obedience to the 
Law; they do not speak of obedience to the 
Gospel; and yet we cannot obey the Law, 
unless, through the Gospel, we have been born 
again, since we cannot love God, unless the 
remission of sins has been received. For as 
long as we feel that He is angry with us, 
human nature flees from His wrath and judg- 
ment. If any one should make a cavil such 
as this: If that be faith which wishes those 
things that are offered in the promise, the 
habits of faith and hope seem to be con- 
founded, because hope is that which expects 
promised things, — to this we reply that these 
dispositions cannot in reality be severed, in 
the manner that they are divided by idle 
speculations in the schools. For also in the 
Epistle to the Hebrews faith is defined as 
the substance (exspectatio) of things hoped 
for, Heb. 11,1. Yet if any one wish a dis- 
tinction to be made, we say that the object of 
hope is properly a future event, but that faith 
is concerned with future and present things, 
and receives in the present the remission of 
sins offered in the promise. 

From these statements we hope that it can 
be sufficiently understood, both what faith is, 
and that we are compelled to hold that by 
faith we are justified, reconciled, and re- 
generated, if, indeed, we wish to teach the 
righteousness of the Gospel, and not the right- 
eousness of the Law. For those who teach 
that we are justified by love teach the right- 


eousness of the Law, and do not teach us in 
justification to avail ourselves of Christ as 
Mediator. These things also are manifest, 
namely, that not by love, but by faith, we 
overcome the terrors of sin and death, that 
we cannot oppose our love and fulfilling of 
the Law to the wrath of God, because Paul 
says, Rom. 5,2: By Ohrist we have access to 
God by faith. We urge this sentence so fre- 
quently for the sake of perspicuity. For it 
shows most clearly the state of our whole 
case, and, when carefully considered, can 
teach abundantly concerning the whole mat- 
ter, and can console well-disposed minds. Ac- 
cordingly, it is of advantage to have it at 
hand and in sight, not only that we may be 
able to oppose it to the doctrine of our ad- 
versaries, who teach that we come to God 
not by faith, but by love and merits, with- 
out Christ as Mediator; and also, at the 
same time that, when in fear, we may cheer 
ourselves and exercise faith. This is also 
manifest, that without the aid of, Christ we 
cannot observe the Law, as He Himself says, 
John 15, 5: Without Me ye can do nothing. 
Accordingly, before we observe the Law, our 
hearts must be born again by faith. [From 
the explanations which we have made it can 
easily be inferred what answer must be given 
to similar quotations. For,the rule so inter- 
prets all passages that treat of good works 
that outside of Christ they are to be worthless 
before God, and that the heart must first have 
Christ, and believe that it is accepted with 
God for Christ’s sake, not because of its own 
works. The adversaries also bring forward 
some arguments of the schools, which are 
easily answered, if you know what faith is. 
Tried Christians speak of faith quite dif- 
ferently from the sophists, for we have shown 
before that to believe means to rely on the 
mercy of God, that He desires to be gracious 
for Christ’s sake, without our merits. That 
is what it means to believe the article of the 
forgiveness of sin. To believe this does not 
mean to know the history only, which the 
devils also know. Therefore we can easily 
meet the argument of the schools when they 
say that the devils also believe, therefore 
faith does not justify. Aye, the devils know 
the history, but they do not believe the for- 
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giveness of sin. Again, they say: To be 
righteous is to be obedient. Now, to per- 
form works is certainly obedience; therefore 
works must justify. We should answer this 
as follows: To be righteous is a kind of 
obedience which God accepts as such. Now, 
God is not willing to accept our obedience in 
works as righteousness; for it is not an obedi- 
ence of the heart, because none truly keep 
the Law. For this reason He has ordained 
that there should be another kind of obedi- 
ence which He will accept as righteousness, 
namely, that we are to acknowledge our dis- 
obedience, and trust that we are pleasing to 
God for Christ’s sake, not on account of our 
obedience. Accordingly, to be righteous in 
this case means to be pleasing to God, not on 
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account of our own obedience, but from mercy 
for Christ’s sake. Again, to sin is to hate 
God; therefore, to love God must be right- 
eousness. True, to love God is the righteous- 
ness of the Law. But nobody fulfils this Law. 
Therefore the Gospel teaches a new kind of 
righteousness, namely, that we are pleasing 
to God for Christ’s sake, although we have 
not fulfilled the Law; and yet, we are to be- 
gin to do the Law. Again, what is the dif- 
ference between faith and hope? Answer: 
Hope expects future blessings and deliverance 
from tribulation; faith receives the present 
reconciliation, and concludes in the heart, 
that God has forgiven my sin, and that He 
is now gracious to me. And this is a noble 
service of God, which serves God by giving 
Him the honor, and by esteeming His mercy 
and promise so sure that without merit we 
can receive and expect from Him all manner 
of blessings. And in this service of God the 
heart should be exercised and increase, of 
which the foolish sophists know nothing.] 

Hence it can also be understood why we 
find fault with the doctrine of the adver- 
saries concerning meritum condigm. The de- 
cision is very easy: because they do not make 
mention of faith, that we please God by faith 
for Christ’s sake, but imagine that good 
works, wrought by the aid of the habit of 
love, constitute a righteousness worthy by 
itself to please God, and worthy of eternal 
life, and that they have no need of Christ 
as Mediator. [This can in no wise be toler- 
ated.] What else is this than to transfer 
the glory of Christ to our works, namely, 
that we please God because of our works, and 
not because of Christ? But this is also to 
rob Christ of the glory of being the Mediator, 
who is Mediator perpetually, and not merely 
in the beginning of justification. Paul also 
says, Gal. 2,17, that if one justified in Christ 
have need afterwards to seek righteousness 
elsewhere, he affirms of Christ that He is a 
minister of sin, 7.¢., that He does not fully 
justify. [And this is what the holy, catholic, 
Christian Church teaches, preaches, and con- 
fesses, namely, that we are saved by mercy, 
as we have shown above from Jerome.] And 
most absurd is that which the adversaries 
teach, namely, that good works merit grace 
de condigno, as though indeed after the be- 
ginning of justification, if conscience is ter- 
rified, as is ordinarily the case, grace must 
be sought through a good work, and not by 
faith in Christ. 

Secondly, the doctrine of the adversaries 
leaves consciences in doubt, so that they never 
can be pacified, because the Law always ac- 
cuses us, even in good works. For always 
the flesh lusteth against the Spirit, Gal. 5, 17. 
How, therefore, will conscience here have 
peace without faith, if it believe that, not 
for Christ’s sake, but for the sake of one’s 
own work, it ought now to please God? What 
work will it find, upon what will it firmly 
rely as worthy of eternal life, if, indeed, hope 
ought to originate from merits? Against 
these doubts Paul says, Rom. 5,1: Being 


justified by faith, we have peace with God; 
we ought to be firmly convinced that for 
Christ’s sake righteousness and eternal life 
are granted us. And of Abraham he says, 
Rom. 4,18: Against hope he believed im hope. 


Thirdly, how will conscience know when, 
by the inclination of this habit of love, a 
work has been done of which it may affirm » 
that it merits grace de condigno? But it is 
only to elude the Scriptures that this very 
distinction has been devised, namely, that 
men merit at one time de congruo and at an- 
other time de condigno, because, as we have 
above said, the intention of the one who works 
does not distinguish the kinds of merit; but 
hypocrites, in their security, think simply 
their works are worthy, and that for this 
reason they are accounted righteous. On the 
other hand, terrified consciences doubt con- 
cerning all works, and for this reason are 
continually seeking other works. For this is 
what it means to merit de congruo, namely, 
to doubt and, without faith, to work, until 
despair takes place. In a word, all that the 
adversaries teach in regard to this matter is 
full of errors and dangers. 


Fourthly, the entire [the holy, catholic, 
Christian] Church confesses that eternal life 
is attained through mercy. For thus Augus- 
tine speaks On Grace and Free Will, when, 
indeed, he is speaking of the works of the 
saints wrought after justification: God leads 
us to eternal life not by our merits, but 
according to His mercy. And Confessions, 
Book IX: Woe to the life of man, however 
much it may be worthy of praise, if it be 
judged with mercy removed. And Cyprian 
in his treatise on the Lord’s Prayer: Lest 
any one should flatter himself that he ts in- 
nocent, and by exalting himself, should perish 
the more deeply, he is instructed and taught 
that he sins daily, in that he is bidden to 
entreat daily for his sins. But the subject 
is well known, and has very many and very 
clear testimonies in Scripture, and in the 
Church Fathers, who all with one mouth de- 
clare that, even though we have good works, 
yet in these very works we need mercy. Faith 
looking upon this merey cheers and con- 
soles us. Wherefore the adversaries teach 
erroneously when they so extol merits as to 
add nothing concerning this faith that ap- 
prehends mercy. For just as we have above 
said that the promise and faith stand in 
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a reciprocal relation, and that the promise 
is not apprehended unless by faith, so we 
here say that the promised mercy correlatively 
requires faith, and cannot’ be apprehended 
without faith. Therefore we justly find fault 
with the doctrine concerning meritwm con- 
digi, since it teaches nothing of justifying 
faith, and obscures the glory and office of 
Christ as Mediator. Nor should we be re- 
garded as teaching anything new in this mat- 
ter, since the Church Fathers have so clearly 
handed down the doctrine that even in good 
works we need mercy. 
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Scripture also” often inculcates the same. 
In Ps. 143,2: And enter not into judgment 
with Thy servant; for in Thy sight shall no 
man living be justified. This passage denies 
absolutely, even to all saints and servants of 
God, the glory of righteousness, if God does 
not forgive, but judges and convicts their 
hearts. For when David boasts in other 
places of his righteousness, he speaks con- 
cerning his own cause against the persecutors 
of God’s Word; he does not speak of his 
personal purity; and he asks that the cause 
and glory of God be defended, as in Ps. 7, 8: 
Judge me, O Lord, according to Thy right- 
eousness, and according to mine integrity 
that is in me. Likewise in Ps. 130, 3, he says 
that no one can endure God’s judgment, if 
God were to mark our sins: Jf Thou, Lord, 
shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who shall 
stand? Job 9, 28: I am afraid of all my sor- 
rows [VULG., opera, works]; v.30: If I wash 
myself with snow-water, and make my hands 
never so clean, yet Thow shalt plunge me in 
the ditch. Prov. 20,9: Who can say, I have 
made my heart clean, I am pure from my sin? 
1 John 1, 8: If we say that we have no sin, 
we decewe ourselves and the truth is not in 
‘us, etc. And in the Lord’s Prayer the saints 
ask for the remission of sins. Therefore even 
the saints have sins. Num.14,18: The in- 
nocent shall not be innocent [cf. Ex. 34, 7]. 
Deut. 4, 24: The Lord, thy God, is a con- 
suming fire. Zechariah also says, 2,13: Be 
silent, O all flesh, before the Lord. Is. 40,6: 
All flesh is as grass, and all the goodliness 
thereof is as the flower of the field; the grass 
withereth, the flower fadeth, because the 
Spirit of the Lord bloweth upon it, 1. e., flesh 
and righteousness of the flesh cannot endure 
the judgment of God. Jonah also says, chap. 
2,8: They that observe lying vanities for- 
sake their own mercy, %.¢., all confidence is 
vain, except confidence in mercy; mercy de- 
livers us; our own merits, our own efforts, 
do not. Accordingly, Daniel also prays, 
9,18sq.: For we do not present our suppli- 
cations before Thee for our righteousnesses, 
but for Thy great mercies. O Lord, hear; 
O Lord, forgive; O Lord, hearken and do it; 
defer not for Thine own sake, O my God; for 
Thy city and Thy people are called by Thy 
name. Thus Daniel teaches us in praying to 
lay hold upon mercy, 7. e., to trust in God’s 
mercy, and not to trust in our own merits 
before God. We also wonder what our ad- 
versaries do in prayer, if, indeed, the profane 
men ever ask anything of God. If they de- 
clare that they are worthy because they have 
love and good works, and ask for grace as 
a debt, they pray precisely like the Pharisee 
in Luke 18, 11, who says: J am not as other 
men are. He who thus prays for grace, and 
does not rely upon God’s mercy, treats Christ 
with dishonor, who, since He is our High 
Priest, intercedes for us. Thus, therefore, 
prayer relies upon God’s merey, when we be- 
lieve that we are heard for the sake of Christ, 
the High Priest, as He Himself says, John 
14, 13: Whatsoever ye shall ask the Father 


in My name, He will give it you. In My 
name, He says, because without this High 
Priest we cannot approach the Father. 

[All prudent men will see what follows 
from the opinion of the adversaries. For if 
we shall believe that Christ has merited only 
the prima gratia, as they call it, and that we 
afterwards merit eternal life by our works, 
hearts or consciences ‘will be pacified neither 
at the hour of death, nor at any other time, 
nor can they ever build upon certain ground; 
they are never certain that God is gracious. 
Thus their doctrine unintermittingly leads 
to nothing but misery of soul and, finally, to 
despair. For God’s Law is not a matter of 
pleasantry; it ceaselessly accuses consciences 
outside of Christ, as Paul says, Rom. 4, 15: 
The Law worketh wrath. Thus it will hap- 
pen that if consciences feel the judgment of 
God, they have no certain comfort and will 
rush into despair. 

Paul says: Whatsoever is not of faith ts 
sin, Rom. 14, 28. But those persons can do 
nothing from faith who are first to attain to 
this that God is gracious to them only when 
they have at length fulfilled the Law. They 
will always quake with doubt whether they 
have done enough good works, whether the 
Law has been satisfied, yea, they will keenly 
feel and understand that they are still under 
obligation to the Law. Accordingly, they 
will never be sure that they have a gracious 
God, and that their prayer is heard. There- 
fore they can never truly love God, nor ex- 
pect any blessing from Him, nor truly wor- 
ship God. What else are such hearts and 
consciences than hell itself, since there is 
nothing in them but despair, fainting away, 
grumbling, discontent, and hatred of God, and 
yet in this hatred they invoke and worship 
God, just as Saul worshiped Him. 

Here we appeal to all Christian minds and 
to all that are experienced in trials; they 
will be forced to confess and say that such 
great uncertainty, such disquietude, such tor- 
ture and anxiety, such horrible fear and doubt 
follow from this teaching of the adversaries 
who imagine that we are accounted righteous 
before God by our own works or fulfilling of 
the Law which we perform, and point us to 
Queer Street by bidding us trust not in the 
rich, blessed promises of Grace, given us by 
Christ the Mediator, but in our own miserable 
works. Therefore, this conclusion stands like 
a rock, yea, like a wall, namely, that, al- 
though we have begun to do the Law, still 
we are accepted with God and at peace with 
Him, not on account of such works of ours, 
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but for Christ’s sake by faith; nor does God 
owe us everlasting life on account of these 
works. But just as forgiveness of sin and 
righteousness is imputed to us for Christ’s 
sake, not on account of our works, or the Law, 
so everlasting life, together with righteous- 
ness, is offered us, not on account of our 
works, or of the Law, but for Christ’s sake, 
as Christ says, John 6, 40: This is the 
Father's will that sent Me, that every one 
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which seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, 
may have everlasting life. Again, v.47: He 
that believeth on the Son hath everlasting 
life. Now, the adversaries should be asked at 
this point what advice they give to poor con- 
sciences in the hour of death: whether they 
comfort consciences by telling them that they 
will have a blessed departure, that they will 
be saved, and have a propitiated God, because 
of their own merits, or because of God’s grace 
and mercy for Christ’s sake. For St. Peter, 
St. Paul, and saints like them cannot boast 
that God owes them eternal life for their 
martyrdom, nor have they relied on their 
works, but on the merey promised in Christ. 

Nor would it be possible that a saint, great 
and high though he be, could make a firm 
stand against the accusations of the divine 
Law, the great might of the devil, the terrors 
of death, and, finally, against despair and the 
anguish of hell, if he would not grasp the 
divine promises, the Gospel, as a tree or 
branch in the great flood, in the strong, vio- 
lent stream, amidst the waves and billows of 


‘the anguish of death; if he does not cling by 


faith to the Word, which proclaims grace, 
and thus obtains eternal life without works, 
without the Law, from pure grace. For this 
doctrine alone preserves Christian consciences 
in afflictions and anguish of death. Of these 
things the adversaries know nothing, and talk 
of them like a blind man about color. 

Here they will say: If we are to be saved 
by pure mercy, what difference is there be- 
tween those who are saved, and those who are 
not saved? If merit is of no account, there 
is no difference between the evil and the good, 
and it follows that both are saved alike. This 
argument has moved the scholastics to invent 
the meritum, condigm; for there must be 
(they think) a difference between those who 
are saved, and those who are damned. 

We reply, in the first place, that. everlast- 
ing life is accorded to those whom God es- 
teems just, and when they have been esteemed 
just, they are become, by that act, the chil- 
dren of God and coheirs of Christ, as Paul 
says, Rom. 8, 30: Whom He justified, them 
He also glorified. Hence nobody is saved ex- 
cept only those who believe the Gospel. But 
as our reconciliation with God is uncertain 
if it is to rest on our works, and not on the 
gracious promise of God, which cannot fail, 
so, too, all that we expect by hope would be 
uncertain if it must be built on the foun- 
dation of our merits and works. For the 
Law of God ceaselessly accuses the conscience, 
and men feel in their hearts nothing but this 
voice from the fiery, flaming cloud: I am the 
Lord, thy God; this thou shalt do; that thou 
art obliged to do; this I require of thee. 
Deut. 5, 6 ff. No conscience can for a mo- 
ment be at rest when the Law and Moses as- 
sails the heart, before it apprehends Christ 
by faith. Nor can it truly hope for eternal 
life, unless it be pacified before. For a doubt. 
ing conscience flees from God, despairs, and 
cannot hope. However, hope of eternal life 
must be certain. Now, in order that it may 


not be fickle, but certain, we must believe 
that we have eternal life, not by our works 
or merits, but from pure grace, by faith in 
Christ. 

In secular affairs and in secular courts we 
meet with both, mercy and justice. Justice 
is certain by the laws and the verdict ren- 
dered; mercy is uncertain. In this matter 
that relates to God the case is different; for 
grace and mercy have been promised us by 
a certain word, and the Gospel is the word 
which commands us to believe that God is 
gracious and wishes to save us for Christ’s 
sake, as the text reads, John 3, 17: God sent 
not His Son into the world to condemn the 
world, but that the world through Him might 
be saved. He that believeth on Him is not 
condemned. 2 

Now, whenever we speak of mercy, the 
meaning is to be this, that faith is required, 
and it is this faith that makes the difference 
between those who are saved, and those who 
are damned, between those who are worthy, 
and those who are unworthy. For everlasting 


life has been promised to none but those who ' 


have been reconciled by Christ. Faith, how- 
ever, reconciles and justifies before God the 
moment we apprehend the promise by faith. 
And throughout our entire life we are to pray 
God and be diligent, to receive faith and to 
grow in faith. For, as stated before, faith 
is where repentance is, and it is not in those 
who walk after the flesh. This faith is to 
grow and increase throughout our life by all 
manner of afflictions. Those who obtain faith 
are regenerated, so that they lead a new life 
and do good works. 

Now, just as we say that true repentance 
is to endure throughout our entire life, we 
say, too, that good works and the fruits of 
faith must be done throughout our life, al- 
though our works never become so precious 
as to be equal to the treasure of Christ, or to 
merit eternal life, as Christ says, Luke 17, 10: 
When ye shall have done all those things 
which are commanded you, say, We are un- 
profitable servants. And St. Bernard truly 
says: There is need that you must first be- 
lieve that you cannot have forgiveness of sin 
except by the grace of God; next, that there- 
after you cannot have and do any good work, 
unless God grants it to you; lastly, that you 
cannot earn eternal life with your works, 
though it is not given you without merit. 
A little further on he says: Let no one de- 
ceive himself; for when you rightly consider 
the matter, you will undoubtedly find that 
you cannot meet with ten thousand him who 
approaches you with twenty thousand. These 
are strong sayings of St. Bernard; let them 
believe these if they will not believe us. 
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In order, then, that hearts may have a true, 
certain comfort and hope, we point them, with 
Paul, to the divine promise of grace in Christ, 
and teach that we must believe that God gives 
us eternal life, not on account of our works, 
but for Christ’s sake, as the Apostle John 
says in his Epistle, I, 5,12: He that hath the 
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Son hath life, and he that hath not the Son 


of God hath not life.] 

Here belongs also the declaration of Christ, 
Luke 17, 10: So likewise ye, when ye shall 
have done all those things which are com- 
manded you, say, We are unprofitable ser- 
vants. These words clearly declare that God 
saves by mercy and on account of His promise, 
not that it is due on account of the value of 
our works. But at this point the adversaries 
play wonderfully with the words of Christ. 
In the first place, they make an antistrophe 
and turn it against us. Much more, they 
say, can it be said: “If we have believed all 
things, say, We are unprofitable servants.” 
Then they add that works are of no profit to 
God, but are not without profit to us. See 
how the puerile study of sophistry delights 
the adversaries, and although ‘these absurdi- 
ties do not deserve a refutation, nevertheless 
we will reply to them in a few words. The 
antistrophe is defective. For, in the first 
place, the adversaries are deceived in regard 
to the term faith; because, if it would sig- 
nify that knowledge of the history which is 
also in the wicked and in devils, the adver- 
saries would be correct in arguing that faith 
is unprofitable when they say: “When we 
have believed all things, say, We are un- 
profitable servants.” But we are speaking, 
not of the knowledge of the history, but of 
confidence in the promise and mercy of God. 
And this confidence in the promise confesses 
that we are unprofitable servants; yea, this 
confession that our works are unworthy is 
the very voice of faith, as appears in this ex- 
ample of Daniel, 9, 18, which we cited a little 
above: We do not present our supplications 
before Thee for our righteousnesses, etc. For 
faith saves because it apprehends mercy, or 
the promise’of grace, even though our works 
are unworthy; and, thus understood, namely, 
that our works are unworthy, the antistrophe 
does not injure us: “When ye shall have be- 
lieved all things, say, We are unprofitable 
servants’; for that we are saved by mercy, 
we teach with the entire Church. But if 
they mean to argue from the similar: When 
you have done all things, do not trust in your 
works, so also, when you have believed all 
things, do not trust in the divine promise, 
there is no connection. [The inference is 
wrong: “Works do not help; therefore, faith 
also does not help.” We must give the un- 
cultured men a homely illustration: It does 
not follow that because a half-farthing does 
not help, therefore a florin also does not help. 
Just as the florin is of much higher denomi- 
nation and value than the half-farthing, so 
also should it be understood that faith is 
much higher and more efficacious than works. 
Not that faith helps because of its worth, but 
because it trusts in God’s promises and mercy. 
Faith is strong, not because of its worthiness, 
but because of the divine promise.] For they 
are very dissimilar, as the causes and objects 
of confidence in the former proposition are 
far dissimilar to those of the latter. In the 
former, confidence is confidence in our own 

Book of Concord. 


In the latter, confidence is confidence 
Christ, however, con- 


works. 
in the divine promise. 
demns confidence in our works; He does not 
condemn confidence in His promise. He does 
not wish us to despair of God’s grace and 
mercy. He accuses our works as unworthy, 
but does not accuse the promise which freely 
offers mercy. And here Ambrose says well: 
Grace is to be acknowledged; but nature 
must not be disregarded. We must trust in 
the promise of grace and not in our own 
nature. But the adversaries act in accord- 
ance with their custom, and distort, against 
faith, the judgments which have been given 
on behalf of faith. [Hence, Christ in this 
place forbids men to trust in their own works; 
for they cannot help them. On the other 
hand, He does not forbid to trust in God’s 
promise. Yea, He requires such trust in the 
promise of God for the very reason that we 
are unprofitable servants and works can be 
of no help. Therefore, the knaves have im- 
properly applied to our trust in the divine 
promise the words of Christ which treat of 
trust, in our own worthiness. This clearly 
reveals and defeats their sophistry. May the 
Lord Christ soon put to shame the sophists 
who thus mutilate His holy Word! Amen.] 
We leave, however, these thorny points to the 
schools. The sophistry is plainly puerile 
when they interpret “unprofitable servant,” 
as meaning that the works are unprofitable 
to God, but are profitable to us. Yet Christ 
speaks concerning that profit which makes 
God a debtor of grace to us, although it is 
out of place to discuss here concerning that 
which is profitable or unprofitable. For “un- 
profitable servants” means “insufficient,” be- 


» cause no one fears God as much, and loves 


God as much, and believes God as much as 
he ought. But let us dismiss these frigid 
cavils of the adversaries, concerning which, 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 217.] 

if at any time they are brought to the light, 
prudent men will easily decide what they 
should judge. They have found a flaw in 
words which are very plain and clear. But 
every one sees that in this passage confidence 
in our own works is condemned. 

Let us, therefore, hold fast to this which 
the Church confesses, namely, that we are 
saved by mercy. And lest any one may here 
think: “If we are to be saved by mercy, hope 


will be uncertain, if in those who obtain sal- 


vation nothing precedes by which they may be 
distinguished from those who do not obtain 
it,’ we must give him a satisfactory answer. 
For the scholastics, moved by this reason, 
seem to have devised the meritwm condigni. 
For this consideration can greatly exercise 
the human mind. We will therefore reply 
briefly. For the very reason that hope may 
be sure, for the very reason that there may 
be an antecedent distinction between those 
who obtain salvation, and those who do not 
obtain it, it is necessary firmly to hold that 
we are saved by mercy. When this is ex- 
pressed thus unqualifiedly, it seems absurd. 
For in civil courts and in human judgment, 
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that which is of right or of debt is certain, 
and mercy is uncertain. But the matter is 
different with respect to God’s judgment; for 
here mercy has a clear and certain promise 
and command from God. For the Gospel is 
properly that command which enjoins us to 
believe that God is propitious to us for 
Christ’s sake. For God sent not His Son into 
the world to condemn the world, but that the 
world through Him might be saved, John 3, 
17.18. As often, therefore, as mercy is spoken 
of, faith in the promise must be added; and 
this faith produces sure hope, because it relies 
upon the Word and command of God. If 
hope would rely upon works, then, indeed, it 
would be uncertain, because works cannot 
pacify the conscience, as has been said above 
frequently. And this faith makes a distinc- 
tion between those who obtain salvation, and* 
those who do not obtain it.. Faith makes the 
distinction between the worthy and the un- 
worthy, because eternal life has been promised 
to the justified; and faith justifies. 


But here again the adversaries will cry 
out that there is no need of good works if 
they do not merit eternal life. These calum- 
nies we have refuted above. Of course, it is 
necessary to do good works. We say that 
eternal life has been promised to the justified. 
But those who walk according to the flesh re- 
tain neither faith nor righteousness. We are 
for this very end justified, that, being right- 
eous, we may begin to do good works and to 
obey God’s Law. We are regenerated and re- 
ceive the Holy Ghost for the very end that 
the new life may produce new works, new 
dispositions, the fear and love of God, hatred 
of concupiscence, ete. This faith of which we 
speak arises in repentance, and ought to be 
established and grow in the midst of good 
works, temptations, and dangers, so that we 
may continually be the more firmly persuaded 
that God for Christ’s sake cares for us, for- 
gives us, hears us. This is not learned with- 
out many and great struggles. How often is 
conscience aroused, how often does it incite 
even to despair when it brings to view sins, 
either old or new, or the impurity of our 
nature! This handwriting is not blotted out 
without a great struggle, in which experi- 
ence testifies what a difficult matter faith is. 
And while we are cheered in the midst of the 
terrors and receive consolation, other spiritual 


movements at the same time grow, the knowl-» 


edge of God, fear of God, hope, love of God; 
and we are regenerated, as Paul says, Col. 
3, 10 and 2 Cor. 3, 18, in the knowledge of 
God, and, beholding the glory of the Lord, are 
changed into the same image, i. e., we receive 
the true knowledge of God, so that we truly 
fear Him, truly trust that we are cared for, 
and that we are heard by Him. This regen- 
eration is, as it were, the beginning of eternal 
life, as Paul says, Rom. 8,10: Jf Christ be th 
you, the body is dead because of sin; but the 
Spirit is life because of righteousness. And 
2 Cor. 5, 2. 3: We are clothed upon, if so be 
that, being clothed, we shall not be found 
naked. From these statements the candid 
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reader can judge that we certainly require 
good works, since we teach that this faith 
arises in repentance, and in repentance ought 
continually to increase; and in these matters 
we place Christian and spiritual perfection, 
if repentance and faith grow together in re- 
pentance. This can be better understood by | 
the godly than those things which are taught 
by the adversaries concerning contemplation 
or perfection. Just as, however, justification 
pertains to faith, so also life eternal pertains 
to faith. And Peter says, 1 Pet. 1,9: Re- 
ceiving the end, or fruit, of your faith, the 
salvation of your souls. For the adversaries 
confess that the justified are children of God 
and coheirs of Christ. Afterwards works, be- 
cause on account of faith they please God, 
merit other bodily and spiritual rewards. 
For there will be distinctions in the glory of 
the saints. 

But here the adversaries reply that eternal 
life is called a reward, and that therefore it 
is merited de condigno by good works. We 
reply briefly and plainly: Paul, Rom. 6, 23, 
calls eternal life a gift, because by the right- 
eousness presented for Christ’s sake, we are 
made at the same time sons of God and co- 
heirs of Christ, as John says, 3,36: He that 
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life. 
And Augustine says, as also do very many 
others who follow him: God crowns His gifts 
im us. Elsewhere indeed, Luke 6, 23, it is 
written: Your reward is great in heaven. If 
these passages seem to the adversaries to 
conflict, they themselves may explain them. 
But they are not fair judges; for they omit 
the word gift. They omit also the sources of 
the entire matter [the chief part, how we are 
justified before God, also that Christ remains 
at all times the Mediator], and they select 
the word reward, and most harshly interpret 
this not only against Scripture, but also 
against the usage of the language. Hence 
they infer that inasmuch as it is called a 
reward, our works, therefore, are such that 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 219.] 
they ought to be a price for which eternal 
life is due. They are, therefore, worthy of 
grace and life eternal, and do not stand in 
need of mercy, or of Christ as Mediator, or 
of faith. This logic is altogether new; we 
hear the term reward, and therefore are to 
infer that there is no need of Christ as Medi- 
ator, or of faith having access to God for 
Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of our 
works! Who does not see that these are 
anacoluthons? We do not contend concern- 
ing the term reward. We dispute concerning 
this matter, namely, whether good works are 
of themselves worthy of grace and of eternal 
life, or whether they please only on account 
of. faith, which apprehends Christ as Medi- 
ator. Our adversaries not only ascribe this 
to works, namely, that they are worthy of 
grace and of eternal life, but they also state 
falsely that they have superfluous merits, 
which they can grant to others, and by which 
they can justify others, as when monks sell 
the merits of their orders to others. These 


Apology of the Augsburg Oonfession. Art. IIT. 67 


monstrosities they heap up in the manner of 
Chrysippus, where this, one word reward is 
heard, namely: “It is called a reward, and 
therefore we have works which are a price 
for which a reward is due; therefore works 
please by themselves, and not for the sake of 
Christ as Mediator. And since one has more 
merits than another, therefore some have 
superfluous merits. And those who merit 
them can bestow these merits upon others.” 
Stop, reader; you have not the whole of this 
sorites. For certain sacraments of this dona- 
tion must be added; the hood is placed upon 
the dead. [As the Barefooted monks and other 
orders have shamelessly done in placing the 
hoods of their orders upon dead bodies.] By 
such accumulations the blessings brought us 
in Christ, and the righteousness of faith have 
been obscured. [These are acute and strong 
arguments, all of which they can spin from 
the single word reward, whereby they obscure 
Christ and faith.] 


We are not agitating an idle logomachy 
concerning the term reward [but this great, 
exalted, most important matter, namely, 
where Christian hearts are to find true and 
certain consolation; again, whether our works 
can give consciences rest and peace; again, 
whether we are to believe that our works are 
worthy of eternal life, or whether that is 
given us for Christ’s sake. These are the 
real questions regarding these matters; if 
consciences are not rightly instructed con- 
cerning these, they can have no certain com- 
fort. However, we have stated clearly enough 
that good works do not fulfil the Law, that 
we need the mercy of God, that by faith we 
are accepted with God, that good works, be 
they ever so precious, even if they were the 
works of St. Paul himself, cannot bring rest 
to the conscience. From all this it follows 
that we are to believe that we obtain eternal 
life through Christ by faith, not on account 
of our works, or of the Law. But what do 
we say of the reward which Scripture men- 
tions?] If the adversaries will concede that 
we are accounted righteous by faith because 
of Christ, and that good works please God 
because of faith, we will not afterwards con- 
tend much concerning the term reward. We 
confess that eternal life is a reward, because 
it is something due on account of the promise, 
not on account of our merits. For the justi- 
fication has been promised, which we have 
above shown to be properly a gift of God; 
and to this gift has been added the promise 
of eternal life, according to Rom. 8, 30: 
Whom He justified, them He also glorified. 
Here belongs what Paul says, 2 Tim. 4, 8: 
There is laid up for me a crown of righteous- 
ness, which the Lord, the righteous Judge, 
shall give me. For the crown is due the jus- 
tified because of the promise. And _ this 
promise saints should know, not that they 
may labor for their own profit, for they ought 
to labor for the glory of God; but in order 
that they may not despair in afflictions, they 
should know God’s will, that He desires to 
aid, to deliver, to protect them. [Just as the 


inheritance and all possessions of a father 
are given to the son, as a rich compensation 
and reward for his obedience, and yet the 
son receives the inheritance, not on account 
of his merit, but because the father, for the 
reason that he is his father, wants him to 
have it. Therefore it is a sufficient reason 
why eternal life is called a reward, because 
thereby the tribulations which we suffer, and 
the works of love which we do, are compen- 
sated, although we have not deserved it. For 
there are two kinds of compensation: one, 
which we are obliged, the other, which we 
are not obliged, to render. H.g., when the 
emperor grants a servant a principality, he 
therewith compensates the servant’s work; 
and yet the work is not worth the princi- 
pality, but the servant acknowledges that he 
has received a gracious lien. Thus God does 
not owe us eternal life, still, when He grants 
it to believers for Christ’s sake, that is a 
compensation for our sufferings and works.] 
Although the perfect hear the mention of 
penalties and rewards in one way, and the 
weak hear it in another way; for the weak 
labor for the sake of their own advantage. 
And yet the preaching of rewards and punish- 
ments is necessary. In the preaching of 
punishments the wrath of God is set forth, 
and therefore this pertains to the preaching 
of repentance. In the preaching of rewards, 
grace is set forth. And just as Scripture, 
in the mention of good works, often embraces 
faith, — for it wishes righteousness of the 
heart to be included with the fruits, — so 
sometimes it offers grace together with other 
rewards, as in Is. 58, 8 f., and frequently in 
other places in the prophets. We also con- 
fess what we have often testified, that, al- 
though justification and eternal life pertain 
to faith, nevertheless good works merit other 
bodily and spiritual rewards [which are ren- 
dered both in this life and after this life; for 
God defers most rewards until He glorifies 
saints after this life, because He wishes them 
in this life to be exercised in mortifying the 
old man] and degrees of rewards, according 
to 1 Cor. 3,8: Hvery man shall receive his 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 221.] 
own reward according to his own labor. [For 
the blessed will have reward, one higher than 
the other. This difference merit makes, ac- 
cording as it pleases God; and it is merit, be- 
cause they do these good works whom God has 
adopted as children and heirs. For thus they 
have merit, which is their own and peculiar, 
as one child with respect to another.] For 
the righteousness of the Gospel, which has 
to do with the promise of grace, freely re- 
ceives justification and quickening. But the 
fulfilling of the Law, which follows faith, has 
to do with the Law, in which a reward is 
offered and is due, not freely, but according 
to our works. But those who merit this are 
justified before they do the Law. Therefore, 
as Paul says, Col. 1,13; Rom. 8, 17, they have 
before been translated into the kingdom of 
God’s Son, and been made joint-heirs with 
Christ. But as often as mention is made of 
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merit, the adversaries immediately transfer 
the matter from other rewards to justifica- 
tion, although the Gospel freely offers justi- 
fication on account of Christ’s merits and 
not of our own; and the merits of Christ 
are communicated to us by faith. But works 
and aftlictions merit, not justification, but 
other remunerations, as the reward is offered 
for the works in these passages: He which 
soweth sparingly shall reap also sparingly, 
and he which soweth bountifully shall reap 
also bountifully, 2 Cor.9,6. Here clearly the 
measure of the reward is connected with the 
measure of the work. Honor thy father and 
thy mother, that thy days may be long upon 
the land, Ex. 20,12. Also here the Law offers 
a reward to a certain work. Although, there- 
fore, the fulfilling of the Law merits a re- 
ward, for a reward properly pertains to the 
Law, yet we ought to be mindful of the 
Gospel, which freely offers justification for 
Christ’s sake. We neither observe the Law, 
nor can observe it, before we have been recon- 
ciled to God, justified, and regenerated. 
Neither would this fulfilling of the Law 
please God, unless we would be accepted on 
account of faith. And because men are ac- 
cepted on account of faith, for this very 
reason the inchoate fulfilling of the Law 
’ pleases, and has a reward in this life and 
after this life. Concerning the term reward, 
very many other remarks might here be made, 
derived from the nature of the Law, which, 
as they are too extensive, must be explained 
in another connection. 


But the adversaries urge that it is the pre- 
rogative of good works to merit eternal life, 
because Paul says, Rom. 2,6: Who will ren- 
der to every one according to his. works. 
Likewise v.10: Glory, honor, and peace to 
every man that worketh good. John 5, 29: 
They that have done good [shall come forth] 
unto the resurrection of life. Matt. 25, 35: 
I was.an hungred and ye gave Me meat, ete. 
In these and all similar passages in which 
works are praised in the Scriptures, it is 
necessary to understand not only outward 
works, but also the faith of the heart, be- 
cause Scripture does not speak of hypocrisy, 
but of the righteousness of the heart with its 
fruits. Moreover, as often as mention is made 
of the Law and of works, we must know that 
Christ as Mediator is not to be excluded. For 
He is the end of the Law, and He Himself 
says, John 15,5: Without Me ye can ‘do 
nothing... According to this rule we have said 
above that all passages concerning works can 
be judged. Wherefore, when eternal life is 
granted to works, it is granted to those who 
have been justified, because no men except 
justified men, who are led by the Spirit of 
Christ, can do good works; and without faith 
and Christ, as Mediator, good works do not 
please, according to Heb. 11,6: Without faith 
it is wmpossible to please God. When Paul 
says: He will render to every one according 
to his works, not only the outward work 
ought to be understood, but all righteousness 
or unrighteousness. So: Glory to him that 


worketh good, i. e., to the righteous. Ye gave 
Me meat, is cited as the fruit and witness of 
the righteousness of the heart and of faith, 
and therefore eternal life is rendered to right- 
eousness. [There it must certainly be ac- 
knowledged that Christ means not only the 
works, but that He desires to have the heart, 
which He wishes to esteem God aright, and 
to believe correctly concerning Him, namely, 
that it is through mercy that it is pleasing 
to God. Therefore Christ teaches that ever- 
lasting life will be given the righteous, as 
Christ says: The righteous shall go into ever- 
lasting life.] In this way Scripture, at the 
same time with the fruits, embraces the right- 
eousness of the heart. And it often names 
the fruits, in order that it may be better 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 223.] 
understood by the inexperienced, and to sig- 
nify that a new life and regeneration, and 
not hypocrisy, are required. But regenera- 
tion occurs, by faith, in repentance. 

No sane man can judge otherwise; neither 
do we here affect any idle subtilty, so as to 
separate the fruits from the righteousness of 
the heart; if the adversaries would only have 
conceded that the fruits please because of 
faith, and of Christ as Mediator, and that 
by themselves they are not worthy of grace 
and of eternal life. For in the doctrine of 
the adversaries we condemn this, that in such 
passages of Scripture, understood either in 
a philosophical or a Jewish manner, they 
abolish the righteousness of faith; and ex- 
elude Christ as Mediator. From these pas- 
sages they infer that works merit grace, some- 
times de congruo, and at other times de con- 
digno, namely, when love is added; i. e., that 
they justify, and because they are righteous- 
ness they are worthy of eternal life. This 
error manifestly abolishes the righteousness 
of faith, which believes that we have access 
to God for Christ’s sake, not for the sake of 
our works, and that through Christ, as Priest 
and Mediator, we are led to the Father, and 
have a reconciled Father, as has been suf- 
ficiently said above. And this doctrine con- 
cerning the righteousness of faith is not to 
be neglected in the Church of Christ, because 
without it the office of Christ cannot be con- 
sidered, and the doctrine of justification that 
is left is only a doctrine of the Law. But 
we should retain the Gospel, and the doctrine 
concerning the promise, granted for Christ’s 
sake. 

[We are here not seeking an unnecessary 
subtilty, but there is a great reason why we 
must have a reliable account as regards these 
questions. For as soon as we concede to the 
adversaries that works merit eternal life, they 
spin from this concession the awkward teach- 
ing that we are able to keep the Law of God, 
that we are not in need of mercy, that we are 
righteous before God, that is, accepted with 
God by our works, not for the sake of Christ, 
that we can also do works of supererogations, 
namely, more than the Law requires. Thus 
the entire teaching concerning faith is sup- 
pressed. However, if there is to be and abide 
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a Christian Church, the pure teaching con- 
cerning Christ, concerning the righteousness 
of faith, must surely be preserved. Therefore 
we must fight against these great pharisaical 
errors, in order that we redeem the name of 
Christ and the honor of the Gospel and of 
Christ, and preserve for Christian hearts a 
true, permanent, certain consolation. For 
how is it possible that a heart or conscience 
can obtain rest, or hope for salvation, when 
in afflictions and in the anguish of death our 
works in the judgment and sight of God 
utterly become dust, unless it becomes certain 
by faith that men are saved by mercy, for 
Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of their 
works, their fulfilling of the Law? And, in- 
deed, St. Laurentius, when placed on the 
gridiron, and being tortured for Christ’s sake, 


did not think that by this work he was per-’ 


fectly and absolutely fulfilling the Law, that 
he was -without sin, that he did not need 
Christ as Mediator and the mercy of God. 
He rested his case, indeed, with the prophet, 
who says: Hnter not into judgment with Thy 
servant; for in Thy sight shall no man living 
be justified, Ps. 143,2. Nor did St. Bernard 
boast that his works were worthy of eter- 
nal life, when he says: Perdite viai, I have 
led a sinful life, ete. But he boldly com- 
forts himself, clings to the promise of grace, 
and believes that he has remission of sins 
and life eternal for Christ’s sake, just as 
Psalm 32, 1 teaches: Blessed is he whose 
transgression is forgiven, whose sin is cov- 
ered. And Paul says, Rom.4,6: David also 
describeth the blessedness of the man to whom 
God imputeth righteousness without works. 
Paul, then, says that he is blessed to whom 
righteousness is imputed through faith im 
Christ, even though he have not performed 
any good works. That is the true, permanent 
consolation, by which hearts and consciences 
can be confirmed and encouraged, namely, 
that for Christ’s sake, through faith, the re- 
mission of sins, righteousness, and life eternal 
are given us. Now, if passages which treat 
of works are understood in such a manner 
as to comprise faith, they are not opposed 
to our doctrine. And, indeed, it is necessary 
always to add faith, so as not to exclude 
Christ as Mediator. But the fulfilment of 
the Law follows faith; for the Holy Ghost 
is present, who renews life. Let this suffice 
concerning this article.] 


We are not, therefore, on this topic con- 
tending with the adversaries concerning a 
small matter. We are not seeking out idle 
subtilties when we find fault with them for 
teaching that we merit eternal life by works, 
while that faith is omitted which apprehends 
Christ as Mediator. For of this faith which 
believes that for Christ’s sake the Father is 
propitious to us there is not a syllable in 
the scholastics. Everywhere they hold that 
we are accepted and righteous because of our 
works, wrought either from reason, or cer- 
tainly wrought by the inclination of that love 
concerning which they speak. And yet they 
have certain sayings, maxims, as it were, of 


the old writers, which they distort in inter- 
preting. In the schools the boast is made 
that good works please on account of grace, 
and that confidence must be put in God’s 
grace. Here they interpret grace as a habit 
by which we love God, as though, indeed, the 
ancients meant to say that we ought to trust 
in our love, of which we certainly experience 
how small and how impure it is. Although 
it is strange how they bid us trust in love, 
since they teach us that we are not able to 
know whether it be present. Why do they 
not here set forth the grace, the mercy of 
God toward us? And as often as mention is 
made of this, they ought to add faith. For 
the promise of God’s mercy, reconciliation, 
and love towards us is not apprehended un- 
less by faith. With this view they would be 
right in saying that we ought to trust in 
grace, that good works please because of grace, 


[Ooncordia Triglotta, p. 225.] 

when faith apprehends grace. In the schools 
the boast is also made that our good works 
avail by virtue of Christ’s passion. Well 
said! But why add nothing concerning faith? 
For Christ is a propitiation, as Paul, Rom. 
3,25, says, through faith. When timid con- 
sciences are comforted by faith, and are con- 
vinced that our sins have been blotted out by 
the death of Christ, and that God has been 
reconciled to us on account of Christ’s suf- 
fering, then, indeed, the suffering of Christ 
profits us. If the doctrine concerning faith 
be omitted, it is said in vain that works avail 
by virtue of Christ’s passion. 

And very many other passages they cor- 
rupt in the schools because they do not teach 
the righteousness of faith, and because they 
understand by faith merely a knowledge of 
the history or of dogmas, and do not under- 
stand by it that virtue which apprehends the 
promise of grace and of righteousness, and 
which quickens hearts in the terrors of sin 
and of death. When Paul says, Rom. 10, 10: 
With the heart man believeth unto righteous- 
ness, and with the mouth confession is made 
unto salvation, we think that the adversaries 
acknowledge here that confession justifies or 
saves, not e# opere operato, but only on ac-* 
count of the faith of the heart. And Paul 
thus says that confession saves, in order to 
show what sort of faith obtains eternal life; 
namely, that which is firm and active. That 
faith, however, which does not manifest it- 
self in confession is not firm. Thus other 
good works please on account of faith, as also 
the prayers of the Church ask that all things 
may be accepted for Christ’s sake. They like- 
wise ask all things for Christ’s sake. For it 
is manifest that at the close of prayers this 
clause is always added: Through Christ, our 
Lord. Accordingly, we conclude that we are 
justified before God, are reconciled to God 
and regenerated by faith, which in repentance 
apprehends the promise of grace, and truly 
quickens the terrified mind, and is convinced 
that for Christ’s sake God is reconciled and 
propitious to us. And through this faith, says 
Peter, 1 Ep. 1,5, we are kept unto salvation, 
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ready to be revealed. The knowledge of this 
faith is necessary to Christians, and brings 
the most abundant consolation in all afflic- 
tions, and displays to us the office of Christ, 
because those who deny that men are justi- 
fied by faith, and deny that Christ is Medi- 
ator and Propitiator, deny the promise of 
grace and the Gospel. They teach only the 
doctrine either of reason or of the Law con- 
cerning justification. We have shown the 
origin of this case, so far as can here be done, 
and have explained the objections of the ad- 


versaries. Good men, indeed, will easily judge: 


these things, if they will think, as often as 
a passage concerning love or works is cited, 
that the Law cannot be observed without 
Christ, and that we cannot be justified from 
the Law, but from the Gospel, that is, from 


the promise of the grace promised in Christ.® 


And we hope that this discussion, although 
brief, will be profitable to good men for 
strengthening faith, and teaching and com- 
forting conscience. For we know that those 
things which we have said are in harmony 
with the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures, 
with the holy Fathers, Ambrose, Augustine, 
and very many others, and with the whole 
Church of Christ, which certainly confesses 
that Christ is Propitiator and Justifier. 


Nor are we immediately to judge that the 


Roman Church agrees with everything that 
the Pope, or cardinals, or bishops, or some 
of the theologians, or monks approve. For 
it is manifest that to most of the pontiffs 
their own authority is of greater concern than 
the Gospel of Christ. And it has been ascer- 
tained that most of them are openly Epicu- 
reans. It is evident that theologians have 
mingled with Christian doctrine more of phi- 
losophy than was sufficient. Nor ought their 
influence to appear so great that it will never 
be lawful to dissent from their disputations, 
because at the same time many manifest 
errors are found among them, such as, that 
we are able from purely natural powers to 
love God above all things. This dogma, al- 
though it is manifestly false, has produced 
many other errors. For the Scriptures, the 
holy Fathers, and the judgments of all the 
godly everywhere make reply. Therefore, 
even though Popes, or some theologians, and 
monks in the Church have taught us to seek 
remission of sins, grace, and righteousness 
through our own works, and to invent new 
forms of worship, which have obscured the 
office of Christ, and have made out of Christ 
not a Propitiator and Justifier, but only a 
Legislator, nevertheless the knowledge of 
Christ has always remained with some godly 
persons. Scripture, moreover, has predicted 
that the righteousness of faith would be ob- 
scured in this way by human traditions and 
the doctrine of works. Just as Paul often 
complains (cf. Gal. 4,9; 5,7; Col. 2,8, 16 sq.; 
1 Tim, 4, 2sq., etc.) that there were even at 
that time those who, instead of the righteous- 
ness of faith, taught that men were recon- 
ciled to God and justified by their own works 
and own acts of worship, and not by faith 


for Christ’s sake; because men judge by na- 
ture that God ought to be appeased by works. 
Nor does reason see a righteousness other than 
the righteousness of the Law, understood in 
a civil sense. Accordingly, there have always 
existed in the world some who have taught 
this carnal righteousness alone to the exclu- 
sion of the righteousness of faith; and such 
teachers will also always exist. The same 
happened among the people of Israel. . The 
greater part of the people thought that they 
merited remission of sins by their works; 
they accumulated sacrifices and acts of wor- 
ship. On the contrary, the prophets, in con- 
demnation of this opinion, taught the right- 
eousness of faith. And the occurrences among 
the people of Israel are illustrations of those 
things which were to occur in the Church. 
Therefore, let the multitude of the adver- 
saries, who condemn our doctrine, not dis- 
turb godly minds. For their spirit can easily 
be judged, because in some articles they have 
condemned truth that is so clear and mani- 
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fest that their godlessness appears openly. 
For the bull of Leo X condemned a very 
necessary article, which all Christians should 
hold and believe, namely, that we ought to 
trust that we have been absolved not because 
of our contrition, but because of Christ’s word, 
Matt. 16,19: Whatsoever thou shalt bind, ete. 
And now, in this assembly, the authors of the 
Confutation have in clear words condemned 
this, namely, that we have said that faith is 
a part of repentance, by which we obtain re- 
mission of sins, and overcome the terrors of 
sin, and conscience is rendered pacified. Who, 
however, does not see that this article, that 
by faith we obtain the remission of sins, is 
most true, most certain, and especially neces- 
sary to all Christians? Who to all posterity, 
hearing that such a doctrine has been con- 
demned, will judge that the authors of this 
condemnation had any knowledge of Christ? 

And concerning their spirit, a conjecture 
can be made from the unheard-of cruelty, 
which it is evident that they have hitherto 
exercised towards most good men. And in 
this assembly we have heard that a reverend 
father, when opinions concerning our Con- 
fession were expressed, said in the senate of 
the Empire that no plan seemed to him better 
than to make a reply written in blood to the 
Confession which we had presented written 
in ink. What more cruel would Phalaris say? 
Therefore some princes also have judged this 
expression unworthy to be spoken in such 
a meeting. Wherefore, although the adver- 
saries claim for themselves the name of the 
Church, nevertheless we know that the Church 
of Christ is with those who teach the Gospel 
of Christ, not with those who defend wicked 
opinions contrary to the Gospel, as the Lord 
says, John 10, 27: My sheep hear My voice. 
And Augustine says: The question is, Where 
is the Church? What, therefore, are we to do? 
Are we to seek it in our own words or in the 
words of its Head, our Lord Jesus Christ? 
I think that we ought to seek it in the words 
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‘of Him who is Truth, and who knows His own 
body best. Hence the judgments of our adver- 
saries will not disturb us, since they defend 
human opinions contrary to the Gospel, con- 
trary to the authority of the holy Fathers, 
who have written in the Church, and contrary 
to the testimonies of godly minds. 


Articles VII and VIII: Of the Church. 


The Seventh Article of our Confession, in 
which we said that the Church is the con- 
gregation of saints, they have condemned, 
and have added a long disquisition, that the 
wicked are not to be separated from the 
Church, since John has compared the Church 
to a threshing-floor on which wheat and chaff 
are heaped together, Matt. 3,12, and Christ 
has compared it to a net in which there are 
both good and bad fishes, Matt. 13,47. It is, 
verily, a true saying, namely, that there is 
no remedy against the attacks of the slan- 
derer. Nothing can be spoken with such care 
that it can escape detraction. For this reason 
we have added the Highth Article, lest any 
one might think that we separate the wicked 
and hypocrites from the outward fellowship 
of the Church, or that we deny efficacy to 
Sacraments administered by hypocrites or 
wicked men. Therefore there is no need here 
of a long defense against this slander. The 
Highth Article is sufficient to exculpate us. 
For we grant that in this life hypocrites and 
wicked men have been mingled with the 
Church, and that they are members of the 
Church according to the outward fellowship 
of the signs of the Church, 7. e., of Word, pro- 
fession, and Sacraments, especially if they 
have not been excommunicated. Neither are 
the Sacraments without efficacy for the reason 
that they are administered by wicked men; 
yea, we can even be right in using the Sacra- 
ments administered by wicked men. For 
Paul also predicts, 2 Thess. 2, 4, that Anti- 
christ will sit in the temple of God, %.e., he 
will rule and bear office in the Church. But 
the Church is not only the fellowship of out- 
ward objects and rites, as other governments, 
but it is originally a fellowship of faith and 
of the Holy Ghost in hearts. [The Christian 
Church consists not alone in fellowship of 
outward signs, but it consists especially in 
inward communion of eternal blessings in 
the heart, as of the Holy Ghost, of faith, of 
the fear and love of God]; which fellowship 
nevertheless has outward marks so that it 
can be recognized, namely, the pure doctrine 
of the Gospel, and the administration of the 
Sacraments in accordance with the Gospel of 
Christ. [Namely, where God’s Word is pure, 
and the Sacraments are administered in con- 
formity with the same, there certainly is the 
Church, and there are Christians.] And this 
Church alone is called the body of Christ, 
which Christ renews [Christ is its Head, and] 
sanctifies and governs by His Spirit, as Paul 
testifies, Eph. 1, 22 sq., when he says: And 
gave Him to be the Head over all things to 
the Church, which is His body, the fulness 
of Him that filleth all in all. Wherefore, 


those in whom Christ does not act [through 
His Spirit] are not the members of Christ. 
This, too, the adversaries acknowledge, 
namely, that the wicked are dead members 
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of the Church. Therefore we wonder why 
they have found fault with our description 
[our conclusion concerning the Church] which 
speaks of living members. Neither have we 
said anything new. Paul has defined the 
Church precisely in the same way, Eph. 5, 
25 f., that it should be cleansed in order to 
be holy. And he adds the outward marks, 
the Word and Sacraments. For he says thus: 
Christ also loved the Church, and gave Him- 
self for it, that He might sanctify and cleanse 
it with the washing of water by the Word, 
that He might present it to Himself a glori- 
ous Church, not having spot, or wrinkle, or 
any such thing, but that it should be holy 
and without blemish. In the Confession we 
have presented this sentence almost in the 
very words. Thus also the Church is defined 
by the article in the Creed which teaches us 
to believe that there is a holy Catholic 
Church. The wicked indeed are not a holy 
Church. And that which follows, namely, 
the communion of saints, seems to be added 
in order to explain what the Church signi- 
fies, namely, the congregation of saints, who 
have with each other the fellowship of the 
same Gospel or doctrine [who confess one 
Gospel, have the same knowledge of Christ] 
and of the same Holy Ghost, who renews, 
sanctifies, and governs their hearts. 

And this article has been presented for a 
necessary reason. [The article of the Church 
Catholic or Universal, which is gathered to- 
gether from every nation under the sun, is 
very comforting and highly necessary.] We 
see the infinite dangers which threaten the 
destruction of the Church. In the Church 
itself, infinite is the multitude of the wicked 
who oppress it [despise, bitterly hate, and 
most violently persecute the Word, as, e. g., 
the Turks, Mohammedans, other tyrants, here- 
tics, etc. For this reason the true teaching 
and the Church are often so utterly suppressed 
and disappear, as if there were no Church, 
which has happened under the papacy; it 
often seems that the Church has completely 
perished]. Therefore, in order that we may 
not despair, but may know that the Church 
will nevertheless remain [until the end of 
the world], likewise that we may know that, 
however great the multitude of the wicked is, 
yet the Church [which is Christ’s bride] ex- 
ists, and that Christ affords those gifts which 
He has promised to the Church, to forgive 
sins, to hear prayer, to give the Holy Ghost, 
this article in the Creed presents us these 
consolations. And it says Church Catholic, 
in order that we may not understand the 
Church to be an outward government of cer- 
tain nations [that the Church is like any 
other external polity, bound to this or that 
land, kingdom, or nation, as the Pope of 
Rome will say], but rather men scattered 
throughout the whole world [here and there 
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in the world, from the rising to the setting 
of the sun], who agree concerning the Gospel, 
and have the same Christ, the same Holy 
Ghost, and the same Sacraments, whether 
they have the same or different human tra- 
ditions. And the gloss upon the Decrees says 
that the Church m its wide sense embraces 
good and evil; likewise, that the wicked are 
in the Church only in name, not in fact; but 
that the good are in the Church both in fact 
and in name. And to this effect there are 
many passages in the Fathers. For Jerome 
says: The simmer, therefore, who has been 
soiled with any blotch cannot be called a 
member of the Church of Christ, neither can 
he be said to be subject to Christ. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 231.] 
Although, therefore, hypocrites and wicked 
men are members of this true Church accord-% 
ing to outward rites [titles and offices], yet 
when the Church is defined, it is necessary to 
define that which is the living body of Christ, 
and which is in name and in fact the Church 
[which is called the body of Christ, and has 
fellowship not alone in outward signs, but has 
gifts in the heart, namely, the Holy Ghost 
and faith]. And for this there are many 
reasons. For it is necessary to understand 
what it is that principally makes us mem- 
bers, and that, living members, of the Church. 
If we will define the Church only as an out- 
ward polity of the good and wicked, men will 
not understand that the kingdom of Christ 
is righteousness of heart and the gift of the 
Holy Ghost [that the kingdom of Christ is 
spiritual, as nevertheless it is; that therein 
Christ inwardly rules, strengthens, and com- 
forts hearts, and imparts the Holy Ghost and 
various spiritual gifts], but they will judge 
that it is only the outward observance of 
certain forms of worship and rites. Likewise, 
what difference will there be between the 
people of the Law and the Church if the 
Church is an outward polity? But Paul dis- 
tinguishes the Church from the people of the 
Law thus, that the Church is a spiritual 
people, i. ¢., that it has been distinguished 
from the heathen not by civil rites [not 
in the polity and civil affairs], but that it is 
the true people of God, regenerated by the 
Holy Ghost. Among the people of the Law, 
apart from the promise of Christ, also the 
carnal seed [all those who by nature were 
born Jews and Abraham’s seed] had prom- 
ises concerning corporeal things, of govern- 
ment, etc. And because of these even the 
wicked among them were called the people 
of God, because God had separated this carnal 
seed from other nations by certain outward 
ordinances and promises; «and yet, these 
wicked persons did not please God. But the 
Gospel [which is preached in the Church] 
brings not merely the shadow of eternal 
things, but the eternal things themselves, 
the Tloly Ghost and righteousness, by which 
we are righteous before God. [But every true 
Christian is even here upon earth partaker 
of eternal blessings, even of eternal comfort, 
of eternal life, and of the Holy Ghost, and 
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of righteousness which is from God, until he 
will be completely saved in the world to 
come. ] 

Therefore, only those are the people, ac- 
cording to the Gospel, who. receive this 
promise of the Spirit. Besides, the Church 
is the kingdom of Christ, distinguished from 
the kingdom of the devil. It is certain, how- 
ever, that the wicked are in the power of the 
devil, and members of the kingdom of the 
devil, as Paul teaches, Eph. 2,2, when he says 
that the devil now worketh im the children 
of disobedience. And Christ says to the 
Pharisees, who certainly had outward fellow- 
ship with the Church, i.¢., with the saints 
among the people of the Law (for they held 
office, sacrificed, and taught): Ye are of your 
father, the devil, John 8,44. Therefore, the 
Church, which is truly the kingdom of Christ, 
is properly the congregation of saints. For 
the wicked are ruled by the devil, and are 
captives of the devil; they are not ruled by 
the Spirit of Christ. 

But what need is there of words in a mani- 
fest matter?‘ [However, the adversaries con- 
tradict the plain truth.] If the Church, 
which is truly the kingdom of Christ, is dis- 
tinguished from the kingdom of the devil, it 
follows necessarily that the wicked, since they 
are in the kingdom of the devil, are not the 
Church; although in this life, because the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 233.] 
kingdom of Christ has not yet been revealed; 
they are mingled with the Church, and hold 
offices [as teachers, and other offices] in the 
Church. Neither are the wicked the kingdom 
of Christ, for the reason that the revelation 
has not yet been made. For that is always 
the kingdom which He quickens by His Spirit, 
whether it be revealed or be covered by the 
cross; just as He who has now been glori- 
fied is the same Christ who was before af- 
flicted. And with this clearly agree the par- 
ables of Christ, who says, Matt. 13, 38, that 
the good seed are the children of the king- 
dom, but the tares are the children of the 
Wicked One. The field, He says, is the world, 
not the Church. Thus John [Matt. 3,12: He 
will throughly purge His floor, and gather His 
wheat into the garner; but He will burn up 
the chaff] speaks concerning the whole race 
of the Jews, and says that it will come to 
pass that the true Church will be separated 
from that people. Therefore, this passage is 
more against the adversaries than in favor 
of them, because it shows that the true and 
spiritual people is to be-separated from the 
earnal people. Christ also speaks of the out- 
ward appearance of the Church when He says, 
Matt. 13,47: The kingdom of heaven is like 
unto a net, likewise, to ten virgins; and He 
teaches that the Church has been covered by 
a multitude of evils, in order that this stum- 
bling-block may not offend the pious; like- 
wise, in order that we may know that the 
Word and Sacraments are efficacious even 
when administered by the wicked. And 
meanwhile He teaches that these godless men, 
although they have the fellowship of outward 


r 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. VIS. VILL. 73 


signs, are nevertheless not the true kingdom 
of Christ and members of Christ; for th 

are members of the kingdom of the devil. 
Neither, indeed, are we dreaming of a Pla- 
tonic state, as some wickedly charge, but we 
say that thie Church ewists, namely, the 
truly believing and righteous men scattered 
throughout the whole world. [We are speak- 
ing not of an imaginary Church, which is to 
be found nowhere; but we say and know cer- 
tainly that this Church, wherein saints live, 
is and abides truly upon earth; namely, that 
some of God’s children are here and there in 
all the world, in various kingdoms, islands, 
lands, and cities, from the rising of the sun 
to its setting, who have truly learned to know 
Christ and His Gospel.] And we add the 
marks: the pure doctrine of the Gospel [the 
ministry or the Gospel] and the Sacramenta. 
And this Church is properly the pillar of 
the truth, 1 Tim. 3,15. For it retains the 
pure Gospel, and, as Paul says, 1 Cor. 3, 11 
{: “Other foundation can no man lay than 
that is laid, which is Jesus Christ], the 
foundation, i. ¢., the true knowledge of Christ 
and faith. Although among these [in the 
body which is built upon the true founda- 
tion, i.¢., upon Christ and faith] there are 
also many weak persons, who build upon the 
foundation stubble that will perish, 1. ¢., 
certain unprofitable opinions [some human 
thoughts and opinions], which, nevertheless, 
because they do not overthrow the founda- 
tion, are both forgiven them and also cor- 
rected. And the writings of the holy Fathers 
testify that sometimes even they built stubble 
upon the foundation, but that this did not 
overthrow their faith. But most of those 
errors which our adversaries defend, over- 
throw faith, as, their condemnation of the 
article concerning the remission of sins, in 
which we say that the remission of sins is 
received by faith. Likewise it is a mani- 
fest and pernicious error when the adver- 
saries teach that men merit the remission of 
sins by love to God, prior to grace. [In the 
place of Christ they set up their works, 
orders, masses, just as the Jews, the heathen, 
and the Turks intend to be saved by their 
works.] For this also is to remove “the foun- 
dation,” 4. ¢., Christ. Likewise, what need 
will there be of faith if the Sacraments jus- 
tify ex opere operato, without a good dispo- 
sition on the part of the one using them? 
[without faith. Now, a person that does not 
regard faith as necessary has already lost 
Christ. Again, they set up the worship of 
saints, call upon them instead of Christ, the 
Mediator, etc.) But just as the Church has 
the promise that it will always have the Holy 
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Ghost, so it has also the threatenings that 
there will be wicked teachers and wolves. But 
that is the Church in the proper sense which 
has the Holy Ghost. Although wolves and 
wicked teachers become rampant [rage and 
do injury] in the Church, yet they are not 
properly the kingdom of Christ. Just as 
Lyra also testifies, when he says: The Church 


does not consist of men with reapect to power, 
or ecclesiastical or secular dignity, because 
many princes and archbishops and others of 
lower rank have been found to have wposta- 
tized from the faith. Therefore, the Church 
consists of those persons in whom there is 
a true knowledge und confession of faith and 
truth. What else have we said in our Con- 
fession than what Lyra here says [in terms 
so clear that he could not have spoken more 
clearly] 7 

But the adversaries perhaps require [a new 
Roman definition], that the Church be defined 
thus, namely, that it is the supreme outward 
monarchy of the whole world, in which the 
Roman pontiff necessarily has unquestioned 
power, which no one is permitted to dispute 
or censure [no matter whether he uses it 
rightly, or misuses it], to frame articles of 
faith; to abolish, according to his pleasure, 
the Scriptures [to pervert and interpret them 
contrary to all divine law, contrary to his own 
decretals, contrary to all imperial rights, as 
often, to as great an extent, and whenever it 
pleases him; to sell indulgences and dispen- 
sations for money]; to appoint rites of wor- 
ship and sacrifices; likewise, to frame such 
laws as he may wish, and to dispense and 
exempt from whatever laws he may wish, 
divine, canonical, or civil; and that from 
him [as from the vicegerent of Christ] the 
Emperor and all kings receive, according to 
‘the command of Christ, the power and right 
to hold their kingdoms, from whom, since the 
Father has subjected all things to Him, it 
must be understood, this right was trans- 
ferred to the Pope; therefore the Pope must 
necessarily be [a God on earth, the supreme 
Majesty,] lord of the whole world, of all the 
kingdoms of the world, of all things private 
and public, and must have absolute power 
in temporal and spiritual things, and both 
swords, the spiritual and temporal. Besides, 
this definition, not of the Church of Christ, 
but of the papal kingdom, has as its authors 
not only the canonists, but also Daniel 11, 
36 ff. [Daniel, the prophet, represents Anti- 
christ in this way.] 

Now, if we would define the Church in this 
way [that it is such pomp, as is exhibited 
in the Pope’s rule], we would perhaps have 
fairer judges. For there are many things 
extant written extravagantly and wickedly 
concerning the power of the Pope of Rome, 
on account of which no one has ever been 
arraigned. We alone are blamed, because we 
proclaim the beneficence of Christ [and write 
and preach the clear word and teaching of 
the apostles], that by faith in Christ we ob- 
tain remission of sins, and not by [hypocrisy 
or innumerable] rites of worship devised by 
the Pope. Moreover, Christ, the prophets, 
and the apostles define the Church of Christ 
far otherwise than as the papal kingdom. 
Neither must we transfer to the Popes what 
belongs to the true Church, namely, that they 
are pillars of the truth, that they do not err. 
For how many of them care for the Gospel, 
or judge that it [one little page, one letter 
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of it] is worth being read? Many [in Italy 
and elsewhere] even publicly ridicule all re- 
ligions, or, if they approve anything, they 
approve such things only as are in harmony 
~ [Concordia Triglotta, p. 237.] 

with human reason, and regard the rest fabu- 
lous and like the tragedies of the poets. 
Wherefore we hold, according to the Scrip- 
tures, that the Church, properly so called, is 
the congregation of saints [of those here and 
there in the world], who truly believe the 
Gospel of Christ, and have the Holy Ghost. 
And yet we confess that in this life many 
hypocrites and wicked men, mingled with 
these, have the fellowship of outward signs, 
who are members of the Church according 
to this fellowship of outward signs, and ac- 
cordingly bear offices in the Church [preach, 
administer the Sacraments, and bear the titley 
_and name of Christians]. Neither does the 
‘fact that the Sacraments are administered 
by the unworthy detract from their efficacy, 
because, on account of the call of the Church, 
they represent the person of Christ, and do 
not represent their own persons, as Christ 
testifies, Luke 10, 16: He that heareth you 
heareth Me. [Thus even Judas was sent to 
preach.] When they offer the Word of God, 
when they offer the Sacraments, they offer 
them in the stead and place of Christ. Those 
words of Christ teach us not to be offended 
by the unworthiness of the ministers. 

But concerning this matter we have spoken 
with sufficient clearness in the Confession 
that we condemn the Donatists and Wyclif- 
ites, who thought that men sinned when they 
received the Sacraments from the unworthy 
in the Church. These things seem, for the 
present, to be sufficient for the defense of the 
description of the Church which we have pre- 
sented. Neither do we see how, when the 
Church, properly so called, is named the body 
of Christ, it should be described otherwise 
than we have described it. For it is evident 
that the wicked belong to the kingdom and 
body of the devil, who impels and holds cap- 
tive the wicked. These things are clearer 
than the light of noonday; however, if the 
adversaries still continue to pervert them, we 
will not hesitate to reply at greater length. 

The adversaries condemn also the part of 
the Seventh Article in which we said that “to 
the unity of the Church it is sufficient to 
agree concerning the doctrine of the Gospel 
and the administration of the Sacraments; 
nor is it necessary that human traditions, 
rites, or ceremonies instituted by men should 
be alike everywhere.” Here they distinguish 
between universal and particular rites, and 
approve our article if it be understood con- 
cerning particular rites; they do not receive 
it concerning universal rites. [That is a fine, 
clumsy distinction!] We do not sufficiently 
understand what the adversaries mean. We 
are speaking of true, t.¢., of spiritual unity 
[we say that those are one harmonious Church 
who believe in one Christ; who have one 
Gospel, one Spirit, one faith, the same Sacra- 
ments; and we are speaking, therefore, of 
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spiritual unity], without which faith in the 
heart, or righteousness of heart before God, 
cannot exist. For this we say that similarity 
of human rites, whether universal: or par- 
ticular, is not necessary, because the right- 
eousness of faith is not a righteousness bound 
to certain traditions [outward ceremonies of 
human ordinances] as the righteousness of 
the Law was bound-to the Mosaic ceremonies, 
because this righteousness of the heart is a 
matter that quickens the heart. To this 
quickening, human traditions, whether they © 
be universal or particular, contribute noth- 
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ing; neither are they effects of the Holy 
Ghost, as are chastity, patience, the fear of 
God, love to one’s neighbor, and the works 
of love. 

Neither were the reasons trifling why we 
presented this article. For it is evident that 
many [great errors and] foolish opinions con- 
cerning traditions had crept into the Church. 
Some thought that human traditions were 
necessary services for meriting justification 
[that without such human ordinances Chris- 
tian holiness and faith are of no avail before 
God; also that no one can be a Christian 
unless he observe such traditions, although 
they are nothing but an outward regulation]. 


‘And afterwards they disputed how it came 


to pass that God was worshiped with such 
variety, as though, indeed, these observances 
were acts of worship, and not rather outward 
and political ordinances, pertaining in no re- 
spect to righteousness of heart or the worship 
of God, which vary, according to the circum- 
stances, for certain probable reasons, some- 
times in one way, and at other times in an- 
other [as in worldly governments one state 
has customs different from another]. Like- 
wise some Churches have excommunicated 
others because of such traditions, as the ob- 
servance of Easter, pictures, and the like. 
Hence the ignorant have supposed that faith, 
or the righteousness of the heart before God, 
cannot exist [and that no one can be a Chris- 
tian] without these observances. For many 
foolish writings of the Summists and of others 
concerning this matter are extant. 

But just as the dissimilar length of day 
and night does not injure the unity of the 
Church, so we believe that the true unity of 
the Church is not injured by dissimilar rites 
instituted by men; although it is pleasing 
to us that, for the sake of tranquillity [unity 
and good order], universal rites be observed, 
just as also in the churches we willingly ob- 
serve the order of the Mass, the Lord’s Day, 
and other more eminent festival days. And 
with a very grateful mind we embrace the 
profitable and ancient ordinances,’ especially 
since they contain a discipline by which it 
is profitable to educate and train the people 
and those who are ignorant [the young 
people]. But now we are not discussing the 
question whether it be of advantage to ob- 
serve them on account of peace or bodily 
profit. Another matter is treated of. For the 
question at issue is, whether the observances 
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of human traditions are acts of worship nec- 
essary for righteousness before God. This is 
the point to be judged in this contfoversy, 
and when this is decided, it can afterwards 
be judged whether to the true unity of the 
Church it is necessary that human traditions 
should everywhere be alike. For if human 
traditions be not acts of worship necessary 
for righteousness before God, it follows that 
also they can be righteous and be the sons 
of God who have not the traditions which 
have been received elsewhere. F.1., if the style 
of German clothing is not worship of God, 
necessary for righteousness before God, it fol- 
lows that men can be righteous and sons of 
God and the Church of Christ, even though 
they use a costume that is not German, but 
French. 

Paul clearly teaches this to the Colossians, 
2,16.17: Let no man, therefore, judge you 
in meat, or in drink, or im respect of an holy- 
day, or of the new moon, or of the Sabbath 
days, which are a ‘shadow of things to come; 
but the body is of Christ. Likewise, v. 20 sqq.: 
If ye be dead with Christ from the rudiments 
of the world, why, as though liwing in the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 241.] 
world, are ye subject to ordinances (touch 
not; taste not; handle not; which all are 
to perish with the using), after the command- 
ments and doctrines of men? Which things 
have, indeed, a show of wisdom in will- 
worship and humility. For the meaning is: 
Since righteousness of the heart is a spiritual 
matter, quickening hearts, and it is evident 
that human traditions do not quicken hearts, 
and are not effects of the Holy Ghost, as are 
love to one’s neighbor, chastity, etc., and are 
not instruments through which God moves 
hearts to believe, as are the divinely given 
Word and Sacraments, but are usages with 
regard to matters that pertain in no respect 
to the heart, whith perish with the using, 
we must not believe that they are necessary 
for righteousness before God. [They are noth- 
ing eternal; hence, they do not procure eter- 
nal life, but are an external bodily discipline, 
which does not change the heart.] And to 
the same effect he says, Rom. 14,17: The 
kingdom of God is not meat and drink, but 
righteousness and peace and joy in the Holy 
Ghost. But there is no need to cite many 
testimonies, since they are everywhere ob- 
vious in the Scriptures, and in our Confes- 
sion we have brought together very many of 
them, in the latter articles. And the point 


to be decided in this controversy must be re- , 


peated after a while, namely, whether human 
traditions be acts of worship necessary for 
righteousness before God. There we will dis- 
cuss this matter more fully. 

The adversaries say that universal tradi- 
tions are to be observed because they are 
supposed to have been handed down by the 
apostles. What religious men they are! They 
wish that the rites derived from the apostles 
be retained; they do not wish the doctrine 
of the apostles to be retained. They must 
judge concerning these rites just as the 


apostles themselves judge in their writings. 
For the apostles did not wish us to believe 
that through such rites we are justified, that 
such rites are necessary for righteousness be- 
fore God. The apostles did not wish to im- 
pose such a burden upon consciences; they 
did not wish to place righteousness and sin 
in the observance of days, food, and the like. 
Yea, Paul calls such opinions doctrines of 
devils, 1 Tim. 4, 1. Therefore the will and 
advice of the apostles ought to be derived 
from their writings; it is not enough to 
mention their example. They observed cer- 
tain days, not because this observance was 
necessary for justification, but in order that 
the people might know at what time they 
should assemble. They observed also certain 
other rites and orders of lessons whenever they 
assembled. The people [In the beginning of 
the Church the Jews who had become Chris- 
tians] retained also from the customs of the 
Fathers [from their Jewish festivals and cere- 
monies], as is commonly the case, certain 
things which, being somewhat changed, the 
apostles adapted to the history of the Gospel, 
as the Passover, Pentecost, so that not only 
by teaching, but also through these examples 
they might hand down to posterity the mem- 
ory of the most important subjects. But if 
these things were handed down as necessary 
for justification, why afterwards did the 
bishops change many things in these very 
matters? For, if they were matters of divine 
right, it was not lawful to change them by 
human authority. Before the Synod of Nice, 
some observed Easter at one time and others 
at another time. Neither did this want of 
uniformity injure faith. Afterward the plan 
was adopted by which our Passover [Easter] 
did not fall at the same time as that of the 
Jewish Passover. But the apostles had com- 
manded the Churches to observe the Passover 
with the brethren who had been converted 
from Judaism. Therefore, after the Synod 
of Nice, certain nations tenaciously held to 
the custom of observing the Jewish time. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 243.] 
But the apostles, by this decree, did not wish 
to impose necessity upon the Churches, as 
the words of the decree testify. For it bids 
no one to be troubled, even though his breth- 
ren, in observing Easter, do not compute the 
time aright. The words of the decree are ex- 
tant in Epiphanius: Do not calculate, but 
celebrate it whenever your brethren of the 
circumcision do; celebrate it at the same 
time with them, and even though they may 
have erred, let not this be a care to you. 
Epiphanius writes that these are the words of 
the apostles presented in a decree concerning 
Raster, in which the discreet reader can easily 
judge that the apostles wished to free the 
people from the foolish opinion of a fixed 
time, when they prohibit them from being 
troubled, even though a mistake should be 
made in the computation. Some, moreover, 
in the East, who were called, from the author 
of the dogma, Audians, contended, on account 


. of this decree of the apostles, that the Pass- 
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over should be observed with the Jews. Epi- 
phanius, in refuting them, praises the decree, 
and says that it contains nothing which devi- 
ates from the faith or rule of the Church, 
and blames the Audians because they do not 
understand aright the expression, and inter- 
prets it in the sense in which we interpret it, 
because the apostles did not consider it of 
any importance at what time the Passover 
should be observed, but because prominent 
brethren had been converted from the Jews, 
who observed their custom, and, for the sake 
of harmony, wished the rest to follow their 
example. And the apostles wisely admon- 
ished the reader neither to remove the lib- 
erty of the Gospel, nor to impose necessity 
upon consciences, because they add that they 
should not be troubled even though there 
should be an error in making the compug 
tation. 

Many things of this class can be gathered 
from the histories, in which it appears that 
a want of uniformity in human observances 
does not injure the unity of faith [separate 
no one from the universal Christian Church]. 
Although, what need is there of discussion? 
The adversaries do not at all understand 
what the righteousness of faith is, what the 
kingdom of Christ is, when they judge that 
uniformity of observances in food, days, cloth- 
ing, and the like, which do not have the com- 
mand of God, is necessary. But look at the 
religious men, our adversaries. For the unity 
of the Church they require uniform human 
observances, although they themselves have 
changed the ordinance of Christ in the use 
of the Supper, which certainly was a uni- 
versal ordinance before. But if universal 
ordinances are so necessary, why do they 
themselves change the ordinance of Christ’s 
Supper, which is not human, but divine? 
But concerning this entire controversy we 
shall have to speak at different times below. 

The entire Eighth Article has been ap- 
proved, in which we confess that hypocrites 
and wicked persons have been mingled with 
the Church, and that the Sacraments are 
efficacious even though dispensed by wicked 
ministers, because the ministers act in the 
place of Christ, and do not represent their 
own persons, according to Luke 10, 16: He 
that heareth you heareth Me. Impious 
teachers are to be deserted [are not to be re- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 245.] 
ceived or heard], because these do not act any 
longer in the place of Christ, but are anti- 
christs. And Christ says Matt. 7,15: Be- 
ware of false prophets. And Paul, Gal. 1,9: 
If any man preach any other gospel unto you, 
let him be accursed. 

Moreover, Christ has warned us in His par- 
ables concerning the Church, that when of- 
fended by the private vices, whether of priests 
or people, we should not excite schisms, as 
the Donatists have wickedly done. As to 
those, however, who have excited schisms, be- 
cause they denied that priests are permitted 
to hold possessions and property, we hold 
that they are altogether seditious. For to 


hold property is a civil ordinance. It is law- 
ful, however, for Christians to use civil ordi- 
nanceg ,just as they use the air, the light, 
food, drink. For as this order of the world 
and fixed movements of the heavenly bodies 
are truly God’s ordinances and these are pre- 
served by God, so lawful governments are 
truly God’s ordinances, and are preserved and 
defended by God against the devil. 


Article IX: Of Baptism. 


The Ninth Article has been approved, in 
which we confess that Baptism is necessary 
to salvation, and that children are to be bap- 
tized, and that the baptism of children is not 
im vain, but is necessary and effectual to sal- 
vation. And since the Gospel is taught among 
us purely and diligently, by God’s favor we 
receive also from it this fruit, that in our 
Churches no Anabaptists have arisen [have 
not gained ground in our Churches], because 
the people have been fortified by God’s Word 
against the wicked and seditious faction of 
these robbers. And as we condemn quite a 
number of other errors of the Anabaptists, 
we condemn this also, that they dispute that 
the baptism of little children is unprofitable. 
For it is very certain that the promise of sal- 
vation pertains also to little children [that 


~the divine promises of grace and of the Holy 


Ghost belong not alone to the old, but also to 
children]. It does not, however, pertain to 
those who are outside of Christ’s Church, 
where there is neither Word nor Sacraments, 
because the kingdom of Christ exists only 
with the Word and Sacraments. Therefore 
it is necessary to baptize little children, that 
the promise of salvation may be applied to 
them, according to Christ’s command, Matt. 
28,19: Baptize all nations. Just as here 
salvation is offered to all, so Baptism is 
offered to all, to men, women, children, in- 
fants. It clearly follows, therefore, that 
infants are to be baptized, because with Bap- 
tism salvation [the universal grace and 
treasure of the Gospel] is offered. Secondly, 
it is manifest that God approves of the bap- 
tism of little children. Therefore the Ana- 
baptists, who condemn the baptism of little 
children, believe wickedly. That God, how- 
ever, approves of the baptism of little chil- 
dren is shown by this, namely, that God 
gives the Holy Ghost to those thus baptized 
[to many who have been baptized in child- 
hood]. For if this baptism would be in vain, 
the Holy Ghost would be given to none, none 
would be saved, and finally there would be 
no Church. [For there have been many holy 
men in the Church who have not been bap- 
tized otherwise.] This reason, even taken 
alone, can sufficiently establish good and 
godly minds against the godless and fanatical 
opinions of the Anabaptists. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 247.] 
Article X: Of the Holy Supper. 
The Tenth Article has been approved, in 
which we confess that we believe, that in the 
Lord’s Supper the body and blood of Christ 
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are truly and substantially present, and are 
truly tendered, with those things which are 
seen, bread and wine, to those who receive the 
Sacrament. This belief we constantly defend, 
as the subject has been carefully examined 
and considered. For since Paul says, 1 Cor. 
10, 16, that the bread is the communion of 
the Lord’s body, etc., it would follow, if the 
Lord’s body were not truly present, that the 
bread is not a communion of the body, but 
only of the spirit of Christ. And we have 
ascertained that not only the Roman Church 
affirms the bodily presence of Christ, but the 
Greek Church also both now believes, and 
formerly believed, the same. For the canon 
of the Mass among them testifies to this, in 
which the priest clearly prays that the bread 
may be changed and become the very body of 
Christ. And Vulgarius, who seems to us to 
be not a silly writer, says distinctly that 
bread is not a mere figure, but is truly 
changed into flesh. And there is a long ex- 
position of Cyril on John 15, in which he 
teaches that Christ is corporeally offered us 
in the Supper. For he says thus: WNever- 
theless, we do not deny that we are joined 
spiritually to Christ by true faith and sin- 
cere love. But that we have no mode of con- 
nection with Him, according to the flesh, this 
indeed we entirely deny. And this, we say, 
is altogether foreign to the divine Scriptures. 
For who has doubted that Christ is in this 
manner a vine, and we the branches, deriving 
thence life for ourselves? Hear Paul saying 
1 Cor. 10,17; Rom. 12,5; Gal. 3,28: We are 
all one body wm Christ; although we are 
many, we are, nevertheless, one in Him; for 
we are all partakers of that one bread. Does 
he perhaps think that the virtue of the mys- 
tical benediction is unknown to us? Since 
this is in us, does it not also, by the com- 
munication of Christ’s flesh, cause Christ to 
dwell in us bodily? And a little after: 
Whence wemust consider that Christ is in 
us not only according to the habit, which 
we call love, but also by natural participa- 
tion, etc. We have cited these testimonies, 
not to undertake a discussion here concerning 
this subject, for His Imperial Majesty does 
not disapprove of this article, but in order 
that all who may read them may the more 
clearly perceive that we defend the doctrine 
received in the entire Church, that in the 
Lord’s Supper the body and blood of Christ 


are truly and substantially present, and are 


truly tendered with those things which are 
seen, bread and wine. And we speak of the 
presence of the living Christ [living body]; 
for we know that death hath no more do- 
minion over Him, Rom. 6, 9. 


Article XI: Of Confession. 

The Eleventh Article, Of Retaining Abso- 
lution in the Church, is approved. But they 
add a correction in reference to confession, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 249.] 
namely, that the regulation headed, Omnis 
Utriusque, be observed, and that both an- 
nual confession be made, and, although all 


sins cannot be enumerated, nevertheless dili- 
gence be employed in order that they be rec- 
ollected, and those which can be recalled, 
be recounted. Concerning this entire article, 
we will speak at ‘greater length after a while, 
when we will explain our entire opinion con- 
cerning repentance. It is well known that 
we have so elucidated and extolled [that we 
have preached, written, and taught in a man- 
ner so Christian, correct, and pure] the bene- 
fit of absolution and the power of the keys 
that many distressed consciences have de- 
rived consolation from our doctrine; after 
they heard that it is the command of God, 
nay, rather the very voice of the Gospel, that 
we should believe the absolution, and regard it 
as certain that the remission of sins is freely 
granted us for Christ’s sake; and that we 
should believe that by this faith we are*truly 
reconciled to God [as though we heard a voice 
from heaven]. This belief has encouraged 
many godly minds, and, in the beginning, 
brought Luther the highest commendation 
from all good men, since it shows consciences 
sure and firm consolation; because previously 
the entire power of absolution [entire neces- 
sary doctrine of repentance] had been kept 
suppressed by doctrines concerning works, 
since the sophists and monks taught noth- 
ing of faith and free remission [but pointed 
men to their own works, from which nothing 
but despair enters alarmed consciences]. 
But with respect to the time, certainly 
most men in our churches use the Sacraments, 
absolution and the Lord’s Supper, frequently 
in a year. And those who teach of the worth 
and fruits of the Sacraments speak in such 
a manner as to invite the people to use the 
Sacraments frequently. For concerning this 
subject there are many things extant writ- 
ten by our theologians in such a manner that 
the adversaries, if they are good men, will 
undoubtedly approve and praise them. — Ex- 
communication is also pronounced against 
the openly wicked [those who live in mani- 
fest vices, fornication, adultery, etc.] and the 
despisers of the Sacraments. These things 
are thus done both according to the Gospel 
and according to the old canons. But a fixed 
time is not prescribed, because all are not 
ready in like manner at the same time. Yea, 
if all are to come at the same time, they can- 
not be heard and instructed in order [so dili- 
gently]. And the old canons and Fathers do 
not appoint a fixed time. The canon speaks 
only thus: Jf any enter the Church and be 
found never to commune, let them be admon- 
ished that, if they do not commune, they 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 251.] 
come to repentance. If they commune [if 
they wish to be regarded as Christians], let 
them not be expelled; if they fail to do so, 
let them be excommunicated. Christ [Paul] 
says, 1 Cor. 11, 29, that those who eat un- 
worthily eat judgment to themselves. The 
pastors, accordingly, do not compel those 
who are not qualified to use the Sacraments. 
Concerning the enumeration of sins im con- 
fession, men are taught in such a way as not 
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to ensnare their consciences. Although it is 
of advantage to accustom inexperienced men 
to enumerate some things [which worry 
them], in order that they may be the more 
readily taught, yet we are now discussing 
what is necessary according to divine Law. 
Therefore, the adversaries ought not to cite 
for us the regulation Omnis Utriusque, which 
is not unknown to us, but they ought to show 
from the divine Law that an enumeration 
of sins is necessary for obtaining their re- 
mission. The entire Church, throughout all 
Europe, knows what sort of snares this point 
of the regulation, which commands that all 
sins be confessed, has cast upon consciences. 
Neither has the text by itself as much dis- 
advantage as was afterwards added by the 
Summists, who collect the circumstances of 
the sins. What labyrinths were there! Hows 
great a torture for the best minds! For the 
licentious and profane were in no way moved 
by these instruments of terror. Afterwards, 
what tragedies [what jealousy and hatred] 
did the questions concerning one’s own priest 
excite among the pastors and brethren [monks 
of various orders], who then were by no means 
brethren when they were warring concerning 
jurisdiction of confessions! [For all brother- 
liness, all friendship, ceased, when the ques- 
tion was concerning authority and confes- 
sor’s fees.] We, therefore, believe that, ac- 
cording to divine Law, the enumeration of 
sins is not necessary. This also is pleasing 
to Panormitanus and very many other learned 
jurisconsults. Nor do we wish to impose ne- 
cessity upon the consciences of our people by 
the regulation Omms Utriusque, of which we 
judge, just as of other human traditions, that 
they are not acts of worship necessary for 
justification. And this regulation commands 
an impossible matter, that we should confess 
all sins. It is evident, however, that most 
sins we neither remember nor understand [nor 
do we indeed even see the greatest sins], ac- 
cording to Ps. 19, 13: Who can understand 
his errors? 

If the pastors are good men, they will know 
how far it is of advantage to examine [the 
young and otherwise] inexperienced persons; 
but we do not wish to sanction the torture 
[the tyranny of consciences] of the Summists, 
which notwithstanding would have been less 
intolerable if they had added one word con- 
cerning faith, which comforts and encourages 
consciences. Now, concerning this faith, 
which obtains the remission of sins, there is 
not a syllable in so great a mass of regula- 
tions, glosses, summaries, books of confession. 
Christ is nowhere read there. [Nobody will 
there read a word by which he could learn to 
know Christ, or what Christ is.] Only the 
lists of sins are read [to the end of gather- 
ing and accumulating sins; and this would 
be of some value if they understood those 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 253.] 
sins which God regards as such]. And the 
greater part is occupied with sins against 
human traditions, and this is most vain. This 
doctrine has forced to despair many godly 
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minds, which were not able to find rest, be- 
cause they believed that by divine Law an 
enumeration was necessary, and yet they ex- 
perienced that it was impossible. But other 
faults of no less moment inhere in the doc- 
trine of the adversaries concerning repent- _ 
ance, which we will now recount. 


Article XII (V): Of Repentance. 


In the Twelfth Article they approve of the 
first part, in which we set forth that such as 
have fallen after baptism may obtain remis- 
sion of sins at whatever time, and as often 
as they are converted. They condemn the 
second part, in which we say that the parts 
of repentance are contrition and faith [a peni- 
tent, contrite heart, and faith, namely, 
that I receive the forgiveness of sins through 
Christ]. [Hear, now, what it is that the ad- 
versaries deny.] They [without shame] deny 
that faith is the second part of repentance. 
What are we to do here, O Charles, thou most 
invincible Emperor? The very voice of the 
Gospel is this, that by faith we obtain the 
remission of sins. [This word is not our word, 
but the voice and word of Jesus Christ, our 
Savior.] This voice of the Gospel these 
writers of the Confutation condemn. We, 
therefore, can in no way assent to the Con- 
futation. We cannot condemn the voice of 
the Gospel, so salutary and abounding in con- 
solation. What else is the denial that by 
faith we obtain remission of sins than to 
treat the blood and death of Christ with 
scorn? We therefore beseech thee, O Charles, 
most invincible Emperor, patiently and dili- 
gently to hear and examine this most im- 
portant subject, which contains the chief 
topic of the Gospel, and the true knowledge 
of Christ, and the true worship of God [these 
great, most exalted and important matters 
which concern our own souls and consciences, 
yea, also the entire faith of Christians, the 
entire Gospel, the knowledge of Christ, and 
what is highest and greatest, not only in this 
perishable, but also in the future life: the 
everlasting welfare or perdition of us all 
before God]. For all good men will ascer- 
tain that especially on this subject we have 
taught things that are true, godly, salutary, 
and necessary for the whole Church of Christ 
[things of the greatest significance to all 
pious hearts in the entire Christian Church, 
on which their whole salvation and welfare 
depends, and without instruction on which 
there can be or remain no ministry, no Chris- 
tian Church]. They will ascertain from the 
writings of our theologians that very much 
light has been added to the Gospel, and many 
pernicious errors have been corrected, by 
which, threugh the opinions of the scholas- 
tics and canonists, the doctrine of: repentance 
was previously covered. 

Before we come to the defense of our po- 
sition, we must say this first: All good men 
of all ranks, and also of the theological rank, 
undoubtedly confess that before the writings 
of Luther appeared, the doctrine of repent- 
ance was very much confused. The books of 
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the Sententiaries are extant, in which there 
are innumerable questions which no theo- 
logians were ever able to explain satisfac- 
torily. The people were able neither to com- 
prehend the sum of the matter, nor to see 
what things especially were required in re- 
pentance, where peace of conscience was to be 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 255.] 
sought for. Let any one of the adversaries 
come forth and tell us when remission of 
sins takes place. O good God, what darkness 
there is! They doubt whether it is in attri- 
tion or in contrition that remission of sins 
occurs. And if it occurs on account of con- 
trition, what need is there of absolution, what 
does the power of the keys effect, if sins have 
been already remitted? Here, indeed, they 
also labor much more, and wickedly detract 
from the power of the keys. Some dream 
that by the power of the keys guilt is not 
remitted, but that eternal punishments are 
changed into temporal. Thus the most salu- 
tary power would be the ministry, not of life 
and the Spirit, but only of wrath and punish- 
ments. Others, namely, the more cautious, 
imagine that by the power of the keys sins 
are remitted before the Church and not be- 
fore God. This also is a pernicious error. 
For if the power of the keys does not console 
us before God, what, then, will pacify the 
conscience? Still more involved is what fol- 
lows. They teach that by contrition we merit 
grace. In reference to which, if any one 
should ask why Saul and Judas and similar 
persons, who were dreadfully contrite, did 
not obtain grace, the answer was to be 
taken from faith and according to the Gos- 
pel, that Judas did not believe, that he 
did not support himself by the Gospel and 
promise of Christ. For faith shows the 
distinction between the contrition of Judas 
and of Peter. But the adversaries take their 
answer from the Law, that Judas did not 
love God, but feared the punishments. [Is 
not this teaching uncertain and improper 
things concerning repentance?] When, how- 
ever, will a terrified conscience, especially in 
those serious, true, and great terrors which 
are described in the psalms and the prophets, 
and which those certainly taste who are truly 
converted, be’ able to decide whether it fears 
God for His own sake [out of love it fears 
God, as its God], or is fleeing from eternal 
punishments? [These people may not have 
experienced much of these anxieties, because 
they juggle words and make distinctions ac- 
cording to their dreams. But in the heart, 
when the test is applied, the matter turns 
out quite differently, and the conscience can- 
not be set at rest with paltry syllables and 
words.] These great emotions can be dis- 
tinguished in letters and terms; they are not 
thus separated in fact, as these sweet sophists 
dream. Here we appeal to the judgments of 
all good and wise men [who also desire to 
know the truth]. They undoubtedly will con- 
fess that these discussions in the writings of 
the adversaries are very confused and intri- 
cate. And nevertheless the most important 


subject is at stake, the chief topic of the 
Gospel, the remission of sins. This entire 
doctrine concerning these questions which we 
have reviewed, is, in the writings of the ad- 
versaries, full of errors and hypocrisy, and 
obseures the benefit of Christ, the power of 
the keys, and the righteousness of faith [to 
inexpressible injury of conscience]. 

These things occur in the first act. What 
when they come to confession? What a work 
there is in the endless enumeration of sins, 
which is nevertheless, in great part, devoted 
to those against human traditions! And in 
order. that good minds may by this means be 
the more tortured, they falsely assert that 
this enumeration is of divine right. And 
while they demand this enumeration under 
the pretext of divine right, in the mean time 
they speak coldly concerning absolution, 
which is truly of divine right. They falsely 
assert that the Sacrament itself confers grace 
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ex opere operato, without a good disposition 
on the part of the one using it; no mention 
is made of faith apprehending the absolu- 
tion and consoling the conscience. This is 
truly what is generally called dméva: x00 tHv 
uvotnolwy, departing before the mysteries. 
{Such people are called genuine Jews.] 

The third act [of this play] remains, con- 
cerning satisfactions. But this contains the 
most confused discussions. They imagine 
that eternal punishments are commuted to 
the punishments of purgatory, and teach that 
a part of these is remitted by the power of 
the keys, and that a part is to be redeemed 
by means of satisfactions. They add further 
that satisfactions ought to be works of super- 
erogation, and they make these consist of 
most foolish observances, such as pilgrimages, 
rosaries, or similar observances which do not 
have the;command of God. Then, just as 
they redeem purgatory by means of satis- 
factions, so a scheme of redeeming satisfac- 
tions which was most abundant in revenue 
[which became quite a profitable, lucrative 
business and a grand fair] was devised. For 
they sell [without shame] indulgences which 
they interpret as remissions of satisfactions. 
And this revenue [this trafficking, this fair, 
conducted so shamelessly] is not only from 
the living, but is much more ample from 
the dead. Nor do they redeem the satisfac- 
tions of the dead only by indulgences, but 
also by the sacrifice of the Mass. In a word, 
the subject of satisfactions is infinite. Among 
these scandals (for we cannot enumerate all 
things) and doctrines of devils lies buried 
the doctrine of the righteousness of faith in 
Christ and the benefit of Christ. Wherefore, 
all good men understand that the doctrine 
of the sophists and canonists concerning re- 
pentance has been censured for a useful and 
godly purpose. For the following dogmas are 
clearly false, and foreign not only to Holy 
Scripture, but also to the Church Fathers: — 

I. That from the divine covenant we merit 
grace by good works wrought without grace. 

II. That by attrition we merit grace. 
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III. That for the blotting out of sin the 
mere detestation of the crime is sufficient. 

IV. That on account of contrition, and not 
by faith in Christ, we obtain remission of 
sins. 

V. That the power of the keys avails for 
the remission of sins, not before God, but be- 
fore the Church. 

VI. That by the power of the keys sins are 
not remitted before God, but that the power 
of the keys has been instituted to commute 
eternal to temporal punishments, to impose 
upon consciences certain satisfactions, to in- 
stitute new acts of worship, and to obligate 
consciences to such satisfactions and acts of 
worship. 

VII. That according to divine right the 
enumeration of offenses in confession, con- 
cerning which the adversaries teach, is neces-_ 


ry. 

Vill. That canonical satisfactions are neces- 
sary for redeeming the punishment of purga- 
tory, or they profit as a compensation for the 
blotting out of guilt. For thus uninformed 
persons understand it. [For, although in the 
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schools satisfactions are made to apply only 
to the punishment, everybody thinks that re- 
mission of guilt is thereby merited.] 

IX. That the reception of the sacrament of 
repentance ex opere operato, without a good 
disposition on the part of the one using it, 
i.e., without faith in Christ, obtains grace. 

X. That by the power of the keys our souls 
are freed from purgatory through indulgences. 

XI. That in the reservation of cases not 
only canonical punishment, but the guilt also, 
ought to be reserved in reference to one who 
is truly converted. ‘ 

In order, therefore, to deliver pious con- 
sciences from these labyrinths of the sophists, 
we have ascribed to repentance [or conver- 
sion] these two parts, namely, contrition and 
faith. If any one desires to add a third, 
namely, fruits worthy of repentance, #.e., a 
change of the entire life and character for 
the better [good works which shall and must 
follow conversion], we will not make any 
opposition. From contrition we separate 
those idle and infinite discussions, as to when 
we grieve from love of God, and when from 
fear of punishment. [For these are nothing 
but mere words and a useless babbling of 
persons who have never experienced the state 
of mind of a terrified conscience.] But we 
say that contrition is the true terror of con- 
science, which feels that God is angry with 
sin, and which grieves that it has sinned. 
And this contrition takes place in this man- 
ner when sins are censured by the Word of 
God, because the sum of the preaching of the 
Gospel is this, namely, to convict of sin, and 
to offer for Christ’s sake the remission of 
sins and righteousness, and the Holy Ghost, 
and eternal life, and that as regenerate men 
we should do good works. Thus Christ com- 
prises the sum of the Gospel when He says 
in the last chapter of Luke, v.74: That re- 
pentance and remission of sins should be 
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preached in My name among all nations. 
And of these terrors Scripture speaks, as 
Ps. 38, 4.8: For mine iniquities are gone 
over mine head, as a heavy burden they are 
too heavy for me. .,.. I am feeble and sore 
broken; I have roared by reason of the dis- 
quietness of my heart. And Ps.6,2.3: Have 
mercy wpon me, O Lord; for I am weak; 
O Lord, heal me; for my bones are veuxed. 
My soul is also sore vexed; ut Thou, O Lord, 
how long? And Is. 38,10.13: I said im the 
cutting off of my days, I shall go to the gates 
of the grave: I am deprived of the residue 
of my years... I reckoned till morning, 
that, as a lion, so will He break all my bones. 
[Again, v.14: Mine eyes fail with looking up- 
ward; O Lord, I am oppressed.) In’ these ter- 
rors, conscience feels the wrath of God against 
sin, which is unknown to secure men walk- 
ing according to the flesh [as the sophists and 
their like]. It sees the turpitude of sin, and 
seriously grieves that it has sinned; mean- 
while it also flees from the dreadful wrath of 
God, because human nature, unless sustained 
by the Word of God, cannot endure it. Thus 
Paul says, Gal. 2,19: I through the Law am 
dead to the Law. For the Law only accuses 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 261.] 

and. terrifies consciences. In these terrors 
our adversaries say nothing of faith; they 
present only the Word, which convicts of sin. 
When this is taught alone, it is the doctrine 
of the Law, not of the Gospel. By these 
griefs and terrors, they say, men merit grace, 
provided they love God. But how will men 
love God in true terrors when they feel the 
terrible and inexpressible wrath of God? 
What else than despair do those teach who, 
in these terrors, display only the Law? 

We therefore add as the second part of re- 
pentance, Of Faith in Christ, that in these 
terrors the Gospel concerning Christ ought 
to be set forth to consciences, in which Gos- 
pel the remission of sins is freely promised 
concerning Christ. Therefore, they ought to 
believe that for Christ’s sake sins are freely 
remitted to them. This faith cheers, sus- 
tains, and quickens the contrite, according 
to Rom. 5,1: Being justified by faith, we 
have peace with God. This faith obtains the 
remission of sins. This faith justifies before 
God, as the same passage testifies: Being 
justified by faith. This faith shows the dis- 
tinction between the contrition of Judas and 
Peter, of Saul and of David. The contrition 
of Judas or Saul is of no avail, for the reason 
that to this there is not added this faith, 
which apprehends the remission of sins, be- 
stowed as a gift for Christ’s sake. Accord- 
ingly, the contrition of David or Peter avails, 
because to it there is added faith, which ap- 
prehends the remission of sins granted for 
Christ’s sake. Neither is love present before 
reconciliation has been made by faith. For 
without Christ the Law [God’s Law or the 
First Commandment] is not performed, ac- 
cording to [Eph. 2,18; 3,12] Rom.5,2: By 
Christ we have access to God. And this faith 
grows gradually and throughout the entire 
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life, struggles with sin [is tested by various 
temptations] in order to overcome sin and 
death. But love follows faith, as we have 
said above. And thus filial fear can be clearly 
defined as such anxiety as has been connected 
with faith, i. e., where faith consoles and sus- 
tains the anxious heart. It is servile fear 
when faith does not sustain the anxious heart 
{fear without faith, where there is nothing 
but wrath and doubt]. 

Moreover, the power of the keys adminis- 
ters and presents the Gospel through absolu- 
tion, which [proclaims peace to me and] is the 
true voice of the Gospel. Thus we also com- 
prise absolution when we speak of faith, be- 
cause faith cometh by hearing, as Paul says 
Rom. 10, 17. For when the Gospel is heard, 
and the absolution [%. ¢., the promise of divine 
grace] is heard, the conscience is encouraged 
and receives consolation. And because God 
truly quickens through the Word, the keys 
truly remit sins before God [here on earth sins 
are truly canceled in such a manner that they 
are canceled also before God in heaven] ac- 
cording to Luke 10,16: He that heareth you 
heareth Me. Wherefore the voice of the one 
absolving must be believed not otherwise than 
we would believe a voice from heaven. And 
absolution [that blessed word of comfort] 
properly can be called a sacrament of re- 
pentance, as also the more learned scholastic 
theologians speak. Meanwhile this faith is 
nourished in a manifold way in temptations, 
through the declarations of the Gospel [the 
hearing of sermons, reading] and the use of 
the Sacraments. For these are [seals and] 
signs of [the covenant and grace in] the New 
Testament, 7.¢., signs of [propitiation and] 
the remission of sins. They offer, therefore, 
the remission of sins, as the words of the 
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Lord’s Supper clearly testify, Matt. 26, 26. 28: 
This is My body, which is given for you. 
This is the cup of the New Testament, etc. 
Thus faith is conceived and strengthened 
through absolution, through the hearing of 
the Gospel, through the use of the Sacra- 
ments, so that it may not succumb while it 
struggles with the terrors of sin and death. 
This method of repentance is plain and clear, 
and increases the worth of the power of the 
keys and of the Sacraments, and illumines 
the benefit of Christ, and teaches us to avail 
ourselves of Christ as Mediator and Pro- 
pitiator. 

But as the Confutation condemns us for 
having assigned these two parts to repent- 
ance, we must show that [not we, but] Scrip- 
ture expresses these as the chief parts in 
repentance or conversion. For Christ says, 
Matt. 11,28: Come unto Me, all ye that labor 
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. 
Here there are two members. The labor and 
the burden signify the contrition, anxiety, 
and terrors of sin and of death. To come to 
Christ is to believe that sins are remitted for 
Christ’s sake; when we believe, our hearts 
are quickened by the Holy Ghost through the 
Word of Christ. Here, therefore, there are 
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these two chief parts, contrition and faith. 
And in’ Mark 1, 15 Christ says: Repent ye 
and believe the Gospel, where in the first 
member He convicts of sins; in the latter 
He consoles us, and shows the remission of 
sins. For to believe the Gospel is not that 
general faith which devils also have [is not 
only to believe the history of the Gospel], 
but in the proper sense it is to believe that 
the remission of sins has been granted for 
Christ’s sake. For this is revealed in the 
Gospel. You see also here that the two parts 
are joined, contrition when sins are reproved, 
and faith, when it is said: Believe the Gospel. 
If any one should say here that Christ in- 
cludes also the fruits of repentance or the 
entire new life, we shall not dissent. For 
this suffices us, that contrition and faith are 
named as the chief parts. 

Paul almost everywhere, when he describes 
conversion or renewal, designates these two 
parts, mortification and quickening, as in 
Col. 2,11: In whom also ye are circumcised 
with the circumcision made without hands, 
namely, by putting off the body of the sins 
of the flesh. And afterward, v.12: Wherem 
also ye are risen with Him through the 
faith of the operation of God. Here are 
two parts. [Of these two parts he speaks 
plainly Rom. 6, 2. 4. 11, that we are dead to 
sin, which takes place by contrition and its 
terrors, and that we should rise again with 
Christ, which takes place when by faith we 
again obtain consolation and life. And since 
faith is to bring consolation and peace into 
the conscience, according to Rom. 5,1: Being 
justified by faith, we have peace, it follows 
that there is first terror and anxiety in the 
conscience. Thus contrition and faith go side 
by side.] One is putting off the body of 
sins; the other is the rising again through 
faith. Neither ought these words, mortifi- 
cation, quickening, putting off the body of 
sins, rising again, to be understood in a Pla- 
tonic way, concerning a feigned change; but 
mortification signifies true terrors, such as 
those of the dying, which nature could not 
sustain unless it were supported by faith. 
So he names that as the putting off of the 
body of sins which we ordinarily call con- 
trition, because in these griefs the natural 
concupiscence is purged away. And quick- 
ening ought not to be understood as a Pla- 
tonie fancy, but as consolation which truly 
sustains life that is escaping in contrition. 
Here, therefore, are two parts: contrition 
and faith. For as conscience cannot be paci- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 265.] 
fied except by faith, therefore faith alone 
quickens, according to the declaration, Hab. 
2,4; Rom. 1,17: The just shall live by faith. 

And then in Col. 2, 14 it is said that Christ 
blots owt the handwriting which through the 
Law is against us. Here also there are two 
parts, the handwriting and the blotting out 
of the handwriting. The handwriting, how- 
ever, is conscience, convicting and condemn- 
ing us. The Law, moreover, is the word 
which reproves and condemns sins. There- 
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fore, this voice which says, J have simned 
against the Lord, as David says, 2 Sam. 
12,18, is the handwriting.. And wicked and 
secure men do not seriously «give forth this 
voice. For they do not see, they do not read 
the sentence of the Law written in the heart. 
In true griefs and terrors this sentence is 
perceived. Therefore the handwriting which 
condemns us is contrition itself. To blot out 
the handwriting is to expunge this sentence 
by which we declare that we shall be con- 
demned, and to engrave the sentence accord- 
ing to which we know that we have been 
freed from this condemnation. But faith is 
the new sentence, which reverses the former 
sentence, and gives peace and life to the 
heart. 


However, what need is there to cite many 
testimonies since they are everywhere obvious 
in the Scriptures? Ps. 118,18: The Lord 
hath chastened me sore, but He hath not given 
me over unto death. Ps. 119, 28: My soul 
melteth for heaviness; strengthen Thou me 
according unto Thy word. Here, in the first 
member, contrition is contained, and in the 
second the mode is clearly described how in 
contrition we are revived, namely, by the 
Word of God, which offers grace. This sus- 
tains and quickens hearts. And 1 Sam. 2,6: 
The Lord killeth and maketh alive; 
bringeth down to the grave and bringeth up. 
By one of these, contrition is signified; by 
the other, faith is signified. And Is. 28, 21: 
The Lord shall be wroth that He may do His 
work, His strange work, and bring to pass 
His act, His strange act. He calls it the 
strange work of the Lord when He terrifies, 
because to quicken and console is God’s own 
work. [Other works, as, to terrify and to 
kill, are not God’s own works, for God only 
quickens.] But He terrifies, he says, for this 
reason, namely, that there may be a place for 
consolation and quickening, because hearts 
that are secure and do not feel the wrath of 
God loathe consolation. In this manner 
Scripture is accustomed to join these two, 
the terrors and the consolation, in order to 
teach that in repentance there are these chief 
members, contrition, and faith that consoles 
and justifies. Neither do we see how the 
nature of repentance can be presented more 


. clearly and simply. [We know with certainty - 


that God thus works in His Christians, in the 
Church.] 


For the two chief works of God in men are 
these, to terrify, and to justify and quicken 
those who have been terrified. Into these two 
works all Scripture has been distributed. 
The one part is the Law, which shows, re- 
proves, and condemns sins. The other part 
is the Gospel, i.e., the promise of grace be- 
stowed in Christ, and this promise is con- 
stantly repeated in the whole of Scripture, 
first having been delivered to Adam [J will 
put enmity, ete., Gen. 3, 15], afterwards to 
the patriarchs; then, still more clearly pro- 
claimed by the prophets; lastly, preached 
and set forth among the Jews by Christ, and 
disseminated over the entire world by the 
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apostles. For all the saints were justified 
by faith in this promise, and not by their 
own attrition or contrition. 

And the examples [how the saints became 
godly] show likewise these two parts. After 
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his sin Adam is reproved and becomes terri- 
fied; this was contrition. Afterward God 
promises grace, and speaks of a future seed 
(the blessed seed, 7. e., Christ), by which the 
kingdom of the devil, death, and sin will be 
destroyed; there He offers the remission of 
sins. These are the chief things. For al- 
though the punishment is afterwards added, 
yet this punishment does not merit the re- 
mission of sin. And concerning this kind of 
punishment we shall speak after a while. 

So David is reproved by Nathan, and, ter- 
rified, he says, 2Sam.12,13: I have sinned 
against the Lord. This is contrition. After- 
ward he hears the absolution: The Lord also 
hath put away thy sin; thou shalt not die. 
This voice encourages David, and by faith 
sustains, justifies, and quickens him. Here 
a punishment is also added, but this punish- 
ment does not merit the remission of sins. 
Nor are special punishments always added, 
but in repentance these two things ought al- 
ways to exist, namely, contrition and faith, 
as. Luke 7, 37.38. The woman, who was a sin- 
ner, came to Christ weeping. By these tears 
the contrition is recognized. Afterward she 
hears the absolution: Thy sins are forgiven; 
thy faith hath saved thee; go in peace. This 
is the second part of repentance; namely, 
faith, which encourages and consoles her. 
From all these it is apparent to godly readers 
that we assign to repentance those parts 
which properly belong to it in conversion, 
or regeneration, and the remission of sin. 
Worthy fruits and punishments [likewise, 
patience that we be willing to bear the cross, 
and punishments, which God lays upon the 
old Adam] follow regeneration and the re- 
mission of sin. For this reason we have men- 
tioned these two parts, in order that the faith 
which we require in repentance [of which the 
sophists and canonists have all been silent] 
might be the better seen. And what that 
faith is which the Gospel proclaims can be 
better understood when it is set over against 
contrition and mortification. 

But as the adversaries expressly condemn 
our statement that men obtain the remission 
of sins by faith, we shall add a few proofs 
from which it will be understood that the 
remission of sins is obtained not ex opere 
operato because of contrition, but by that 
special faith by which an individual believes 
that sins are remitted to him. For this is 
the chief article concerning which we are 
contending with our adversaries, and the 
knowledge of which we regard especially 
necessary to all Christians. As, however, it 
appears that we have spoken sufficiently 
above concerning the same subject, we shall 
here be briefer. For very closely related are 
the topics of the doctrine of repentance and 
the doctrine of justification. 
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When the adversaries speak of faith, and 
say that it precedes repentance, they under- 
stand by faith, not that which justifies, but 
that which, in a general way, believes that 
God exists, that punishments have been 
threatened to the wicked [that there is a 
hell], ete. In addition to this faith we re- 
quire that each one believe that his sins are 
remitted to him. Concerning this special 
faith we are disputing, and we oppose it to 
the opinion which bids us trust not in the 
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promise of Christ, but in the opus opera- 
tum of contrition, confession, and satisfac- 
tions, etc. This faith follows terrors in such 
a@ manner as to overcome*them, and render 
the conscience pacified. To this faith we 
ascribe justification and regeneration, inas- 
much as it frees from terrors, and brings 
forth in the heart not only peace and joy, 
but also a new life. We maintain [with the 
help of God we shall defend to eternity and 
against all the gates of hell] that this faith 
is truly necessary for the remission of sins, 
and accordingly place it among the parts of 
repentance. Nor does the Church of Christ 
believe otherwise, although our adversaries 
[like mad dogs] contradict us. 

Moreover, to begin with, we ask the adver- 
saries whether to receive absolution is a part 
of repentance, or not. But if they separate 
it from confession, as they are subtile in 
making the distinction, we do not see of what 
benefit confession is without absolution. If, 
however, they do not separate the receiving 
of absolution from confession, it is necessary 
for them to hold that faith is a part of re- 
pentance, because absolution is not received 
except by faith. That absolution, however, 
is not received except by faith can be proved 
from Paul, who teaches, Rom. 4, 16, that the 
promise cannot be received except by faith. 
But absolution is the promise of the remis- 
sion of sins [nothing else than the Gospel, 
the divine promise of God’s grace and favor]. 
Therefore, it necessarily requires faith. Nei- 
ther do we see how he who does not assent 
to it may be said to receive absolution. And 
what else is the refusal to assent to abso- 
lution but charging God with falsehood? If 
the heart doubts, it regards those things which 
God promises as uncertain and of no account. 
Accordingly, in 1 John 5, 10 it is written: 
He that believeth not God hath made Him 
a liar, because he believeth not the record 
that God gave of His Son. 

Secondly, we think that the adversaries 
acknowledge that the remission of sins is 
either a part, or the end, or, to speak in 
their manner, the terminus ad quem of re- 
pentance. [For what does repentance help if 
the forgiveness of sins be not obtained?] 
Therefore that by which the remission of sins 
is received is correctly added to the parts 
{must certainly be the most prominent part] 
of repentance. It is very certain, however, 
that even though all the gates of hell con- 
tradict us, yet the remission of sins cannot 
be received except by faith alone, which be- 


lieves that sins are remitted for Christ’s sake, 
according to Rom. 3,25: Whom God hath set 
forth to be a propitiation through faith im 
His blood. likewise Rom. 5,2: By whom 
also we have access by faith unto grace, etc. 
For a terrified conscience cannot set against 
God’s wrath our works or our love, but it is 
at length pacified when it apprehends Christ 
as Mediator, and believes the promises given 
for His sake. For those who dream that 
without faith in Christ hearts become paci- 
fied, do not understand what the remission 
of sins is, or how it came to us. Peter, 1 Ep. 
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2,6, cites from Is. 49, 23, and 28,16: He that 
believeth on Him shall not be confounded. It 
is necessary, therefore, that hypocrites be con- 
founded, who are confident that they receive 
the remission of sins because of their own 
works, and not because of Christ. Peter also 
says in Acts 10,43: To Him gie all the 
prophets witness that through His name, 
whosoever believeth in Him, shall receive re- 
mission of sins. What he says, through His 
name, could not be expressed more clearly, 
and he adds: Whosoever believeth in Him. 
Thus, therefore, we receive the remission of 
sins only through the name of Christ, 1. e., 
for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake of any 
merits and works of our own. And this oc- 
curs when we believe that sins are remitted 
to us for Christ’s sake. 

Our adversaries cry out that they are the 
Church, that they are following the consensus 
of the Church [what the Church catholic, 
universal, holds]. But Peter also here cites 
in our issue the consensus of the Church: 
To Him give all the prophets witness, that 
through His name, whosoever believeth in 
Him, shall receive remission of sins, ete. The 
consensus of the prophets is assuredly to be 
judged as the consensus of the Church uni- 
versal. [I verily think that if all the holy 
prophets are unanimously agreed in a decla- 
ration (since God regards even a _ single 
prophet as an inestimable treasure), it would 
also be a decree, a declaration, and a unani- 
mous strong conclusion of the universal, cath- 
olic, Christian, holy Church, and would be 
justly regarded as such.] We concede neither 
to the Pope nor to the Church the power to 
make decrees against this consensus of the 
prophets. But the bull of Leo openly con- 
demns this article, Of the Remission of Sins, 
and the adversaries condemn it in the Confu- 
tation. From which it is apparent what sort 
of a Church we must judge that of these men 
to be, who not only by their decrees censure 
the doctrine that we obtain the remission of 
sins by faith, not on account of our works, but 
on account of Christ, but who also give the 
command by force and the sword to abolish 
it, and by every kind of cruelty [like blood- 
hounds] to put to death good men who thus 
believe. 

But they have authors of a great name, 
Scotus, Gabriel, and the like, and passages of 
the Fathers which are cited in a mutilated 
form in the decrees. Certainly, if the testi- 
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monies are to be counted, they win. For 
there is a very great crowd of most trifling 
writers upon the Sententiae, who, as though 
they had conspired, defend these figments con- 
cerning the merit of attrition and of works, 
and other things which we have above re- 
counted. [Aye, it is true, they. are all called 
teachers and authors, but by their singing 
you can tell what sort of birds they are. 
These authors have taught nothing but phi- 
losophy, and have known nothing of Christ 
and the work of God; their books show this 
plainly.] But lest any one be moved by the 
multitude of citations, there is no great 
weight in the testimonies of the later writers, 
who did not originate their own writings, but 
only, by compiling from the writers before 


them, transferred these opinions from some, 


books into others. They have exercised no 
judgment, but just like petty judges silently 
have approved the errors of their superiors, 
which they have not understood. Let us not, 
therefore, hesitate to oppose this utterance 
of Peter, which cites the consensus of the 
prophets, to ever so many legions of the Sen- 
tentiaries. And to this utterance of Peter 
the testimony of the Holy Ghost is added. 
For the text speaks thus, Acts 10,44: While 
Peter yet spake these words, the Holy Ghost 
fell on all them which: heard the Word. 
Therefore, let pious consciences know that 
the command of God is this, that they be- 
lieve that they are freely forgiven for Christ’s 
sake, and not for the sake of our works. And 
by this command, of God let them sustain 
themselves against despair, and against the 
terrors of sin and of death. And let them 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 273.] 
know that this belief has existed among saints 
from the beginning of the world. [Of this the 
idle sophists know little; and the blessed 
proclamation, the Gospel, which proclaims the 
forgiveness of sins through the blessed Seed, 
that is, Christ, has from the beginning of the 
world been the greatest consolation and 
treasure to all pious kings, all prophets, all 
believers. For they have believed in the same 
Christ in whom we believe; for from the be- 
ginning of the world no saint has been saved 
in any other way than through the faith of 
the same Gospel.] For Peter clearly cites the 
consensus of the prophets, and the writings of 
the apostles testify that they believe the same 
thing. Nor are testimonies of the Fathers 
wanting. For Bernard says the same thing 
in words that are in no way obscure: For it 
is necessary first of all to believe that you 
cannot have remission of sins except by the 
indulgence of God, but add yet that you be- 
lieve also this, namely, that through Him sins 
are forgiven thee. This is the testimony which 
the Holy Ghost asserts in your heart, saying: 
“Thy sins are forgiven thee.” For thus the 
apostle judges that man is justified freely 
through faith. These words of Bernard shed 
a wonderful light upon our cause, because he 
not only requires that we in a general way 
believe that sins are remitted through mercy, 
but he bids us add special faith, by which we 
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believe that sins are remitted even to us; and 
he teaches how we may be rendered certain 
concerning the remission of sins, namely, 
when our hearts are encouraged by faith, and 
become tranquil through the Holy Ghost. 
What more do the adversaries require? [But 
how now, ye adversaries? Is St. Bernard also 
a heretic?] Do they still dare deny that by 
faith we obtain the remission of sins, or that 
faith is a part of repentance? : 

Thirdly, the adversaries say that sin is 
remitted, because an attrite-or contrite person 
elicits an act of love to God [if we undertake 
from reason to love God], and by this act 
merits to receive the remission of sins. This 
is nothing but to teach the Law, the Gospel 
being blotted out, and the promise concerning 
Christ being abolished. For they require only 
he Law and our works, because the Law de- 
mands love. Besides, they teach us to be con- 
fident that we obtain remission of sins be- 
cause of contrition and love. What else is 
this than to put confidence in our works, not 
in the Word and promise of God concerning 
Christ? But if the Law be sufficient for ob- 
taining the remission of sins, what need is 
there of the Gospel? What need is there of 
Christ if we obtain remission of sins because 
We, on the other hand, 
call consciences away from the Law to the 
Gospel, and from confidence in their own 
works to confidence in the promise and Christ, 
because the Gospel presents to us Christ, and 
promises freely the remission of sins for 
Christ’s sake. In this promise it bids us 
trust, namely, that for Christ’s sake we are 
reconciled to the Father, and not for the sake 
of our own contrition or love. For there is 
no other Mediator or Propitiator than Christ. 
Neither can we do the works of the Law un- 
less we have first been reconciled through 
Christ. And if we would do anything, yet 
we must believe that not for the sake of these 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 275.] 
works, but for the sake of Christ, as Mediator 
and Propitiator, we obtain the remission of 
sins. 

Yea, it is a reproach to Christ and a re- 
peal of the Gospel to believe that we obtain 
the remission of sins on account of the Law, 
or otherwise than by faith in Christ. This 
method also we have discussed above in the 
chapter Of Justification, where we declared 
why we confess that men are justified by 
faith, not by love. Therefore the doctrine of 
the adversaries, when they teach that by their 
own contrition’ and love men obtain the re- 
mission of sins, and trust in this contrition 
and love, is merely the doctrine of the Law, 
and of that, too, as not understood [which 
they do not understand with respect to the 
kind of love towards God which it demands], 
just as the Jews looked upon the veiled face 
of Moses. For let us imagine that love is 
present, let us imagine that works are 
present, yet neither love nor works can be 
a propitiation for sin [or be of as much value 
as Christ]. And they cannot even be opposed 
to the wrath and judgment of God, according 


’ 
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to Ps. 143, 2: Enter not into judgment with 
Thy servant; for in Thy sight shall no man 
living be justified. Neither ought the honor 
of Christ to be transferred to our works. 


For these reasons Paul contends that we 
are not justified by the Law, and he opposes 
to the Law the promise of the remission of 


sins, which is granted for Christ’s sake, and © 


teaches that we freely receive the remission 
of sins for Christ’s sake. Paul calls us away 
from the Law to this promise. Upon this 
promise he bids us look [and regard the Lord 
Christ our treasure], which certainly will be 
void if we are justified by the Law before we 
are justified through the promise, or if we 
obtain the remission of sins on account of 
‘our own righteousness. But it is evident that 
the promise was given us and Christ was 
tendered to us for the very reason that we 
cannot do the works of the Law. Therefore 
it is necessary that we are reconciled by the 
promise before we do the works of the Law. 
The promise, however, is received only by 
faith. Therefore it is necessary for contrite 
persons to apprehend by faith the promise of 
the remission of sins granted for Christ’s 
sake, and to be confident that freely for 
Christ’s sake they have a reconciled Father. 
This is the meaning of Paul, Rom. 4, 16, 
where he says: Therefore it is of faith that 
it might be by grace, to the end the promise 
might be sure. And Gal. 3, 22: The Scrip- 
ture hath concluded all under sin, that the 
promise by faith of Jesus Christ might be 
given them that believe, i.e., all are under 
sin, neither can they be freed otherwise than 
by apprehending by faith the promise of the 
remission of sins. Therefore we must by faith 
accept the remission of sins before we do the 
works of the Law; although, as has been said 
above, love follows faith, because the regen- 
erate receive the Holy Ghost, and accordingly 
begin [to become friendly to the Law and] to 
do the works of the Law. 


We would cite more testimonies if they 
were not obvious to every godly reader in the 
Scriptures. And we do not wish to be too 
prolix, in order that this case may be the 
more readily seen through. Neither, indeed, 

(Concordia Triglotta, p. 277.] 

is there any doubt that the meaning of Paul 
is what we are defending, namely, that by 
faith we receive the remission of sins for 
Christ’s sake, that by faith we ought to op- 
pose to God’s wrath Christ as Mediator, and 
not our works. Neither let godly minds be 
disturbed, even though the adversaries find 
fault with the judgments of Paul. Nothing 
is said so simply that it cannot be distorted 
by caviling. We know that what we have 
mentioned is the true and genuine meaning 
of Paul; we know that this our belief brings 
to godly consciences [in agony of death and 
temptation] sure comfort, without which no 
one can stand in God’s judgment. 


Therefore let these pharisaic opinions of 
the adversaries be rejected, namely, that we 
do not receive by faith the remission of sins, 


but that it ought to be merited by our love 
and works; that we ought to oppose our love 
and our works to the wrath of God. Not of 
the Gospel, but of the Law is this doctrine, 
which feigns that man is justified by the Law 
before he has been reconciled through Christ 
to God, since Christ says, John 15,5: With- 
out Me ye can do nothing; likewise: I am 
the true Vine; ye are the branches. But the 
adversaries feign that we are branches, not 
of Christ, but of Moses. For they wish to be 
justified by the Law, and to offer their love 
and works to God before they are reconciled 
to God through Christ, before they are 
branches of Christ. Paul, on the other hand 
[who is certainly a much greater teacher 
than the adversaries], contends that the Law 
cannot be observed without Christ. Accord- 
ingly, in order that we [those who truly feel 
and have experienced sin and anguish of con- 
science must cling to the promise of grace, 
in order that they] may be reconciled to God 
for Christ’s sake, the promise must be received 
before we do the works of the Law. We think 
that these things are sufficiently clear to godly 
consciences. And hence they will understand 
why we have declared above that men are 
justified by faith, not by love, because we 
must oppose to God’s wrath not our love or 
works (or trust in our love and works), but 
Christ as Mediator [for all our ability, all 
our deeds and works, are far too weak to re- 
move and appease God’s wrath]. And we 
must apprehend the promise of the remission 
of sins before we do the works of the Law. 


Lastly, when will conscience be pacified if 
we receive remission of sins on the ground 
that we love, or that we do the works of the 
Law? For the Law will always accuse us, 
because we never satisfy God’s Law. Just as 
Paul says, Rom. 4, 15: The Law worketh 
wrath. Chrysostom asks concerning repent- 
ance, Whence are we made sure that our sins 
are remitted us? The adversaries also, in 
their “Sentences,” ask concerning the same 
subject. [The question, verily, is worth ask- 
ing; blessed the man that returns the right 
answer.] This cannot be explained, con- 
sciences cannot be made tranquil, unless they 
know that it is God’s command and the very 
Gospel that they should be firmly confident 
that for Christ’s sake sins are remitted freely, 
and that they should not doubt that these 
are remitted to them. If any one doubts, he 
charges, as John says, 1 Ep. 5,10, the divine 
promise with falsehood. We teach that this 
certainty of faith is required in the Gospel. 
The adversaries leave consciences uncertain 
and wavering. Consciences, however, do noth- 
ing from faith when they perpetually doubt 
whether they have remission. [For it is not 
possible that there should be rest, or a quiet 
and peaceful conscience, if they doubt whether 
God be gracious. For if they doubt whether 
they have a gracious God, whether they are 
doing right, whether they have forgiveness of 
sins, how can, etc.] | How can they in this 
doubt call upon God, how can they be confi- 
dent that they are heard? Thus the entire 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 279.] 

life is without God [faith] and without the 
true worship of God. This is what Paul says, 
Rom. 14, 23: Whatsoever is not of faith is 
sin. And because they are constantly occu- 
pied with this doubt, they never experience 
what faith [God or Christ] is. Thus it comes 
to pass that they rush at last into despair 
[die in doubt, without God, without all 
knowledge of God]. Such is the doctrine of 
the adversaries, the doctrine of the Law, the 
annulling of the Gospel, the doctrine of de- 
spair. [Whereby Christ is suppressed, men 
are led into overwhelming sorrow and tor- 
ture of conscience, and finally, when temp- 
tation comes, into despair. Let His Imperial 
Majesty graciously consider and well examine 
this matter; it does not concern gold or 
silver, but souls and consciences.] Now we 
are glad to refer to all good men the judg- 
ment concerning this topic of repentance (for 
it has no obscurity), in order that they may 
decide whether we or the adversaries have 
taught those things which are more godly 
and healthful to consciences. Indeed, these 
dissensions in the Church do not delight us; 
wherefore, if we did not have great and 
necessary reasons for dissenting from the ad- 
versaries, we would with the greatest pleasure 
be silent. But now, since they condemn the 
manifest truth, it is not right for us to desert 
a cause which is not our own, but is that of 
Christ and the Church. [We cannot with 
fidelity to God and conscience deny this 
blessed doctrine and divine truth, from which 
we expect at last, when this poor temporal 
life ceases and all help of creatures fails, the 
only eternal, highest consolation; nor will we 
in anything recede from this cause, which is 
not only ours, but that of all Christendom, 
and concerns the highest treasure, Jesus 
Christ.] \ 


We have declared for what reasons we as- 
signed to repentance these two parts, con- 
trition and faith. And we have done this 
the more readily because many expressions 
concerning repentance are published which 
are cited in a mutilated form from the 
Fathers [Augustine and the other ancient 
Fathers], and which the adversaries have 
distorted in order to put faith out of sight. 
Such are: Repentance is to lament past evils, 
and not to commit again deeds that ought to 
be lamented. Again: Repentance is a kind 
of vengeance of him who grieves, thus punish- 
ing in himself what he is sorry for having 
committed. In these passages no mention is 
made of faith. And not even in the schools, 
when they interpret, is anything added con- 
cerning faith. Therefore, in order that the 
doctrine of faith might be the more con- 
spicuous, we have enumerated it among the 
parts of repentance. For the actual fact 
shows that those passages which require con- 
trition or good works, and make no mention 
of justifying faith, are dangerous [as experi- 
ence proves]. And prudence can justly be 
desired in those who have collected these 
centos of the “Sentences” and decrees. For 


since the Fathers speak in some places con- 
cerning one part, and in other places concern- 
ing another part of repentance, it would have 
been well to select and combine their judg- 
ments not only concerning one part, but con- 
cerning both, 7. e., concerning contrition and 
faith. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 281.] . 

For Tertullian speaks excellently concern- 
ing faith, dwelling upon the oath in the 
prophet, Ezek. 33,11: As I live, saith the 
Lord God, I have no pleaswre in the death 
of the wicked, but that the wicked turn from 
his way and live. For as God swears that 
He does not wish the death of a sinner, He 
shows that faith is required, in order that we 
may believe the one swearing, and be firmly 
confident that He forgives us. The authority 
‘ef the divine promises ought by itself to be 
great in our estimation. But this promise 
has also been confirmed by an oath. There- 
fore, if any one be not confident that he is 
forgiven, he denies that God has sworn what 
is true, than which a more horrible blasphemy 
cannot be imagined. For Tertullian speaks 
thus: He invites by reward to salvation, even 
swearing. Saying, “I live,’ He desires that 
He be believed. Oh, blessed we, for whose 
sake God swears! Oh, most miserable tf we 


“believe not the Lord even when He swears! 


But here we must know that this faith ought 
to be confident that God freely forgives us 
for the sake of Christ, for the sake of His 
own promise, not for the sake of our works, 
contrition, confession, or satisfactions. For if 
faith relies upon these works, it immediately 
becomes uncertain, because the terrified con- 
science sees that these works are unworthy. 
Accordingly, Ambrose speaks admirably con- 
cerning repentance: Therefore it is proper 
for us to believe both that we are to repent, 
and that we arevto be pardoned, but so as 
to expect pardon as from faith, which ob- 
tains it as from a handwriting. Again: It 
is faith which covers our sins. Therefore, 
there are sentences extant in the Fathers, 
not only concerning contrition and works, 
but also concerning faith. But the adver- 
saries, since they understand neither the na- 
ture of repentance nor the language of the 
Fathers, select passages concerning a part of 
repentance, namely, concerning works; they 
pass over the declarations made elsewhere 
concerning faith, since they do not under- 
stand them. 


Article \AUe 
Of Confession and Satisfaction. 


Good men can easily judge that it is of 
the greatest importance that the true doc- 
trine concerning the above-mentioned parts, 
namely, contrition and faith, be preserved. 
[For the great fraud of indulgences, etc., and 
the preposterous doctrines of the sophists 
have sufficiently taught us what great vexa- 
tion and danger arise therefrom if a foul 
stroke is here made. How many a godly 
conscience under the Papacy sought with 
great labor the true way, and in the midst 
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of such darkness did not find it!] There- 
fore, we have always been occupied more with 
the elucidation of these topics, and have dis- 
puted nothing as .yet concerning confession 
and satisfaction.. For we also retain confes- 
sion, especially on account of the absolution, 
as being the word of God which, by divine 
authority, the power of the keys pronounces 
upon individuals. Therefore it would be 
wicked to remove private absolution from the 
Chureh. Neither do they understand what 
the remission of sins or the power of the keys 
is, if there are any who despise private abso- 
lution. But in reference to the enumeration 
of offenses in confession, we have said above 
that we hold that it is not necessary by divine 
right. For the objection, made by some, that 
a judge ought to investigate a case before he 
pronounces upon it, pertains in no way to 
this subject; because the ministry of abso- 
lution is favor or grace, it is not a legal 
process, or law. [For God is the Judge, who 
has ‘committed to the apostles, not the office 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 283.] 

of judges, but the administration of grace, 
namely, to acquit those who desire, etc.] 
Therefore ministers in the Church have the 
command to remit sin; they have not the 
command to investigate secret sins. And in- 
deed, they absolve from those that we do 
not remember; for which reason absolution, 
which is the voice of the Gospel remitting 
sins and consoling consciences, does not re- 
quire judicial examination. 

And it is ridiculous to transfer hither the 
saying of Solomon, Prov. 27,23: Be thou dili- 
gent to know the state of thy flocks. For 
Solomon says nothing of confession, but gives 
to the father of a family a domestic precept, 
that he should use what is his own, and ab- 
stain from what is another’s; and he com- 
mands him to take care of his own property 
diligently, yet in such a way that, with his 
mind occupied with the increase of his re- 
sources, he should not cast away the fear of 
God, or faith or care in God’s Word. But 
our adversaries, by a wonderful metamorpho- 
sis, transform passages of Scripture to what- 
ever meaning they please. [They produce 
from the Scriptures black and white, as they 
please, contrary to the natural meaning of 
the clear words.] Here to know signifies with 
them to hear confessions, the state, not the 
outward life, but the secrets of conscience; 
and the flocks signify men. [Stable, we think, 
means a school within which there are such 
doctors and orators. But it has happened 
aright to those who thus despise the Holy 
Scriptures and all fine arts that they make 
gross mistakes in grammar.] ‘The interpre- 
tation is assuredly neat, and is worthy of 
these despisers of the pursuits of eloquence. 
But if any one desires by a similitude to 
transfer a precept from a father of a family 
to a pastor of a Church, he ought certainly 
to interpret “state” [V. vultus, countenance] 
as applying to the outward life. This simili- 
tude will be more consistent. 

But let us omit such matters as these. At 


~ contrition 


Art. VI. 87 


different times in the Psalms mention is made 
of confession, as, Ps. 32,5: I said, I will con- 
fess my transgressions unto the Lord; and 
Thow forgavest the iniquity of my sin. Such 
confession of sin which is made to God is 
itself. For when confession is 
made to God, it must be made with the heart, 
not alone with the voice, as is made on the 
stage by actors. Therefore, such confession 
is contrition, in which, feeling God’s wrath, 
we confess that God is justly angry, and that 
He cannot be appeased by our works, and, 
nevertheless, we seek for mercy because of 
God’s promise. Such is the following con- 
fession, Ps. 51,4: Against Thee only have 
I sinned, that Thow mightest be justified, 
and be clear when Thou judgest, 1. e., “I con- 
fess that I am a sinner, and have merited 
eternal wrath, nor can I set my righteous- 
nesses, my merits, against Thy wrath; ac- 
cordingly, I declare that Thou art just when 
Thou condemnest and punishest us; I declare 
that Thou art clear when hypocrites judge 
Thee. to be unjust in punishing them or in 
condemning the well-deserving. Yea, our 
merits cannot be opposed to Thy judgment; 
but we shall thus be justified, namely, if 
Thou justifiest us, if through Thy mercy Thou 
accountest us righteous.” Perhaps some one 
may also cite Jas.5,16: Confess your faults 
one to another. But here the reference is not 
to confession that is to be made to the priests, 
but, in general, concerning the reconciliation 
of brethren to each other. For it commands 
that the confession be mutual, 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 285.] 

Again, our adversaries will condemn many 
most generally received teachers if they will 
contend that in confession an enumeration of 
offenses is necessary according to divine Law. 
For although we approve of confession, and 
judge that some examination is of advantage, 
in order that men may be the better instructed 
[young and inexperienced persons be ques- 
tioned], yet the matter must be so controlled 
that snares are not cast upon consciences, 
which never will be tranquil if they. think 
that they cannot obtain the remission of sins, 
unless this precise enumeration be made. 
That which the adversaries have expressed 
in the Confutation is certainly most false, 
namely, that a full confession is necessary for 
salvation. For this is impossible. And what 
snares they here cast upon the conscience 
when they require a full confession! For 
when will conscience be sure that the con- 
fession is complete? In the Church-writers 
mention is made of confession, but they do 
not speak of this enumeration of secret 
offenses, but of the rite of public repentance. 
For as the fallen or notorious [those guilty 
of public crimes] were nqt received without 
fixed satisfactions [without a public ceremony 
or reproof], they made confession on this ac- 
count to the presbyters, in order that satis- 
factions might be prescribed to them accord- 
ing to the measure of their offenses. This 
entire matter contained nothing similar to 
the enumeration concerning which we are dis- 
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puting. This confession was made, not be- 
cause the remission of sins before God. could 
not occur, without it, but because satisfac- 
tions could not be prescribed unless the kind 
of offense were first known. For different 
offenses had different canons. 


And from this rite of public repentance 
there has been left the word “satisfac- 
tion.” For the holy Fathers were unwilling 
to receive the fallen or the notorious, unless, 
as far as it was possible, their repentance had 
been first examined into and exhibited pub- 
licly. And there seem to have been many 
causes for this. For to chastise those who 
had fallen served as an example, just as also 
the gloss wpon the decrees admonishes, and it 
was improper immediately to admit notorious 
men to the communion [without their being 
tested]. These customs have long since grown 
obsolete. Neither is it necessary to restore 
them, because they are not necessary for the 
‘remission of sins before God. Neither did 
the Fathers hold this, namely, that men merit 
the remission of sins through such customs or 
such works, although these spectacles [such 
outward ceremonies] usually lead astray the 
ignorant to think that by these works they 
merit the remission of sins before God. But 


if any one thus holds, he holds to the faith, 


of a Jew and heathen. For also the heathen 
had certain expiations for offenses through 
which they imagined to be reconciled to God. 
Now, however, although the custom has be- 
come obsolete, the name satisfaction still re- 
mains, and a trace of the custom also remains 
of prescribing in confession certain satisfac- 
tions, which they define as works that are 
not due. We call them canonical satisfac- 
tions. Of these we hold, just as of the enu- 
meration, that canonical satisfactions [these 
public ceremonies] are not necessary by divine 
Law for the remission of sins; just as those 
ancient exhibitions of satisfactions in public 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 287.] 
repentance were not necessary by divine Law 
for the remission of sins. For the belief con- 
cerning faith must be retained, that by faith 
we obtain remission of sins for Christ’s sake, 
and not for the sake of our works that pre- 
cede or follow [when we are converted or born 
anew in Christ]. And for this reason we have 
discussed especially the question of satisfac- 
tions, that by submitting to them the right- 
eousness of faith be not obscured, or men 
think that for the sake of these works they 
obtain remission of sins. And many sayings 
that are current in the schools aid the error, 
such as that which they give in the definition 
of satisfaction, namely, that it is wrought 
for the purpose of appeasing the divine dis- 
pleasure. 

But, nevertheless, the adversaries acknowl- 
edge that satisfactions are of no profit for 
the remission of guilt. Yet they imagine 
that satisfactions are of profit in redeeming 
from the punishments, whether of purgatory 
or other punishments. For thus they teach 
that in the remission of sins, God [without 
means, alone] remits the guilt, and yet, be- 


cause it belongs to divine justice to punish 
sin, that He commutes eternal into temporal 
punishment. They add further that a part 
of this temporal punishment is remitted by 
the power of the keys, but that the rest is 
redeemed by means of satisfactions. Neither 
can it be understood of what punishments 
a part is remitted by the power of the keys, 
unless they say that a part of the punish- 
ments of purgatory is remitted, from which 
it would follow that satisfactions are only 
punishments redeeming from purgatory. And 
these satisfactions, they say, avail even 
though they are rendered by those who have 
relapsed into mortal sin, as though indeed 
the divine displeasure could be appeased by 
those who are in mortal sin. This entire 
matter is fictitious, and recently fabricated 
without the authority of Scripture and the 
old writers of the Church. And not even 
Longobardus speaks in this way of satisfac- 
tions. The scholastics saw that there were 
satisfactions in the Church; and they did 
not notice that these exhibitions had been 
instituted both for the purpose of example, 
and for testing those who desired to be re- 
ceived by the Church. In a word, they did 
not see that it was a discipline, and entirely 
a secular matter. Accordingly, they super- 
stitiously imagined that these avail not for 
discipline before the Church, but for appeas- 
ing God. And just as in other places they 
frequently, with great inaptness, have con- 
founded spiritual and civil matters. [the king- 
dom of Christ, which is spiritual, and the 
kingdom of the world, and external disci- 
pline], the same happens also with regard to 
satisfactions. But the gloss on the canons 
at various places testifies that these observ- 
ances were instituted for the sake of church 
discipline [should serve alone for an example 
before the Church]. 

Let us see, moreover, how in the Confuta- 
tion which they had the presumption to ob- 
trude upon His Imperial Majesty, they prove 
these figments of theirs. They cite many pas- 
sages from the Scriptures, in order to impose 
upon the inexperienced, as though this sub- 
ject which was unknown eyen in the time 
of Longobard, had authority from the Scrip- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 289.] 
tures. They bring forward such passages as 
these: Bring forth, therefore, fruits meet for 
repentance, Matt. 3,8; Mark 1, 15. Again: 
Yield your members servants to righteousness, 
Rom. 6, 19. Again, Christ preaches repent- 
ance, Matt. 4, 17: Repent. Again, Christ 
Luke 24,47, commands the apostles to preach 
repentance, and Peter preaches repentance, 
Acts 2,38. Afterward they cite certain pas- 
sages of the Fathers and the canons, and con- 
clude that satisfactions in the Church are not 
to be abolished contrary to the plain Gospel 
and the decrees of the Councils and Fathers 
[against the decision of the Holy Church]; 
nay, even that those who have been absolved 
by the priest ought to bring to perfection 
the repentance that has been enjoined, fol- 
lowing the declaration of Paul, Titus 2, 14: 
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Who gave Himself for us that He might re- 
deem us from all iniquity,| and purify unto 
Himself a peculiar people, zealous of good 
works. 

May God put to confusion these godless 
sophists who so wickedly distort God’s Word 
to their own most vain dreams! What good 
man is there who is not moved by such in- 
dignity? “Christ says, Repent, the apostles 
preach repentance; therefore eternal punish- 
ments are compensated by the punishments 
of purgatory; therefore the keys have the 
power to remit part of the punishments of 
purgatory; therefore satisfactions redeem the 
punishments of purgatory”! Who has taught 
these asses such logic? Yet this is neither 
logic nor sophistry, but cunning trickery. Ac- 
cordingly, they appeal to the expression re- 
pent in such a way that, when the inexperi- 
enced hear such a passage cited against us, 
they may derive the opinion that we deny the 
entire repentance. By these arts they en‘ 
deavor to alienate minds and to enkindle 
hatred, so that the inexperienced may cry 
out against us [Crucify! crucify!], that such 
pestilent heretics as disapprove of repentance 
should be removed from their midst. [Thus 
they are publicly convicted of being liars in 
this matter.] 

But we hope that among good men these 
calumnies [and misrepresentations of Holy 
Scripture] may make little headway. And 
God will not long endure such impudence 
and wickedness. [They will certainly be con- 
sumed by the First and Second Command- 
ments.] Neither has the Pope of Rome con- 
sulted well for his own dignity in employing 
such patrons, because he has entrusted a 
matter of the greatest importance to the 
judgment of these sophists. For since we 
include in the Confession almost the sum of 
the entire Christian doctrine, judges should 
have been appointed to make a declaration 
concerning matters so important and so many 
and various, whose learning and faith would 
have been more approved than that of these 
sophists who have written this Confutation. 
It was particularly becoming for you, O Cam- 
pegius, in accordance with your wisdom, to 
have taken care that in regard to matters of 
such importance they should write nothing 
which either at this time or with posterity 
might seem to be able to diminish regard for 
the Roman See. If the Roman See judges it 
right that all nations should acknowledge her 
as mistress of the faith, she ought to take 
pains that learned and uncorrupt men make 
investigation concerning matters of religion. 
For what will the world judge if at any time 
the writing of the adversaries be brought to 
light? What will posterity judge concern- 
ing these reproachful judicial investigations? 
You see, O Campegius, that these are the last 
times, in which Christ predicted that there 
would be the greatest danger to religion. 
You, therefore, who ought, as it were, to sit 
on the watch-tower and control religious mat- 
ters, should in these times employ unusual 
wisdom and diligence. There are many signs 
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which, unless you heed them, threaten a 
change to the Roman state. And you make 
a mistake if you think that Churches should 
be retained only by force and arms. Men 
ask to be taught concerning religion. How 
many do you suppose there are, not only 
in Germany, but also in England, in Spain, 
in France, in Italy, and finally even in the 
city of Rome, who, since they see that con- 
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troversies have arisen concerning subjects of 
the greatest importance, are beginning here 
and there to doubt, and to be silently indig- 
nant that you refuse to investigate and judge 
aright subjects of such weight as these; that 
you do not deliver wavering consciences; that 
you only bid us be overthrown and annihi- 
lated by arms? There are many good men 
to whom this doubt is more bitter than death. 
You do not consider sufficiently how great 
a subject religion is, if you think that good 
men are in anguish for a slight cause when- 
ever they begin to doubt concerning any 
dogma. And this doubt can have no other 
effect than to produce the greatest bitterness 
of hatred against those who, when they ought 
to heal consciences, plant themselves in the 
way of the explanation of the subject. We 
do not here say that you ought to fear God’s 
judgment. For the hierarchs think that they 
can easily provide against this, for since they 
hold the keys, of course they can open heaven 
for themselves whenever they wish. We are 
speaking of the judgments of men and the 
silent desires of all nations, which, indeed, 
at this time require that these matters be 
investigated and decided in such a manner 
that good minds may be healed and freed 
from doubt. For, in accordance with your 
wisdom, you can easily decide what will take 
place if at any time this hatred against you 
should break forth. But by this favor you 
will be able to bind to yourself all nations, 
as all sane men regard it as the highest and 
most important matter, if you heal doubting 
consciences. We have said these things not 
because we doubt concerning our Confession. 
For we know that it is true, godly, and use- 
ful to godly consciences. But it is likely 
that there are many in many places who 
waver concerning matters of no light impor- 
tance, and yet do not hear such teachers as 
are able to heal their consciences. 

But let us return to the main point. The 
Scriptures cited by the adversaries speak in 
no way of canonical satisfactions, and of the 
opinions of the scholastics, since it is evident 
that the latter were only recently born. 
Therefore it is pure slander when they dis- 
tort Scripture to their own opinions. We 
say that good fruits, good works in every 
kind of life, ought to follow repentance, i. @., 
conversion or regeneration [the renewal of 
the Holy Ghost in the heart]. Neither can 
there be true conversion or true contrition 
where mortifications of the flesh and good 
fruits do not follow [if we do not externally 
render good works and Christian patience]. 
True terrors, true griefs of mind, do not 


90 Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. VI. 


allow the body to indulge in sensual pleas- 
ures, and true faith is not ungrateful to God, 
neither does it despise God’s commandments. 
In a word, there is no inner repentance un- 
less it also produces outwardly mortifications 
of the flesh. We say also that this is the 
meaning of John when he says, Matt. 3, 8: 
Bring forth, therefore, fruits meet for re- 
pentance. Likewise of Paul when he says, 
Rom. 6,19: Yield your members servants to 
righteousness; just as he likewise says else- 
where, Rom. 12,1: Present your bodies a liv- 
ing sacrifice, ete. And when Christ says, 
Matt. 4, 17: Repent, He certainly speaks of 
the entire repentance, of the entire newness 
of life and its fruits; He does not speak of 
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those hypocritical satisfactions which, th 
scholastics imagine, avail for compensating 
the punishment of purgatory or other punish- 
ments when they are made by those who are 
in mortal sin. 

Many arguments, likewise, can be collected 
to show that these passages of Scripture per- 
tain in no way to scholastic satisfactions. 
These men imagine that satisfactions are 
works that are not due [which we are not 
obliged to do]; but Scripture, in these pas- 
sages, requires works that are due [which we. 
are obliged to do]. For this word of Christ, 
Repent, is the word of a commandment. Like- 
wise the adversaries write that if any one 
who goes to confession should refuse to 
undertake satisfactions, he does not sin, but 
will pay these penalties in purgatory. Now 
the following passages are, without contro- 
versy, precepts pertaining to this life: Re- 
pent; Bring forth fruits meet for repentance ; 
Yield your members servants to righteous- 
ness. Therefore they cannot be distorted to 
the satisfactions which it is permitted to re- 
fuse. For to refuse God’s commandments is 
not permitted. [For God’s commands are not 
thus left to our discretion.] Thirdly, indul- 
gences remit these satisfactions, as is taught 
by the Chapter, De Poenitentiis et Remis- 
sione, beginning Quum ex eo, ete. But indul- 
gences do not free us from the command- 
ments: Repent; Bring forth fruits meet for 
repentance. Therefore it is manifest that 
these passages of Scripture have been wick- 
edly distorted to apply to canonical satis- 
factions. See further what follows. If the 
punishments of purgatory are satisfactions, 
or satispassions [sufferings sufficient], or if 
satisfactions are a redemption of the punish- 
ments of purgatory, do these passages also 
give commandment that souls be punished 
in purgatory? [The above-cited passages of 
Christ and Paul must also show and prove 
that souls enter purgatory and there suffer 
pain.] Since this must follow from the opin- 
ions of the adversaries, these passages should 
be interpreted in a new way [these passages 
should put on new coats]: Bring forth fruits 
meet for repentance; Repent, i. e., suffer the 
punishments of purgatory after this - life. 
But we do not care about refuting in more 
words these absurdities of the adversaries. 


For it is evident that Scripture speaks of 
works that are due, of the entire newness 
of life, and not of these observances of works 
that are not due, of which the adversaries 
speak. And yet, by these figments they de- 
fend orders [of monks], the sale of Masses 
and infinite observances, namely, as works 
which, if they do not make satisfaction for 
guilt, yet make satisfaction for punishment. 

Since, therefore, the passages of Scripture 
cited do not say that eternal punishments 
are to be compensated by works that are not 
due, the adversaries are rash in affirming 
that these satisfactions are compensated by 
canonical satisfactions. Nor do the keys have 
the command to commute some punishments, 
and likewise to remit a part of the punish- 
ments. For where are such things [dreams 
and lies] read in the Scriptures? Christ 
speaks of the remission of sins when He says, 
Matt. 18,18: Whatsoever ye shall loose, ete. 
[i.e.], sin being forgiven, death eternal is 
taken away, and life eternal bestowed. Nor 
does Whatsoever ye shall bind speak of the 
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imposing of punishments, but of retaining 
the sins of those who are not converted. 
Moreover, the declaration of Longobard con- 
cerning remitting a part of the punishments 
has been taken from the canonical punish- 
ments; a part of these the pastors remitted. 
Although, therefore, we hold that repentance 
ought to bring forth good fruits for the sake 
of God’s glory and command, and good fruits, 
true fastings, true prayers, true alms, etc., 
have the commands of God, yet in the Holy 
Scriptures we nowhere find this, namely, 
that eternal punishments are not remitted ex- 
cept on account of the punishment of purga- 
tory or canonical satisfactions, 7.e., on ac- 
count of certain works not due, or that the 
power of the keys has the command to com- 
mute their punishments or to remit a portion. 
These things the adversaries were to prove. 
[This they will not attempt.] 

Besides, the death of Christ is a satisfac- 
tion not only for guilt, but also for eternal 
death, according to Hos. 13, 14: O death, 
I will be thy death. How monstrous, there- 
fore, it is to say that the satisfaction of 
Christ redeemed from the guilt, and our 
punishments redeem from eternal death; as 
the expression, I will be thy death, ought 
then to be understood, not concerning Christ, 
but concerning our works, and, indeed, not 
concerning the works commanded by God, but 
concerning some frigid observances devised 
by men! And these are said to abolish death, 
even when they are wrought in mortal sin. 
It is incredible with what grief we recite 
these absurdities of the adversaries, which 
cannot but cause one who considers them to 
be enraged against such doctrines of demons, 
which the devil has spread in the Church in 
order to suppress the knowledge of the Law 
and Gospel, of repentance and quickening, and 
the benefits of Christ. For of the Law they 
speak thus: “God, condescending to our weak- 
ness, has given to man a measure of those 
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things to which of necessity he is bound; 
and this is the observance of precepts, so 
that from what is left, i.e., from works of 
supererogation, he can render satisfaction 
with reference to offenses that have been com- 
mitted.” Here men imagine that they can 
observe the Law of God in such a manner as 
to be able to do even more than the Law ex- 
acts. But Scripture everywhere exclaims 
that we are far distant from the perfection 
which the Law requires. Yet these men 
imagine that the Law of God has been com- 
prised in outward and civil righteousness; 
they do not see that it requires true love to 
God “with the whole heart,” ete., and con- 
' demns the entire concupiscence in the nature. 
Therefore no one does as much as the Law 
requires. Hence their imagination that we 
can do more is ridiculous. For although we 
ean perform outward works not commanded 
by God’s Law [which Paul calls beggarly 
ordinances], yet the confidence that satisfac- 
tion is rendered God’s Law [yea, that more 
is done than God demands] is vain and 
wicked. And true prayers, true alms, true 
fastings, have God’s command; and where 
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they have God’s command, they cannot with- 
out sin be omitted. But these works, in so 
far as they have not been commanded by 
God’s Law, but have a fixed form derived 
from human rule, are works of human tradi- 
tions of which Christ says, Matt. 15,9: In 
vain they do worship Me with the commana- 
ments of men, such as certain fasts appointed 
not for restraining the flesh, but that, by 
this work, honor may be given to God, as 
Scotus says, and eternal death be made up 
for; likewise, a fixed number of prayers, a 
fixed measure of alms when they are ren- 
dered in such a way that this measure is 
a worship ex opere operato, giving honor to 
God, and making up for eternal death. For 
they ascribe satisfaction to these ex opere 
operato, because they teach that they avail 
even in those who are in mortal sin. There 
are works which depart still farther from 
God’s commands, as [rosaries and] pilgrim- 
ages; and of these there is a great variety: 
one makes a journey [to St. Jacob] clad in 
mail, and another with bare feet. Christ calls 
these “vain acts of worship,” and hence they 
do not serve to appease God’s displeasure, as 
the adversaries say. And yet they adorn 
these works with magnificent titles; they 
call them works of supererogation; to them 
the honor is ascribed of being a price paid 
instead of eternal death. Thus they are pre- 
ferred to the works of God’s commandments 
[the true works expressly mentioned in the 
Ten Commandments]. In this way the Law 
of God is obscured in two ways, one, because 
satisfaction is thought to be rendered God’s 
Law by means of outward and civil works, 
the other, because human traditions are added, 
whose works are preferred to the works of 
the divine Law. 

In the second place, repentance and grace 
are obscured. For eternal death is not 
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atoned for by this compensation of works, 
because it is idle, and does not in the present 
life taste of death. Something else must be 
opposed to death when it tries us. For just 
as the wrath of God is overcome by faith in 
Christ, so death is overcome by faith in 
Christ. Just as Paul says, 1 Cor. 15,57: But 
thanks be to God which giveth us the victory 
through our Lord Jesus Christ. He does not 
say: “Who giveth us the victory if we op- 
pose our satisfactions against death.” The 
adversaries treat of idle speculations concern- 
ing the remission of guilt, and do not see how, 
in the remission of guilt, the heart is freed 
by faith in Christ from God’s anger and 
eternal death. Since, therefore, the death of 
Christ is a satisfaction for eternal death, and 
since the adversaries themselves confess that 
these works of satisfactions are works that 
are not due, but are works of human tradi- 
tions, of which Christ says, Matt. 15,9, that 
they are vain acts of worship, we can safely 
affirm that canonical satisfactions are not 
necessary by divine Law for the remission of 
guilt, or eternal punishment, or the punish- 
ment of purgatory. 

But the adversaries object that vengeance 
or punishment is necessary for repentance, 
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because Augustine says that repentance is 
vengeance punmshing, etc. We grant that 
vengeance or punishment is necessary in re- 
pentance, yet not as merit or price, as the 
adversaries imagine that satisfactions are. 
But vengeance is in repentance formally, 1. e., 
because regeneration itself occurs by a per- 
petual mortification of the oldness of life. 
The saying of Scotus may indeed be very 
beautiful, that poenitentia is so called be- 
cause it is, as it were, poenae tenentia, hold- 
ing to punishment. But of what punishment, 
of what vengeance, does Augustine speak? 
Certainly of true punishment, of true venge- 
ance, namely, of contrition, of true terrors. 
Nor do we here exclude the outward mortifi- 
cations of the body, which follow true grief 
of mind. The adversaries make a great mis- 
take if they imagine that canonical satisfac- 
tions [their juggler’s tricks, rosaries, pilgrim- 
ages, and such like] are more truly punish- 
ments than are true terrors in the heart. It 
is most foolish to distort the name of punish- 
ment to these frigid satisfactions, and not to 
refer them to those horrible terrors of con- 
science of which David says, Ps. 18,4; 2 Sam. 
22,5: The sorrows of death compassed me. 
Who would not rather, clad in mail and 
equipped, seek the church of James, the ba- 
silica of Peter, etc., than bear that ineffable 
violence of grief which exists even in persons 
of ordinary lives, if there be true repentance? 

But they say that it belongs to God’s jus- 
tice to punish sin. He certainly punishes it 
in contrition, when in these terrors He shows 
His wrath. Just as David indicates when he 
prays, Ps. 6,1: O Lord, rebuke me not in 
Thine anger. And Jeremiah, 10,24: O Lord, 
correct me, but with judgment; not in Thine 
anger, lest Thow bring me to nothing. Here 
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indeed the most bitter punishments are 
spoken of. And the adversaries acknowledge 
that contrition can be so great that satisfac- 
tion is not required. Contrition is therefore 
more truly a punishment than is satisfaction. 
Besides, saints are subject to death, and all 
general afflictions, as Peter says, 1 Ep. 4, 17: 
For the time is come that judgment must be- 
gin at the house of God; and if it first begin 
at us, what shall the end be of them that obey 
not the Gospel of God? And although these 
afflictions are for the most part the punish- 
ments of sin, yet in the godly they have a 
better end, namely, to exercise them, that 
they may learn amidst trials to seek God’s 
aid, to acknowledge the distrust of their own 
hearts, etc., as Paul says of himself, 2 Cor. 
1,9: But we had the sentence of death in 
ourselves, that we should not trust in Owyr- 
selves, but in God which raiseth the dead. 
And Isaiah says, 26, 16: They powred out 
prayer when Thy chastening was wpon them, 
1.@., afflictions are a discipline by which God 
exercises the saints. Likewise afflictions are 
inflicted because of present sin, since in the 
saints they mortify and extinguish concu- 
piscence, so that they may be renewed by the 
Spirit, as Paul says, Rom. 8,10: The body is 
dead because of sin, i. €., it is mortified [more 


and more every day] because of present “sin- 


which is still left in the flesh. And death 
itself serves this purpose, namely, to abolish 
this flesh of sin, that we may rise absolutely 
new. Neither is there now in the death of the 
believer, since by faith he has overcome the 
terrors of death, that sting and sense of wrath 
of which Paul speaks 1 Cor. 15,56: The sting 
of death is sin; and the strength of sin is 
the Law. This strength-of sin, this sense of 
wrath, is truly a punishment as long as it is 
present; without this sense of wrath, death 
is not properly a punishment. Moreover, 
canonical satisfactions do not belong to these 
punishments; as the adversaries say that by 
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the power of the keys a part of the punish- 
ments is remitted. Likewise, according to 
these very men, the keys remit the satisfac- 
tions, and the punishments on account of 
which the satisfactions are made. But it is 
evident that the common afflictions are not 
removed by the power of the keys. And if 
they wish to be understood concerning these 
punishments, why do they add that satis- 
faction is to be rendered in purgatory? 

They oppose the example of Adam, and also 
of David, who was punished for his adultery. 
From these examples they derive the universal 
rule that peculiar temporal punishments in 
the remission of sins correspond to individual 
sins. It has been said before that saints 
suffer punishments, which are works of God; 
they suffer contrition or terrors, they also 
suffer other common afflictions. Thus, for ex- 
ample, some suffer punishments of their own 
that have been imposed by God, And these 
punishments pertain in no way to the keys, 
because the keys neither can impose nor re- 
mit them, but God, without the ministry of 


the keys, imposes and remits them [as He 
will]. . 

Neither does the universal rule follow: 
Upon David a peculiar punishment was im- 
posed, therefore, in addition to common afflic- 
tions, there is another punishment of purga- 
tory, in which each degree corresponds to 
each sin. Where does Scripture teach that 
we cannot be freed from eternal death except 
by the compensation of certain punishments 
in addition to common afflictions? But, on 
the other hand, it most frequently teaches 
that the remission of sins occurs freely for 
Christ’s sake, that Christ is the Victor of sin 
and death. Therefore the merit of satisfac- 
tion is not to be patched upon this. And al- 
though afflictions still remain, yet Scripture 
interprets these as the mortifications of 
present sin [to kill and humble the old 
Adam], and not as the compensations of eter- 
nal death or as prices for eternal death. 

Job is excused that he was not afflicted on 
account of past evil deeds; therefore afflic- 
tions are not always punishments or signs of 
wrath. Yea, terrified consciences are to be 
taught that other ends of afflictions are more 
important [that they should learn to regard 
troubles far differently, namely, as signs of 
grace], lest they think that they are rejected 
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but God’s punishment and anger. The other 
more important ends are to be considered, 
namely, that God 1s doing His strange work 
so that He may be able to do His own 
work, etc., as Isaiah teaches in a long dis- 
course, chap. 28. And when the disciples 
asked concerning the blind man who sinned, 
John 9, 2.3, Christ replies that the cause of 
his blindness is not sin, but that the works 
of God should be made manifest in him. And 
in Jeremiah, 49, 12, it is said: They whose 
judgment was not to drink of the cup have 
assuredly drunken. Thus the prophets and 
John the Baptist and other saints were killed. 
Therefore afflictions are not always punish- 
ments for certain past deeds, but they are 
the’ works of God, intended for our profit, 
and that the power of God might be made 
more manifest in our weakness [how He can 
help in the midst of death]. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 303.] 

Thus Paul says, 2 Cor.12,5.9: The strength 
of God is made perfect in my weakness. There- 
fore, because of God’s will, our bodies ought 
to be sacrifices, to declare our obedience [and 
patience], and not to compensate for eternal 
death, for which God has another price, 
namely, the death of His own Son. And 
in this sense Gregory interprets even the 
punishment of David when he says: If God 
on aecount of that sin had threatened that 
he would thus be humbled by his son, why, 
when the sin was forgiven, did He fulfil that 
which He had threatened against him? The 
reply is that this remission was made that 
man might not be hindered from receiving 
eternal life, but that the example of the 
threatening followed, in order that the piety ° 
of the man might be ewercised and tested 
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even in this humility. Thus also God inflicted 
upon man death of body on account of sin, 
and after the remission of sins He did not re- 
move it, for the sake of ewercising justice, 
namely, in order that the righteousness of 
those who are sanctified might be ewercised 
and tested. 

Nor, indeed, are common calamities [as 
war, famine, and similar calamities], prop- 
erly speaking, removed by these works of 
canonical satisfactions, i.e., by these works 
of human traditions, which, they say, avail 
ex opere operato, in such a way that, even 
though they are wrought in mortal sin, yet 
they redeem from the punishments. [And the 
adversaries themselves confess that they im- 
pose satisfactions, not on account of such 
common calamities, but on account of purga- 
tory; hence, their satisfactions are pure 
imaginations and dreams.] And when the 
passage of Paul, 1 Cor. 11, 31, is cited against 
us: If we would judge ourselves, we should 
not be judged by the Lord [they conclude 
therefrom that, if we impose punishment 
upon ourselves, God will judge us the more 
graciously], the word to judge ought to be 
understood of the entire repentance and due 
fruits, not of works which are not due. Our 
adversaries pay the penalty for despising 
grammar when they understand to judge to 
be the same as to make a pilgrimage clad in 
mail to the church of St. James, or similar 
works. To judge signifies the entire repent- 
ance; it signifies to condemn sins. This con- 
demnation truly occurs in contrition and the 
change of life. The entire repentance, con- 
trition, faith, the good fruits, obtain the miti- 
gation of public and private punishments and 
calamities, as Isaiah teaches chap. 1, 17—19: 
Cease to do evil; learn to do well, ete. 
Though your sins be as scarlet, they shall be 
white as snow. If ye be willing and obedient, 
ye shall eat the good of the land. Neither 
should a most important and salutary mean- 
ing be transferred from the entire repentance, 
and from works due or commanded by God, 
to the satisfactions and works of human tra- 
ditions. And this it is profitable to teach, 
that common evils are mitigated by our re- 
pentance and by the true fruits of repentance, 
by good works wrought from faith, not, as 
these men imagine, wrought in mortal sin. 
And here belongs the example of the Nine- 
vites, Jonah 3, 10, who by their repentance 
(we speak of the entire repentance) were 
reconciled to God, and obtained the favor that 
their city was not destroyed. 

Moreover, the making mention, by the 
Fathers, of satisfaction, and the framing of 
canons by the councils, we have said above, 
was a matter of church-discipline instituted 
on account of the example. Nor did they hold 
that this discipline is necessary for the re- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 305.] 
mission either of the guilt or of the punish- 
ment. For if some of them made mention of 
purgatory, they interpret it not as compen- 
sation for eternal punishment [which only 
‘Christ makes], not as satisfaction, but as 


purification of imperfect souls. Just as 
Augustine says that venial [daily] offenses 
are consumed, i. e., distrust towards God and 
other similar dispositions are mortified. Now 
and then the writers transfer the term satis- 
faction from the rite itself or spectacle, to 
signify true mortification. Thus Augustine 
says: True satisfaction is to cut off the 
causes of sin, i.e. to mortify the flesh, like- 
wise to restrain the flesh, not .im order that 
eternal punishments may be compensated for, 
but so that the flesh may not allure to sin. 


Thus concerning restitution, Gregory says 
that repentance is false if it does not satisfy 
those whose property we have taken. For he 
who still steals does not truly grieve that he 
has stolen or robbed. For he is a thief or 
robber, so long as he is the unjust possessor 
of the property of another. This civil satis- 
faction is necessary, because it is written 
Eph. 4, 28: Let him that stole, steal no more. 
Likewise Chrysostom says: In the heart, con- 
trition; in the mouth, confession; im the 
work, entire humility. This amounts to noth- 
ing against us. Good works ought to follow 
repentance; it ought to be repentance, not 
simulation, but a change of the entire life 
for the better. 


Likewise, the Fathers wrote that it is suf- 
ficient if once in life this public or ceremonial 
penitence occur, about which the canons con- 
cerning satisfactions have been made. There- 
fore it can be understood that they held that 
these canons are not necessary for the re- 
mission of sins. For in addition to this cere- 
monial penitence, they frequently wish that 
penitence be rendered otherwise, where canons 
of satisfactions were not required. 


The composers of the Confutation write 
that the abolition of satisfactions contrary 
to the plain Gospel is not to be endured. We, 
therefore, have thus far shown that these 
canonical satisfactions, i.e., works not due, 
and that are to be performed in order to 
compensate for punishment, have not the 
command of the Gospel. The subject itself 
shows this. If works of satisfaction are 
works which are not due, why do they cite 
the plain Gospel? For if the Gospel would 
command that punishments be compensated 
for by such works, the works would already 
be due. But thus they speak in order to im- 
pose upon the inexperienced, and they cite 
testimonies which speak of works that are 
due, although they themselves in their own 
satisfactions prescribe works that are not due. 
Yea, in their schools they themselves concede 
that satisfactions can be refused without 
[mortal] sin. Therefore they here write 
falsely that we are compelled by the plain 
Gospel to undertake these canonical satis- 
factions. 

But we have already frequently testified 
that repentance ought to produce good fruits; 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 307.] 
and what the good fruits are the [Ten] Com- 
mandments teach, namely, [truly and from 
the heart most highly to esteem, fear, and 
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love God, joyfully to call upon Him in need], 
prayer, thanksgiving, the confession of the 
Gospel [hearing this Word], to teach the 
Gospel, to obey parents and magistrates, to 
be faithful to one’s calling, not to kill, not 
to retain hatred, but to be forgiving [to be 
agreeable and kind to one’s neighbor], to give 
to the needy, so far as we can according to 
our means, not to commit fornication or 
adultery, but to restrain and bridle and chas- 
tise the flesh, not for a compensation of eter- 
nal punishment, ‘but so as not to obey the 
devil, or offend the Holy Ghost; likewise, 
to speak the truth. These fruits have God’s 
injunction, and ought to be brought forth 
for the sake of God’s glory and command; 
and they have their rewards also. But that 
eternal punishments are not remitted except 
on account of the compensation rendered wy 
certain traditions or by purgatory, Scripture 
does not teach. Indulgences were formerly 
remission of these public observances, so that 
men should not be excessively burdened. But 
if, by human authority, satisfactions and 
punishments can be remitted, this compensa- 
tion, therefore, is not necessary by divine 
Law; for a divine Law is not annulled by 
human authority. Furthermore, since the 
custom has now of itself become obsolete and 
the bishops have passed it by in silence, there 
is no necessity for these remissions. And yet 
the name indulgences remained. And just as 
satisfactions were understood not with ref- 
erence to external discipline, but with refer- 
ence to the compensation of punishment, so 
indulgences were incorrectly understood to 
free souls from purgatory. But the keys have 
not the power of binding and loosing except 
upon earth, according to Matt. 16,19: What- 
soever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven, and whatsoever thou shalt loose 
on earth shall be loosed in heaven. Although, 
as we have said above, the keys have not the 
power to impose penalties, or to institute 
rites of worship, but only the command to 
remit sins to those who are converted, and to 
convict and excommunicate those who are un- 
willing to be converted. For just as to loose 
signifies to remit sins, so to bind signifies not 
to remit sins. For Christ speaks of a spir- 
itual kingdom. And the command of God is 
that the ministers of the Gospel should ab- 
solve those who are converted, according to 
2 Cor. 10,8: The authority which the Lord 
hath given us for edification. Therefore the 
reservation of cases is a secular affair. For 
it is a reservation of canonical punishment; 
it is not a reservation of guilt before God in 
those who are truly converted. Therefore the 
adversaries judge aright when they confess 
that in the article of death the reservation 
of cases ought not to hinder absolution. 


We have set forth the sum of our doctrine 
concerning repentance, which we certainly 
know is godly and salutary to good minds 
[and highly necessary]. And if good men 
will compare our [yea, Christ’s and His 
apostles’] doctrine with the very confused 
discussions of our adversaries, they will per- 
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ceive that the adversaries have omitted the 
doctrine [without which no one can teach or 
learn anything that is substantial and Chris- 
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tian] concerning faith justifying and consol- 
ing godly hearts. They will also see that the 
adversaries invent many things concerning 
the merits of attrition, concerning the endless 
enumeration of offenses, concerning satisfac- 
tions; they say things [that touch neither 
earth nor heaven] agreeing neither with 
human nor divine law, and which not even 
the adversaries themselves can satisfactorily 
explain. 


Article XIII (VII): Of the Number and 
Use of the Sacraments. 


In the Thirteenth Article the adversaries 
approve our statement that the Sacraments 
are not only marks of profession among men, 
as some imagine, but that they are rather 
signs and testimonies of God’s will toward 
us, through which God moves hearts to be- 
lieve [are not mere signs whereby men may 
recognize each other, as the watchword in 
war, livery, etc., but are efficacious signs and 
sure testimonies, etc.]. But here they bid us 
also count seven sacraments. We hold that it 


.-should be maintained that the matters and 


ceremonies instituted in the Scriptures, what- 
ever the number, be not neglected. Neither 
do we believe it to be of any consequence, 
though, for the purpose of teaching, different 
people reckon differently, provided they still 
preserve aright the matters handed down in 
Scripture. Neither have the ancients reck- 
oned in the same manner. [But concerning 
this number of seven sacraments, the fact is 
that the Fathers have not been uniform in 
their enumeration; thus also these seven cere- 
monies are not equally necessary. ] 


If we call Sacraments rites which have the 
command of God, and to which the promise 
of grace has been added, it is easy to decide 
what are properly Sacraments. For rites in- 
stituted by men will not in this way be Sacra- 
ments properly so called. For it does not be- 
long to human authority to promise grace. 
Therefore signs instituted without God’s com- 
mand are not sure signs of grace, even though 
they. perhaps instruct the rude [children or 
the uncultivated], or admonish as to some- 
thing [as a painted cross]. Therefore Bap- 
tism, the Lord’s Supper, and Absolution, 
which is the Sacrament of Repentance, are 
truly Sacraments. For these rites have God’s 
command and the promise of grace, which is 
peculiar to the New Testament. For when 
we are baptized, when we eat the Lord’s body, 
when we are absolved, our hearts must be 
firmly assured that God truly forgives us for 
Christ’s sake. And God, at the same time, 
by the Word and by the rite, moves hearts to 
believe and conceive faith, just as Paul says, 
Rom. 10,17: Faith cometh by hearing. But 
just as the Word enters the ear in order to 
strike our heart, so the rite itself strikes the 
eye, in order to move the heart. The effect 
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of the Word and of the rite is the same, as 
it has been well said by Augustine that a 
Sacrament is a visible word, because the rite 
is received by the eyes, and is, as it were, 
a picture of the Word, signifying the same 
thing as the Word. Therefore the effect of 
both is the same. 

Confirmation and Hatreme Unction are 
rites received from the Fathers which not 


even the Church requires as necessary to sal- 
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vation, because they do not have God’s com- 
mand. Therefore it is not useless to dis- 
tinguish these rites from the former, which 
have God’s express command and a clear 
promise of grace. 

The adversaries understand priesthood not 
of the ministry of the Word, and administer- 
ing the Sacraments to others, but they under- 
stand it as referring to sacrifice; as though 
in the New Testament there ought to be a 
priestheod like the Levitical, to sacrifice for 
the people, and merit the remission of sins for 
others. We teach that the sacrifice of Christ 
dying on the cross has been sufficient for the 
sins of the whole world, and that there is no 
need, besides, of other sacrifices, as though 
this were not sufficient for our sins. Men, 
accordingly, are justified not because of any 
other sacrifices, but because of this one sacri- 
fice of Christ, if they believe that they have 
been redeemed by this sacrifice. They are ac- 
cordingly called priests, not in order to make 
any sacrifices for the people as in the Law, 
so that by these they may merit remission of 
sins for the people; but they are called to 
teach the Gospel and administer the Sacra- 
ments to the people. Nor do we have another 
priesthood like the Levitical, as the Epistle 
to the Hebrews sufficiently teaches. But if 
ordination be understood as applying to the 
ministry of the Word, we are not unwilling 
to call ordination a sacrament. For the min- 
istry of the Word has God’s command and 
glorious promises, Rom.1,16: The Gospel is 
the power of God unto salvation to every one 
that believeth. Likewise, Is. 55,11: So shall 
My Word be that goeth forth out of My 
mouth; it shall not return unto Me void, but 
it shall accomplish that which I please. If 
ordination be understood in this way, neither 
will we refuse to call the imposition of hands 
a sacrament. For the Church has the com- 
mand to appoint ministers, which should be 
most pleasing to us, because we know that 
God approves this ministry, and is present in 
the ministry [that God will preach and work 
through men and those who have been chosen 
by men]. And it is of advantage, so far as 
can be done, to adorn the ministry of the 
Word with every kind of praise against 
fanatical men, who dream that the Holy 
Ghost is given not through the Word, but 
because of certain preparations of their own, 
if they sit unoccupied and silent in obscure 
places, waiting for illumination, as the En- 
thusiasts formerly taught, and the Anabap- 
tists now teach. 

Matrimony was not first instituted in the 


New Testament, but in the beginning, imme- 
diately on the creation of the human race. 
It has, moreover, God’s command; it has also 
promises, not indeed properly pertaining to 
the New Testament, but pertaining rather to 
the bodily life. Wherefore, if any one should 
wish to call it a sacrament, he ought still to 
distinguish it from those preceding ones [the 
two former ones], which are properly signs 
of the New Testament, and testimonies of 
grace and the remission of sins. But if mar- 
riage will have the name of sacrament for 
the reason that it has God’s command, other 
states or offices also, which have God’s com- 
mand, may be called sacraments, as, for ex- 
ample, the magistracy. 

Lastly, if among the Sacraments all things 
ought to be numbered which have God’s com- 
mand, and to which promises have been added, 
why do we not add prayer, which most truly 
can be called a sacrament? For it has both 
God’s command and very many promises; 
and if placed among the Sacraments, as 
though in a more eminent place, it would 
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invite men to pray. Alms could also be reck- 
oned here, and likewise afflictions, which are 
even themselves signs,’ to which God has added 
promises. But let us omit these things. For 
no prudent man will strive greatly concern- 
ing the number or the term, if only those 
objects still be retained which have God’s 
command and promises. 

It is still more needful to understand how 
the Sacraments are to be used. Here we con- 
demn the whole crowd of scholastic doctors, 
who teach that the Sacraments confer grace 
ex opere operato, without a good disposition 
on the part of the one using them, provided 
he do not place a hindrance in the way. This 
is absolutely a Jewish opinion, to hold that 
we are justified by a ceremony, without a good 
disposition of the heart, 7.e¢., without faith. 
And yet this impious and pernicious opinion 
is taught with great authority throughout the 
entire realm of the Pope. Paul contradicts 
this, and denies, Rom. 4, 9, that Abraham was 
justified by circumcision, but asserts that cir- 
cumcision was a sign presented for exercising 
faith. Thus we teach that in the use of the 
Sacraments faith ought to be added, which 
should believe these promises, and receive the 
promised things, there offered in the Sacra- 
ment. And the reason is plain and thoroughly 
grounded. [This is a certain and true use of 
the holy Sacrament, on which Christian 
hearts and consciences may risk to rely.] The 
promise is useless unless it is received by 
faith. But the Sacraments are the signs [and 
seals] of the promises. Therefore, in the use 
of the Sacraments faith ought to be added, 
so that, if any one use the Lord’s Supper, he 
use it thus. Because this is a Sacrament of 
the New Testament, as Christ clearly says, 
he ought for this very reason to be confident 
that what is promised in the New Testament, 
namely, the free remission of sins, is offered 
him. And let him receive this by faith, let 
him comfort his alarmed conscience, and know 
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that these testimonies are not fallacious, but 
as sure as though [and still surer than if] 
God by a new miracle would declare from 
heaven that it was His will to grant forgive- 
ness. But of what advantage would these 
miracles and promises be to an unbeliever? 
And here we speak of special faith which be- 
lieves the present promise, not only that 
which in general believes that God exists, but 
which believes that the remission of sins is 
offered. ‘This use of the Sacrament consoles 
godly and alarmed minds. 


Moreover, no one can express in words what 
abuses in the Church this fanatical opinion 
concerning the opus operatum, without a good 
disposition on the part of the one using the 
Sacraments, has produced. Hence the infinite 
profanation of the Masses; but of this we 
shall speak below. Neither can a single lettex, 
be produced from the old writers which in 
this matter favors the scholastics. Yea, 
Augustine says the contrary, that the faith 
of the Sacrament, and not the Sacrament, 
justifies. And the declaration of Paul is well 
known, Rom. 10,10: With the heart man be- 
lieveth unto righteousness. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 815.] 
Article XIV: Of Ecclesiastical Order... 


The Fourteenth Article, in which we say 
that in ,the Church the administration of 
the Sacraments and Word ought to be al- 
lowed no one unless he be rightly called, 
they receive, but with the proviso that we 
employ canonical ordination. Concerning 
this subject we have frequently testified 
- in this assembly that it is our greatest wish 
to maintain church-polity and the grades in 
the Church [old church-regulations and the 
government of bishops], even though they 
have been made by human authority [pro- 
vided the bishops allow our doctrine and re- 
ceive our priests]. For we know that church- 
discipline was instituted by the Fathers, in 
the manner laid down in the ancient canons, 
with a good and useful intention. But the 
bishops either compel our priests to reject 
and condemn this kind of doctrine which we 
have confessed, or, by a new and unheard-of 
cruelty, they put to death the poor innocent 
men. These causes hinder our priests from 
acknowledging such bishops. Thus the cruelty 
of the bishops is the reason why the canon- 
ical government, which we greatly desired to 
maintain, is in some places dissolved. Let 
them see to it how they will give an account 
to God for dispersing the Church. In this 
matter our consciences are not in danger, be- 
cause since we know that our Confession is 
true, godly, and catholic, we ought not to ap- 
prove the cruelty of those who persecute this 
doctrine. And we know that the Church is 
among those who teach the Word of God 
aright, and administer the Sacraments aright, 
and not with those who not only by their 
edicts endeavor to efface God’s Word, but also 
put to death those who teach what is right 
and true; towards whom, even though they 
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do something contrary to the canons, yet the 


very canons are milder. Furthermore, we 
wish here again to testify that we will gladly 
maintain ecclesiastical and canonical govern- 
ment, provided the bishops only cease to rage 
against our Churches. This our desire will 
clear us both before God and among all na- 
tions to all posterity from the imputation 
against us that the authority of the bishops 
is being undermined, when men read and hear 
that, although protesting against the unright- 
eous cruelty of the bishops, we could not ob- 
tain justice. 


Article XV (VIII): 
Of Human Traditions in the Church. 


In the Fifteenth Article they receive the 
first part, in which we say that such eccle- 
siastical rites are to be observed as can be ob- 
served without sin, and are of profit in the 
Church for tranquillity and good order: They 
altogether condemn the second part, in which 
we say that human traditions instituted to 
appease God, to merit grace, and make satis- 
factions for sins are contrary to the Gospel. 
Although in the Confession itself, when treat- 
ing of the distinction of meats, we have 
spoken at sufficient length concerning tradi- 


-tions, yet certain things should be briefly re- 
‘counted here. 


Although we supposed that the adversaries 
would defend human traditions on other 
grounds, yet we did not think that this would 
come to pass, namely, that they would con- 
demn this article: that we do not merit the 
remission of sins or grace by the observance 
of human traditions. Since, therefore, this 
article has been condemned, we have an easy 
and plain case. The adversaries are now 
openly Judaizing, are openly suppressing the 
Gospel by the doctrines of demons. For 
Scripture calls traditions doctrines of demons, 
when it is taught that religious rites are 
serviceable to merit the remission of sins and 
grace. For they are then obscuring the Gos- 
pel, the benefit of Christ, and the righteous- 
ness of faith. [For they are just as directly 
contrary to Christ and to the Gospel as are 
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fire and water to one another.] The Gospel 
teaches that by faith we receive freely, for 
Christ’s sake, the remission of sins and are 
reconciled to God. The adversaries, on the 
other hand, appoint another mediator, namely, 
these traditions. On account of these they 
wish to acquire remission of sins; on account 
of these they wish to appease God’s wrath. 
But Christ clearly says, Matt.15,9: In vain 
do they worship Me, teaching for doctrines 
the commandments of men. 


We have above discussed at length that 
men are justified by faith when they believe 
that they have a reconciled God, not because 
of our works, but gratuitously, for Christ’s 
sake. It is certain that this is the doctrine 
of the Gospel, because Paul clearly teaches, 
Eph. 2,8.9: By grace are ye saved, through 
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faith; and that not of yourselves: it is the 
gift of God; not of works. 
say that men merit the remission of sins by 
these human observances. What else is this 
than to appoint another justifier, a mediator 
other than Christ? Paul says to the Gala- 
tians, 5,4: Christ has become of no effect 
unto you, whosoever of you are justified by 
the Law; 7%.e., if you hold that by the ob- 
servance of the Law you merit to be accounted 
righteous before God, Christ will profit you 
nothing; for what need of Christ have those 
who hold that they are righteous by their 
own observance of the Law? God has set 
forth Christ with the promise that on account 
of this Mediator, and not on account of our 
righteousness, He wishes to be propitious 
to us. But these men hold that God is recon- 
ciled and propitious because of the traditions, 
and not because of Christ. Therefore they 
take away from Christ the honor of Mediator. 
Neither, so far as this matter is concerned, 
is there any difference between our traditions 
and the ceremonies of Moses. Paul condemns 
the ceremonies of Moses, just as he condemns 
traditions, for the reason that they were re- 
garded as works which merit righteousness 
before God. Thus the office of Christ and the 
righteousness of faith were obscured. There- 
fore, the Law being removed, and traditions 
being removed, he contends that the remission 
of sins has been promised not because of our 
works, but freely, because of Christ, if only 
by faith we receive it. For the promise 
is not received except by faith. Since, there- 
fore, by faith we receive the remission of sins, 
since by faith we have a propitious God for 
Christ’s sake, it is an error and impiety to 
declare that because of these observances we 
merit the remission of sins. If any one should 
say here that we do not merit the remission 
of sins, but that those who have already been 
justified by these traditions merit grace, Paul 
again replies, Gal. 2,17, that Christ would 
be the minister of sin if after justification 
we must hold that henceforth we are not ac- 
counted righteous for Christ’s sake, but we 
ought first, by other observances, to merit 
that we be accounted righteous. Likewise 
Gal. 3,15: Though it be but a man’s cove- 
nant, no man addeth thereto. Therefore, 
neither to God’s covenant, who promises that 
for Christ’s sake He will be propitious to us, 
ought we to add that we must first through 
these observances attain such merit as to be 
regarded as accepted and righteous. 
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However, what need is there of a long dis- 
cussion? No tradition was instituted by the 
holy Fathers with the design that it should 
merit the remission of sins, or righteousness, 
but they have been instituted for the sake 
of good order in the Church and for the sake 
of tranquillity. And when any one,wishes to 
institute certain works to merit the remission 
of sins, or righteousness, how will he know 
that these works please God since he has not 
the testimony of God’s Word? How, with- 
out God’s command and Word, will he render 

Book of Concord. 


Now these men . 


men certain of God’s will? Does He not every- 
where in the prophets prohibit men from in- 
stituting, without His commandment, peculiar 
rites of worship? In Ezek. 20, 18.19 it is 
written: Walk ye not in the statutes of your 
fathers, neither observe their judgments, nor 
defile yourselves with their idols: I am the 
Lord, your God. Walk in My statutes, and 
keep My judgments, and do them. If men 
are allowed to institute religious rites, and 
through these rites merit grace, the religious 
rites of all the heathen will have to be ap- 
proved, and the rites instituted by Jeroboam, 
1 Kings 12, 26 f., and by others, outside of 
the Law, will have to be approved. For what 
difference does it make? If we have been 
allowed to institute religious rites that are 
profitable for meriting grace, or righteous- 
ness, why was the same not allowed the 
heathen and the Israelites? But the religious 
rites of the heathen and the Israelites were 
rejected for the very reason that they held 
that by these they merited remission of sins 
and righteousness, and yet did not know [the 


_ highest service of God] the righteousness of 


faith. Lastly, whence are we rendered cer- 
tain that rites instituted by men without 
God’s command justify, inasmuch as nothing 
can be affirmed of God’s will without God’s 
Word? What if God does not approve these 
services? How, therefore, do the adversaries 
affirm that they justify? Without God’s 
Word and testimony this cannot be affirmed. 
And Paul says, Rom. 14,23: Whatsoever is 
not of faith is sin. But as these services have 
no testimony of God’s Word, conscience must 
doubt as to whether they please God. 


And what need is there of words on a sub- 
ject so manifest? If the adversaries defend 
these human services as meriting justifica- 
tion, grace, and the remission of sins, they 
simply establish the kingdom of Antichrist. 
For the kingdom of Antichrist is a new ser- 
vice of God, devised by human authority re- 
jecting Christ, just as the kingdom of Ma- 
homet has services and works through which 
it wishes to be justified before God; nor does 
it hold that men are gratuitously justified 
before God by faith, for Christ’s sake. Thus 
the Papacy also will be a part of the king- 
dom of Antichrist if it thus defends human 
services as justifying. For the honor is taken 
away from Christ when they teach that we 
are not justified gratuitously by faith, for 
Christ’s sake, but by such services; especially 
when they teach that such services are not 
only useful for justification, but are also 
necessary, as they hold above in Art. VII, 
where they condemn us for saying that unto 
true unity of the Church it is not necessary 
that rites instituted by men should every- 
where be alike. Daniel, 11,38, indicates that 
new human services will be the very form and 
constitution of the kingdom of Antichrist. 
For he says thus: But in his estate shall he 
honor the god of forces; and a god whom his 
fathers knew not shall he honor with gold 
and silver and precious stones. Here he de- 
scribes new services, because he says that 
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such a god shall be worshiped as the fathers 
were ignorant of. For although the holy 
Fathers themselves had both rites and tra- 
ditions, yet they did not hold that these mat- 
ters are useful or necessary for justification ; 
they did not obscure the glory and office of 
Christ, but taught that we are justified by 
faith for Christ’s sake, and not for the sake 
of these human services. But they observed 
human rites for the sake of bodily advantage, 
that the people might know at what time 
they should assemble; that, for the sake of 
example, all things in the churches might be 
done in order and becomingly; lastly, that 
the common people might receive a sort of 
training. For the distinctions of times and 
the variety of rites are of service in admon- 
ishing the common people. The Fathers had 
these reasons for maintaining the rites, and 
for these reasons we also judge it to be right 
that traditions [good customs] be maintained. 
And we are greatly surprised that the ad- 
versaries [contrary to the entire Scriptures 
of the Apostles, contrary to the Old and New 
Testaments] contend for another design of 
traditions, namely, that they may merit the 
remission of sins, grace, or justification. 
What else is this than to honor God with 
gold and silver and precious stones [as Daniel * 
says], 7.¢., to hold that God becomes recon- 
ciled by a variety in clothing, ornaments, and 
by similar rites [many kinds of church deco- 
rations, banners, tapers], as are infinite in 
human traditions? 

Paul writes to the Colossians, 2, 23, that 
traditions have a show of wisdom. And they 
indeed have. For this good order is very he- 
coming in the Church, and for this reason 
is necessary. But human reason, because it 
does not understand the righteousness of 
faith, naturally imagines that such works 
justify men because they reconcile God, etc. 
Thus the common people among the Israelites 
thought, and iby this opinion increased such 
ceremonies, just as among us they have grown 
in the monasteries [as in our time one altar 
after another and one church after another 
is founded]. Thus human reason judges also 
of bodily exercises, of fasts; although the 
end of these is to restrain the flesh, reason 
falsely adds that they are services which 
justify. As Thomas writes: Fasting avails 
for the eatingwishing and the prevention of 
guilt. These are the words of Thomas. Thus 
the semblance of wisdom and righteousness in 
such works. deceives men. And the examples 
of the saints are added [when they say: 
St. Francis wore a cap, etc.]; and when men 
desire to imitate these, they imitate, for the 
most part, the outward exercises; their faith 
they do not imitate. 

After this semblance of wisdom and right- 
eousness has deceived men, then infinite evils 
follow; the Gospel concerning the righteous- 
ness of faith in Christ is obscured, and vain 
confidence in such works succeeds. Then the 
commandments of God are obscured; these 
works arrogate to themselves the title of a 
perfect and spiritual life, and are far pre- 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. XV. (VIII.) 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 323.] 
ferred to the works of God’s commandments 
[the true, holy, good works], as, the works 
of one’s own calling, the administration of 
the state, the management of a family, mar- 
ried life, the bringing up of children. Com- 
pared with those ceremonies, the latter are 
judged to be profane, so that they are exer- 
cised by many with some doubt of conscience. 
For it is known that many have abandoned 
the administration of the state and married 
life, in order to embrace these observances as 
better and holier [have gone into cloisters in 
order to become holy and spiritual]. 

Nor is this enough. When the persuasion 
has taken possession of minds that such ob- 
servances are necessary to justification, con- 
sciences are in miserable anxiety because they 
cannot exactly fulfil all observances. For how 
many are there who could enumerate all these 
observances? There are immense books, yea, 
whole libraries, containing not a syllable con- 
cerning Christ, concerning faith in Christ, 
concerning the good works of one’s own call- 
ing, but which only collect the traditions and 
interpretations by which they are sometimes 
rendered quite rigorous and sometimes re- 
laxed. [They write of such precepts as of 
fasting for forty days, the four canonical 
hours for prayer, etc.] How that most ex- 
cellent man, Gerson, is tortured while he 
searches for the grades and extent of the 
precepts! Nevertheless, he is not able to fix 
éme(xecay [mitigation] in a definite grade [and 
yet cannot find any sure grade where he could 
confidently promise the heart assurance and 
peace]. Meanwhile, he deeply deplores the 
dangers to godly consciences which this rigid 
interpretation of the traditions produces. 

Against this semblance of wisdom and 
righteousness in human rites, which deceives 
men, let us therefore fortify ourselves by the 
Word of God, and let us know, first of all, 
that these neither merit before God the re- 
mission of sins or justification, nor are neces- 
sary for justification. We have above cited 
some testimonies. And Paul is full of them, 
To the Colossians, 2, 16. 17, he clearly says: 
Let no man, therefore, judge you in meat or 
in drink, or in respect of an holy-day, or of 
the new moon, or of the Sabbath-days, which 
are a shadow of things to come; but the 
body is of Christ. Here now he embraces at 
the same time both the Law of Moses and 
human traditions, in order that the adver- 
saries may not elude these testimonies, ac- 
cording to their custom, upon the ground that 
Paul is speaking only of the Law of Moses. 
But he clearly testifies here that he is speak- 
ing of human traditions. However, the ad- 
versaries do not see what they are saying; if 
the Gospel says that the ceremonies of Moses, 
which were divinely instituted, do not justify, 
how much less do human traditions justify! 

Neither have the bishops the power to in- 
stitute services, as though they justified, or 
were necessary for justification.’ Yea, the 
apostles, Acts 15,10, say: Why tempt ye God 
to put a yoke, etc., where Peter declares this 
purpose to burden the Church a great sin. 
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And Paul forbids the Galatians, 5, 1, to be 
entangled again with the yoke of bondage. 
Therefore, it is the will of the apostles that 
this liberty remain in the Church, that no ser- 
vices of the Law or of traditions be judged 
as necessary (just as in the Law ceremonies 
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were for a time necessary), lest the right- 
eousness of faith be obscured, if men judge 
that these services merit justification, or are 
necessary for justification. Many seek in 
traditions various émexelas [mitigations] in 
order to heal consciences; and yet they do 
not find any sure grades by which to free 
consciences from these chains. But just as 
Alexander once for all solved the Gordian 
knot by cutting it with his sword when he 
could not disentangle it, so the apostles once 
for all free consciences from traditions, es- 
pecially if they are taught to merit justifi- 
cation. The apostles compel us to oppose this 
doctrine by teaching and examples. They 
compel us to teach that traditions do not 
justify; that they are not necessary for 
justification; that no one ought to frame or 
receive traditions with the opinion that they 
merit justification. Then, even though any 
one should observe them, let him observe 
them without superstition as civil customs, 
just as without superstition soldiers are 
clothed in one way and scholars in another 
[as I regard my wearing of a German cos- 
tume among the Germans and a French cos- 
tume among the French as an observance of 
the usage of the land, and not for the pur- 
pose of being saved thereby]. The apostles 
violate traditions and are excused by Christ; 
for the example was to be shown the Phar- 
isees that these services are unprofitable. 
And if our people neglect some traditions 
that are of little advantage, they are now 
sufficiently, excused, when these are required 
as though they merit justification. For such 
an opinion with regard to traditions is im- 
pious [an error not to be endured]. 

But we cheerfully maintain the old tradi- 
tions [as, the three high festivals, the ob- 
servance of Sunday, and the like] made in 
the Church for the sake of usefulness and 
tranquillity; and we interpret them in a 
more moderate way, to the exclusion of the 
opinion which holds that they justify. And 
our enemies falsely accuse us of abolishing 
good ordinances and church-discipline. For 
we can truly declare that the public form 
of the churches is more becoming with us 
than with the adversaries [that the true 
worship of God is observed in our churches 
in a more Christian, honorable way]. And 
if any one will consider it aright, we conform 
to the canons more truly than do the adver- 
saries. [For the adversaries, without shame, 
tread under foot the most honorable canons, 
just as they do Christ and the Gospel.] With 
the adversaries, unwilling celebrants, and 
those hired for pay, and very frequently only 
for pay, celebrate the Masses. They sing 
psalms, not that they may learn or pray [for 
the greater part do not understand a verse 


in the psalms], but for the sake of the ser- 
vice, as though this work were a service, or, 
at least, for the sake of reward. [AI] this 
they cannot deny. Some who are upright 
among them are even ashamed of this traffic, 
and declare that the clergy is in need of refor- 
mation.] With us many use the Lord’s Sup- 
per [willingly and without constraint] every 
Lord’s Day, but after having been first in- 
structed, examined [whether they know and 
understand anything of the Lord’s Prayer, 
the Creed, and the Ten Commandments], and 
absolved. The children sing psalms in order 
that they may learn [become familiar with 
passages of Scripture]; the people also sing 
[Latin and German psalms], in order that 
they may either learn or pray. With the ad- 
versaries there is no catechization of the chil- 
dren whatever, concerning which even the 
canons give commands. With us the pastors 
and ministers of the churches are compelled 
publicly [and privately] to instruct and hear 
the youth; and this ceremony produces the 
best fruits. [And the Catechism is not a mere 
childish thing, as is the bearing of banners 
and tapers, but a very profitable instruction.] 
Among the adversaries, in many regions [as 
in Italy and Spain], during the entire year 
no sermons are delivered, except in Lent. 
[Here they ought to cry out and justly make 
{Concordia Triglotta, p. 327.] 
grievous complaint; for this means at one 
blow to overthrow completely all worship. 
For of all acts of worship that is the greatest, 
most holy, most necessary, and highest, which 
God has required as the highest in the First 
and the Second Commandment, namely, to 
preach the Word of God. For the ministry 
is the highest office in the Church. Now, if 
this worship is omitted, how can there be 
knowledge of God, the doctrine of Christ, or 
the Gospel?] But the chief service of God is 
to teach the Gospel. And when the adver- 
saries do preach, they speak of human tradi- 
tions, of the worship of saints [of consecrated 
water], and similar trifles, which the people 
justly loathe; therefore they are deserted 
immediately in the beginning, after the text 
of the Gospel has been recited. [This prac- 
tise may have started because the people did 
not wish to hear the other lies.] A few better 
ones begin now to speak of good works; but 
of the righteousness of faith, of faith in 
Christ, of the consolation of consciences, they 
say nothing; yea, this most wholesome part 
of the Gospel they rail at with their re- 
proaches. [This blessed doctrine, the precious 
holy Gospel, they call Lutheran.] On the con- 
trary, in our churches all the sermons are 
occupied with such topics as these: of re- 
pentance; of the fear of God; of faith in 
Christ, of the righteousness of faith, of the 
consolation of consciences by faith, of the 
exercises of faith; of prayer, what its nature 
should be, and that we should be fully con- 
fident that it is efficacious, that it is heard; 
of the cross; of the authority of magistrates 
and all civil ordinances [likewise, how each 
one in his station should live in a Christian 


100 


J 


manner, and, out of obedience to the com- 
mand of the Lord God, should conduct him- 
self in reference to every worldly ordinance 
and law]; of the distinction between the 
kingdom of Christ, or the spiritual kingdom, 
and political affairs; of marriage; of the 
education and instruction of children; of 
chastity; of all the offices of love. From 
this condition of the churches it may be 
judged that we diligently maintain church- 
discipline and godly ceremonies and good 
church-customs. 

And of-the mortification of the flesh and 
discipline of the body we thus teach, just as 
the Confession states, that a true and not 
a feigned mortification occurs through the 
cross and afflictions by which God exercises us 
[when God breaks our will, inflicts the cross 
and trouble]. 
will, as Paul says, Rom. 12,1: Present your 
bodies a living sacrifice. And these are the 
spiritual exercises of fear and faith. But in 
addition to this mortification which occurs 
through the cross [which does not depend 
upon our will] there is also a voluntary kind 
of exercise necessary, of which Christ says, 
Luke 21,34: Take heed to yourselves lest at 
any time your hearts be overcharged with 
surfeiting. And Paul, 1 Cor. 9,27: I keep 
under my body, and bring it into subjec- 
tion, ete. And these exercises are to be under- 
taken not because they are services that jus- 
tify, but in order to curb the flesh, lest sa- 
tiety may overpower us, and render us secure 
and indifferent, the result of which is that 
men indulge and obey the dispositions of the 
flesh. This diligence ought to be perpetual, 
because it has the perpetual command of 
God. And this prescribed form of certain 
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meats and times does nothing [as experience 
shows] towards curbing the flesh. For it is 
more luxurious and sumptuous than other 
feasts [for they were at greater expense, and 
practised greater gluttony with fish and vari- 
ous Lenten meats than when the fasts were 
not observed], and not even the adversaries 
observe the form given in the canons. 

This topic concerning traditions contains 
many and difficult questions of controversy, 
and we have actually experienced that tradi 
tions are truly snares of consciences. When 
they are exacted as necessary, they torture in 
wonderful ways the conscience omitting any 
observance [as godly hearts, indeed, experi- 
ence when in the canonical hours they have 
omitted a compline, or offended against them 
in a similar way]. Again their abrogation 
has its own evils and its own questions. [On 
the other hand, to teach absolute freedom has 
also its doubts and questions, because the 
common people need outward discipline and 
instruction.] But we have an easy and plain 
case, because the adversaries condemn us for 
teaching that human traditions do not merit 
the remission of sins. Likewise they require 
universal traditions, as they call them, as 
necessary for justification [and place them 
in Christ’s stead]. Here we have Paul as 


In these we must obey God’s* 
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a constant champion, who everywhere con- 
tends that these observances neither justify 
nor are necessary in addition to the right- 
eousness of faith. And nevertheless we teach 
that in these matters the use of liberty is to 
be so controlled that the inexperienced may 
not be offended, and, on account of the abuse 
of liberty, may not become more hostile to 
the true doctrine of the Gospel, or that with- 
out a reasonable cause nothing in customary 
rites be changed, but that, in order to cherish 
harmony, such old customs be observed as 
can be observed without sin or without great 
inconvenience. And in this very assembly we 
have shown sufficiently that for love’s sake 


' we do not refuse to observe adiaphora with 


others, even though they should have some 
disadvantage; but we have judged that such 
wpublic harmony as could indeed be produced 
without offense to consciences ought to be 
preferred to all other advantages [all other 
less important matters]. But concerning this 
entire subject we shall speak after a while, 
when we shall treat of vows and ecclesiastical 
power. 


Article XVI: Of Political Order. 


The Sixteenth Article the adversaries re- 
ceive without any exception, in which we have 


“confessed that it is lawful for the Christian 


to bear civil office, sit in judgment, determine 
matters by the imperial laws, and other laws 
in present force, appoint just punishments, 
engage in just wars, act as a soldier, make 
legal contracts, hold property, take an oath 
when magistrates require it, contract mar- 
riage; finally, that legitimate civil ordinances 
are good creatures of God and divine ordi- 
nances, which a Christian can use with safety. 
This entire topic concerning the distinction 
between the kingdom of Christ and a political 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 331.] 
kingdom has been explained to advantage [to 
the remarkably great consolation of many 
consciences] in the literature of our writers, 
[namely] that the kingdom of Christ is spir- 
itual [inasmuch as Christ governs by the 
Word and by preaching], to wit, beginning 
in the heart the knowledge of God, the fear 
of God and faith, eternal righteousness, 
and eternal life; meanwhile it permits us 
outwardly to use legitimate political ordi- 
nances of every nation in which we live, just 
as it permits us to use medicine or.the art 
of building, or food, drink, air. Neither does 
the Gospel bring new laws concerning the 
civil state, but commands that we obey 
present laws, whether they have been framed 
by heathen or by others, and that in this 
obedience we should exercise love. For Carl- 
stadt was insane in imposing upon us the 
judicial laws of Moses. Concerning these 
subjects, our theologians have written more 
fully, because the monks diffused many per- 
nicious opinions in the Church. They called 
a community of property the polity of the 
Gospel; they said that not to hold property, 
not to vindicate one’s self at law [not to have 
wife and child], were evangelical counsels. 
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These opinions greatly obscure the Gospel and 
the spiritual kingdom [so that it was not 
understood at all what the Christian or spir- 
itual kingdom of Christ is; they concocted 
the secular kingdom with the spiritual, 
whenee much trouble and geditions, harmful 
teaching resulted], and are dangerous to the 
commonwealth. For the Gospel does not de- 
stroy the State or the family [buying, sell- 
ing, and other civil regulations], but much 
rather approves them, and bids us obey them 
as a divine ordinance, not only on account of 
punishment, but also on account of conscience. 

Julian the Apostate, Celsus, and very many 
_ others made the objection to Christians that 

the Gospel would rend asunder states, because 
it prohibited legal redress, and taught cer- 
tain other things not at all suited to political 
association. And these questions wonderfully 
exercised Origen, Nazianzen, and others, al- 
though, indeed, they can be most readily ex- 
plained, if we keep in mind the fact that the 
Gospel does not introduce laws concerning the 
civil state, but is the remission of sins and 
the beginning of a new life in the hearts of 
believers; besides, it not only approves out- 
ward governments, but subjects us to them, 
Rom. 13, 1, just as we have been necessarily 
placed under the laws of seasons, the changes 
of winter and summer, as divine ordinances. 
[This is no obstacle to the spiritual kingdom. ] 
The Gospel forbids private redress [in order 
that no one should interfere with the office 
of the magistrate], and Christ inculcates this 
so frequently with the design that the apostles 
should not think that they ought to seize the 
governments from those who held otherwise, 
just as the Jews dreamed concerning the 
kingdom of the Messiah, but that they might 
know they ought to teach concerning the 
spiritual kingdom that it does not change 
the civil state. Therefore private redress is 
prohibited not by advice, but by a command, 
Matt. 5, 39; Rom. 12, 19. Public redress, 
which is made through the office of the magis- 
trate, is not advised against, but is com- 
manded, and is a work of God, according to 
Paul, Rom. 13, 1sqq. Now the different kinds 
of public redress are legal decisions, capital 
punishment, wars, military service. It is 
manifest how incorrectly many writers have 
judged concerning these matters [some teach- 
ers have taught such pernicious errors that 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 333.] 

nearly all princes, lords, knights, servants re- 
garded their proper estate as secular, un- 
godly, and damnable, ete. Nor can it be fully 
expressed in words what an unspeakable peril 
and damage has resulted from this to souls 
and consciences], because they were in the 
error that the Gospel is an external, new, 
and monastic form of government, and did 
not see that the Gospel brings eternal right- 
eousness to hearts [teaches how a person is 
redeemed, before God and in his conscience, 
from sin, hell, and the devil], while it out- 
wardly approves the civil state. 

It is also a most vain delusion that it is 
Christian perfection not to hold property. 
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For Christian perfection consists not in the 
contempt of civil ordinances, but in dispo-° 
sitions of the heart, in great fear of God, in 
great faith, just as Abraham, David, Daniel, 
even in great wealth and while exercising 
civil power, were no less perfect than any 
hermits. But the monks [especially the Bare- 
foot monks] have spread this outward hypoc- 
risy before the eyes of men, so that it could 
not be seen in what things true perfection 
exists. With what praises have they brought 
forward this communion of property, as 
though it were evangelical! But these praises 
have the greatest danger, especially since they 
differ much from the Scriptures. For Scrip- 
ture does not command that property be com- 
mon, but the Law of the Decalog, when it 
says, Ex.20, 15: Thou shalt not steal, dis- 
tinguishes rights of ownership, and commands 
each one to hold what is his own. Wyclif 
manifestly was raging when he said that 
priests were not allowed to hold property. 
There are infinite discussions concerning con- 
tracts, in reference to which good consciences 
can never be satisfied unless they know the 
rule that it is lawful for a Christian to make 
use of civil ordinances and laws. This rule 
protects consciences when it teaches that con- 
tracts are lawful before God just to the extent 
that the magistrates or laws approve them. 


This entire topic concerning civil affairs has 
been so clearly set forth by our theologians 
that very many good) men occupied in the 
state and in business have declared that they 
have been greatly benefited, who before, 
troubled by the opinion of the monks, were 
in doubt as to whether the Gospel allowed 
these civil offices and business. Accordingly, 
we have recounted these things in order that 
those without also may understand that by 
the kind of doctrine which we follow, the 
authority of magistrates and the dignity of 
all civil ordinances are not undermined, but 
are all the more strengthened [and that it is 
only this doctrine which gives true instruc- 
tion as to how eminently glorious an office, 
full of good Christian works, the office of 
rulers is]. The importance of these matters 
was greatly obscured previously by those silly 
monastic opinions, which far preferred the 
hypocrisy of poverty and humility to the 
state and the family, although these have 
God’s command, while this Platonic com- 
munion [monasticism] has not God’s com- 
mand. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 335.] 
Article XVII: 
Of Christ’s Return to Judgment. 


The Seventeenth Article the adversaries re- 
ceive without exception, in which we confess 
that at the consummation of the world Christ 
shall appear, and shall raise up all the dead, 
and shall give to the godly eternal life and 
eternal joys, but shall condemn the: ungodly 
to be punished with the devil without end. 
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Article XVIII: Of Free Will. 


The Eighteenth Article, Of Free Will, the 
adversaries receive, although they add some 
testimonies not at all adapted to this case. 
They add also a declamation that neither, 
with the Pelagians, is too much to be granted 
to the free will, nor, with the Manicheans, 
is all freedom to be denied it. Very well; 
but what difference is there between the 
Pelagians and our adversaries, since both 
hold that without the Holy Ghost men can 
love God and perform God’s commandments 
with respect to the substance of the acts, and 
can merit grace and justification by works 
which reason performs by itself, without the 
Holy Ghost? How many absurdities follow 
from these Pelagian opinions, which are 
taught with great authority in the schools! 
These Augustine, following Paul, refutes with 
great emphasis, whose judgment we have re- 
counted above in the article Of Justification. 
(See pp. 32 and 40.) Nor, indeed, do we 
deny liberty to the human will. The human 
will has liberty in the choice of works and 
things which reason comprehends by itself. 
It can to a certain extent render civil right- 
eousness or the righteousness of works; it 
can speak of God, offer to God a certain ser- 


vice by an outward work, obey magistrates, 


parents; in the choice of an outward work 
it can restrain the hands from murder, from 
adultery, from theft. Since there is’ left in 
human nature reason and judgment concern- 
ing objects subjected to the senses, choice be- 
tween these things, and the liberty and power 
to render civil righteousness, are also left. 
For Scripture calls this the righteousness of 
the flesh which the carnal nature, 7. e., reason, 
renders by itself, without the Holy Ghost. 
Although the power of concupiscence is such 
that men more frequently obey evil dispo- 
sitions than sound judgment. And the devil, 
who is efficacious in the godless, as Paul says, 
Eph. 2,2, does not cease to incite this feeble 
nature to various offenses. These are the 
reasons why even civil righteousness is rare 
among men, as we see that not even the phi- 
losophers themselves, who seem to have as- 
pired after this righteousness, attained it. 
But it is false to say that he who performs 
the works of the commandments without grace 
does not sin. And they add further that such 
works also merit de congruo the remission of 
sins and justification. For human _ hearts 
without the Holy Ghost are without the fear 
of God; without trust toward God, they do 
not believe that they are heard, forgiven, 
helped, and preserved by God. Therefore 
they are godless. For neither can a corrupt 
tree bring forth good fruit, Matt. 7,18. And 
without farth it 1s wmpossible to please God, 
Heb. 11, 6. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 337.] 

Therefore, although we concede to free will 
the liberty and power to perform the outward 
works of the Law, yet we do not ascribe 
to free will these spiritual matters, namely, 
truly to fear God, truly to believe God, truly 
to be confident and hold that God regards us, 


‘existing in the godless. 
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hears us, forgives us, etc. These are the true 
works of the First Table, which the heart 
cannot render without the Holy Ghost, as 
Paul says, 1 Cor. 2,14: The natural man, 1. e., 
man using only natural strength, receiweth 
not the things of the Spirit of God. [That is, | 
a person who is not enlightened by the Spirit 
of God does not, by his natural reason, re- 
ceive anything of God’s will and divine mat- 
ters.] And this can be decided if men con- 
sider what their hearts believe concerning 
God’s will, whether they are truly confident 
that they are regarded and heard by God. 
Even for saints to retain this faith [and, as 
Peter says (1. Ep. 1, 8), to risk and commit 
himself entirely to God, whom he does not see, 
to love Christ, and esteem Him highly, whom 
he does not see] is difficult, so far is it from 
But it is conceived, 
as we have said above, when terrified hearts 
hear the Gospel and receive consolation [when 
we are born anew of the Holy Ghost]. 


Therefore such a distribution is of ad- 
vantage in which civil righteousness is as- 
cribed to the free will and spiritual right- 
eousness to the governing of the Holy Ghost 
in the regenerate. For thus the outward dis- 
cipline is retained, because all men ought to 
know equally, both that God requires this 
civil righteousness [God will not tolerate in- 
decent, wild, reckless conduct], and that, in 
a measure, we can afford it. And yet a dis- 
tinction is shown between human and spir- 
itual righteousness, between philosophical doc- 
trine and the doctrine of the Holy Ghost, 
and it can be understood for what there is 
need of the Holy Ghost. Nor has this dis- 
tribution been invented by us, but Scripture 
most .clearly teaches it. Augustine also 
treats of it, and recently it has been well 
treated of by William of Paris, but it has 
been wickedly suppressed by those who have 
dreamt that men can obey God’s Law with- 
out the Holy Ghost, but that the Hely Ghost 
is given in order that, in addition, it may be 
considered meritorious. 


Article XIX: Of the Cause of Sin. 


The Nineteenth Article the adversaries re- 
ceive, in which we confess that, although God 
only and alone has framed all nature, and 
preserves all things which exist, yet [He is 
not the cause of sin, but] the cause of sin is 
the will in the devil and men turning itself 
away from God, according to the saying of 
Christ concerning the devil, John 8,44: When 
he speaketh a lie, he speaketh of his own. 


Article XX: Of Good Works. 


In the Twentieth Article they distinctly 
lay down these words, namely, that they re- 
ject and condemn our statement that men 
do not merit the remission of sins by good 
works. [Mark this well!] They clearly de- 
clare that they reject and condemn this 
article. What is to be said on a subject so 
manifest? Here the framers of the Confu- 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. XX. 


‘ [Concordia Triglotta, p. 839.) 

tation openly show by what spirit they are 
led. For what in the Church is more cer- 
tain than that the remission of sins occurs 
freely for Christ’s sake, that Christ, and not 
our works, is the propitiation for sins, as 
Peter says, Acts 10,43: Zo Him give all the 
prophets witness that through His name, who- 
soever believeth on Him, shall receive remis- 
sion of sins? [This strong testimony of all 
the holy prophets may duly be called a decree 
of the catholic Christian Church. For even 
a single prophet is very highly esteemed by 
God and a treasure worth the whole world.] 
To this Church of the prophets we would 
rather assent than to these abandoned writers 
of the Confutation, who so impudently blas- 
pheme Christ. For although there were 
writers who held that after the remission of 
sins men are just before God, not by faith, 
but by works themselves, yet they did not 
hold this, namely, that the remission of sins 
itself occurs on account of our works, and 
not freely for Christ’s sake. 

Therefore the blasphemy of ascribing 
Christ’s honor to our works is not to be en- 
dured. These theologians are now entirely 
without shame if they dare to bring such an 
opinion into the Church. Nor do we doubt 
that His Most Excellent Imperial Majesty 
and very many of the princes would not have 
allowed this passage to remain in the Con- 
futation if they had been admonished of it. 
Here we could cite infinite testimonies from 
Scripture and from the Fathers [that this 
article is certainly divine and true, and this 
is the sacred and divine truth. For there is 
hardly a syllable, hardly a leaf in the Bible, 
in the principal books of the Holy Scriptures, 
where this is not clearly stated.] But also 
above we have said enough on this subject. 
And there is no need of more testimonies for 
one who knows why Christ has been given 
to us, who knows that Christ is the propitia- 
tion for our sins. [God-fearing, pious hearts 
that know well why Christ has been given, 
who for all the possessions and kingdoms of 
the world would not be without Christ as our 
only Treasure, our only Mediator and Re- 
deemer, must here be shocked and terrified 
that God’s holy Word and Truth should be 
so openly despised and condemned by poor 
men.|] Isaiah says, 53, 6: The Lord hath 
laid on Him the vmquities of us all. The ad- 
versaries, on the other hand, [accuse Isaiah 
and the entire Bible of lying and] teach that 
God lays our iniquities not on Christ, but on 
our [beggarly] works. Neither are we dis- 
posed to mention here the sort of works 
[rosaries, pilgrimages, and the like] which 
they teach. We see that a horrible decree 
has been prepared against us, which would 
terrify us still more if we were contending 
concerning doubtful or trifling subjects. Now, 
since our consciences understand that by the 
adversaries the manifest truth is condemned, 
whose defense is necessary for the Church and 

increases the glory of Christ, we easily de- 
spise the terrors of the world, and with a 
strong spirit will bear whatever is to be suf- 
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fered for the glory of Christ and the ad- 
vantage of the Church. Who would not re- 
joice to die in the confession of such articles 
as that we obtain the remission of sins by 
faith freely for Christ’s sake, that we do not 
merit the remission of sins by our works? 
[Experience shows — and the monks them- 
selves must admit it — that] The consciences 
of the pious will have no sufficiently sure con- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 341.] 

solation against the terrors of sin and of 
death, and against the devil soliciting to de- 
spair [and who in a moment blows away all 
our works like dust], if they do not know 
that they ought to be confident that they have 
the remission of sins freely for Christ’s sake. 
This faith sustains and quickens hearts in 
that most violent conflict with despair [in 
the great agony of death, in the great anguish, 
when no creature can help, yea, when we must 
depart from this entire visible creation into 
another state and world, and must die]. 


Therefore the cause is one which is worthy 
that for its sake we should refuse no danger. 
Whosoever you are that has assented to our 
Confession, “do not yield to the wicked, but, 
on the contrary, go forward the more boldly,” 
when the adversaries endeavor, by means of 
terrors and tortures and punishments, to 
drive away from you that consolation which 
has been tendered to the entire Church in this 
article of ours [but with all cheerfulness rely 
confidently and gladly on God and the Lord 
Jesus, and joyfully confess this manifest truth 
in opposition to the tyranny, wrath, threaten- 
ing, and terrors of all the world, yea, in op- 
position to the daily murders and persecution 
of tyrants. For who would suffer to have 
taken from him this great, yea, everlasting 
consolation on which the entire salvation of 
the whole Christian Church depends? Any 
one who picks up the Bible and reads it 
earnestly will soon observe that this doctrine 
has its foundation everywhere in the Bible]. 
Testimonies of Scripture will not be wanting 
to one seeking them, which will establish his 
mind. For Paul at the top of his voice, as 
the saying is, cries out, Rom. 3, 24 f., and 
4, 16, that sins are freely remitted for Christ’s 
sake. It is of faith, he says, that it might be 
by grace, to the end the promise might be 
sure. That is, if the promise would depend 
upon our works, it would not be sure. If re- 
mission of sins would be given on account of 
our works, when would we know that we had 
obtained it, when would a terrified conscience 
find a work which it would consider sufficient 
to appease God’s wrath? But we spoke of the 
entire matter above. Thence let the reader 
derive testimonies. For the unworthy treat- 
ment of the subject has forced from us the 
present, not discussion, but complaint that on 
this topic they have distinctly recorded them- 
selves as disapproving of this article of ours, 
that we obtain remission of sins not on ac- 
count of our works, but by faith and freely 
on account of Christ. 


The adversaries also add testimonies to 
their own condemnation, and it is worth while 
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to recite several of them. They quote from 
Peter, 2. Ep. 1,10: Give diligence to make 
your calling sure, etc. Now you see, reader, 
that our adversaries have not wasted labor 
in learning logic, but have the art of infer- 
ring from the Scriptures whatever pleases 
them [whether it is in harmony with the 
Scriptures or out of harmony; whether it is 
correctly or incorrectly concluded. For they 
conclude thus:] “Make your calling sure by 
good works.” ‘Therefore works merit the re- 
mission of sins. A very agreeable mode of 
reasoning, if one would argue thus concern- 
ing a person sentenced to capital punishment, 
whose punishment has been remitted: “The 
magistrate commands that hereafter you ab- 
stain from that which belongs to another. 
Therefore you have merited the remission of 
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invocation of the dead. They quote also 
Jerome against Vigilantius. “On this field” 
[in this matter], they say, “eleven hundred 
years ago, Jerome overcame Vigilantius.” 
Thus the adversaries triumph, as though the 
war were already ended. Nor do those asses 
see that in Jerome, against Vigilantius, there 
is not a syllable concerning invocation. He 
speaks concerning honors for the saints, not 
concerning invocation. Neither have the rest 
of the ancient writers before Gregory made 
mention of invocation. Certainly this invo- 
cation, with these opinions which the adver- 
saries now teach concerning the application 
of merits, has not the testimonies of the 
ancient writers. 

Our Confession approves honors to the 
saints. For here a threefold honor is to be 


the penalty, because you are now abstaining \ approved. The first is thanksgiving. For we 


from what belongs to another\” Thus to 
argue is to make a cause out of that which 
is not a cause. For Peter speaks of works 
following the remission of sins, and teaches 
why they should be done, namely, that the 
calling may be sure, i.e., lest they may fall 
from their calling if they sin again. Do good 
works that you may persevere in your call- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 343.] 
ing, that you [do not fall away again, grow 


cold and] may not lose the gifts of your call- © 


ing, which were given you before, and not on 
account of works that follow, and which now 
are retained by faith; for faith does not re- 
main in those who lose the Holy Ghost, who 
reject repentance, just as we have said above 
(p.78) that faith exists in repentance. 

They add other testimonies cohering no 
better. Lastly they say that this opinion was 
condemned a thousand years before, in the 
time of Augustine. This also is quite false. 
For the Church of Christ always held that 
the remission of sins is obtained freely. 
Yea, the Pelagians were condemned, who con- 
tended that grace is given on account of our 
works. Besides, we have above shown suf- 
ficiently that we hold that good works ought 
necessarily to follow faith. For we do not 
make void the Law, says Paul, Rom. 3, 31; 
yea, we establish the Law, because when by 
faith we have received the Holy Ghost, the 
fulfilling of the Law necessarily follows, by 
which love, patience, chastity, and other 
fruits of the Spirit gradually grow. 


Article XXI (IX): 
Of the Invocation of Saints. 


The Twenty-first Article they absolutely 
condemn, because we do not require the in- 
vocation of saints. Nor on any topic do they 
speak more eloquently and with more pro- 
lixity. Nevertheless they do not effect any- 
thing else than that the saints should be hon- 
ored; likewise, that the saints who live pray 
for others; as though, indeed, the invocation 
of dead saints were on that account necessary. 
They cite Cyprian, because he asked Cornelius 
while yet alive to pray for his brothers when 
departing. By this example they prove the 


ought to give thanks to God because He has 
shown examples of mercy; because He has 
shown that He wishes to save men; because 
He has given teachers or other gifts to the 
Church. And these gifts, as they are the 
greatest, should be amplified, and the saints 
themselves should be praised, who have faith- 
fully used these gifts, just as Christ praises 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 345.] 

faithful business-men, Matt. 25, 21.23. The 
second service is the strengthening of our 
faith; when we see the denial forgiven Peter, 
we also are encouraged to believe the more 
that grace truly superabounds over sin, 
Rom. 5, 20. The third honor is the imita- 
tion, first, of faith, then of the other virtues, 
which every one should imitate according to 
his calling. These true honors the adversaries 
do not require. They dispute only concerning 
invocation, which, even though it would have 
no danger, nevertheless is not necessary. 

Besides, we also grant that the angels pray 
for us. For there is a testimony in Zech.1,12, | 
where an angel prays: O Lord of hosts, how 
long wilt Thou not have mercy on Jerusalem? 
Although concerning the saints we concede 
that, just as, when alive, they pray for the 
Church universal in general, so in heaven they 
pray for the Church in general, albeit no testi- 
mony concerning the praying of the dead is 
extant in the Scriptures, except the dream 
taken from the Second Book of Maccabees, 
15, 14. 

Moreover, even supposing that the saints 
pray for the Church ever so much, yet it does 
not follow that they are to be invoked; al- 
though our Confession affirms only this, that 
Scripture does not teach the invocation of the 
saints, or that we are to ask the saints for 
aid. But since neither a command, nor a 
promise, nor an example can be produced 
from the Scriptures concerning the invocation 
of saints, it follows that conscience can have 
nothing concerning this invocation that is 
certain. And since prayer ought to be made 
from faith, how do we know that God ap- 
proves this invocation? Whence do we know 
without the testimony of Scripture that the 
saints perceive the prayers of each one? 
Some plainly ascribe divinity to the saints, 
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namely, that they discern the silent thoughts 
of the minds in us. They dispute concerning 
morning and evening knowledge, perhaps be- 
cause they doubt whether they hear us in the 
morning or the evening. They invent these 
things, not in order to treat the saints with 
honor, but to defend lucrative services. Noth- 
ing can be produced by the adversaries against 
this reasoning, that, since invocation does not 
have a testimony from God’s Word, it cannot 
be affirmed that the saints understand our 
invocation, or, even if they understand it, 
that God approves it. Therefore the adver- 
saries ought not to force us to an uncertain 
matter, because a prayer without faith is not 
prayer. For when they cite the example of 
the Church, it is evident that this is a new 
custom in the Church; for although the old 
prayers make mention of the saints, yet they 
do not invoke the saints. Although also this 
new invocation in the Church is dissimilar to 
the invocation of individuals. 


Again, the advérsaries not only require in- 
vocation in the worship of the saints, but 
also apply the merits of the saints to others, 
and make of the saints not only intercessors, 
but also propitiators. This is in no way to 
be endured. For here the honor belonging 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 347.] 

only to Christ is altogether transferred to the 
saints. For they make them mediators and 
propitiators, and although they make a dis- 
tinction between mediators of intercession and 
mediators [the Mediator] of redemption, yet 
they plainly make of the saints mediators of 
redemption. But even that they are medi- 
ators of intercession they declare without the 
testimony of Scripture, which, be it said ever 
so reverently, nevertheless obscures Christ’s 
office, and transfers the confidence of mercy 
due Christ to the saints. For men imagine 
that Christ is more severe and the saints more 
easily appeased, and they trust rather to the 
mercy of the saints than to the mercy of 
Christ, and fleeing from Christ [as from a 
tyrant], they seek the saints. Thus they 
actually make of them mediators of redemp- 
tion. 


Therefore we shall show that they truly 
make of the saints, not only intercessors, but 
propitiators, 7. e., mediators of redemption. 
Here we do not as yet recite the abuses of 
the common people [how manifest idolatry is 
practised at pilgrimages]. We are still speak- 
ing of the opinions of the Doctors. As re- 
gards the rest, even the inexperienced [com- 
mon people] can judge. 

In a propitiator these two things concur. 
In the first place, there ought to be a word 
of God from which we may certainly know 
that God wishes to pity, and hearken to, those 
calling upon Him through this propitiator. 
There is such a promise concerning Christ, 
John 16, 23: Whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father in My name, He will give it you. 
Concerning the saints there is no such 
promise. Therefore consciences cannot be 
firmly confident that by the invocation of 
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saints we are heard. This invocation, there- 
fore, is not made from faith. Then we have 
also the command to call upon Christ, accord- 
ing to Matt. 11, 28: Come unto Me, all ye 
that labor, ete., which certainly is said also 
to us. And Isaiah says, 11,10: In that day 
there shall be a root of Jesse, which shall 
stand for an ensign to the people; to it shall 
the Gentiles seek. And Ps. 45,12: Hven the 
rich among the people shall entreat Thy 
favor. And Ps. 72,11.15: Yea, all kings 
shall fall down before Him. And shortly 
after: Prayer also shall be made for Him 
continually. And in John 5,23 Christ says: 
That all men should honor the Son even as 
they honor the Father. And Paul, 2 Thess. 2, 
16. 17, says, praying: Now our Lord Jesus 
Christ Himself, and God, even our Father,... 
comfort your hearts and stablish you. [All 
these passages refer to Christ:] But concern- 
ing the invocation of saints, what command- 
ment, what example can the adversaries pro- 
duce from the Scriptures? The second matter 
in a propitiator is, that his merits have been 
presented as those which make satisfaction 
for others, which are bestowed by divine im- 
putation on others, in order that through 
these, just as by their own merits, they may 
be accounted righteous. As when any friend 
pays a debt for a friend, the debtor is freed 
by the merit of another, as though it were 
by his own. Thus the merits of Christ are 
bestowed upon us, in order that, when we be- 
lieve in Him, we may be accounted righteous 
by our confidence in Christ’s merits as though 
we had merits of our own. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 349.] 

And from both, namely, from the promise 
and the bestowment of merits, confidence in 
mercy arises [upon both parts must a Chris- 
tian prayer be founded]. Such confidence in 
the divine promise, and likewise in the merits 
of Christ, ought to be brought forward when 
we pray. For we ought to be truly confident, 
both that for Christ’s sake we are heard, and 
that by His merits we have a reconciled 
Father. 


Here the adversaries first bid us invoke the 
saints, although they have neither God’s 
promise, nor a command, nor an example 
from Scripture. And yet they cause greater 
confidence in the mercy of the saints to be 
conceived than in that of Christ, although 
Christ bade us come to Him and not to the 
saints. Secondly, they apply the merits of 
the saints, just as the merits of Christ, to 
others; they bid us trust in the merits of 
the saints as though we were accounted 
righteous on account of the merits of the 
saints, in like manner as we are accounted 
righteous by the merits of Christ. Here we 
fabricate nothing. In indulgences they say 
that they apply the merits of the saints [as 
satisfactions for our sins]. And Gabriel, the 
interpreter of the canon of the Mass, confi- 
dently declares: According to the order insti- 
tuted by God, we should betake owrselves to 
the aid of the saints, in order that we may 
be saved by their merits and vows. These 
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are the words of Gabriel. And nevertheless, 
in the books and sermons of the adversaries 
still more absurd things are read here and 
there. What is it to make propitiators if 
this is not? They are altogether made equal 
to Christ if we must trust that we are saved 
by their merits. 


But where has this arrangement, to which 
he refers when he says that we ought to re- 
sort to the aid of the saints, been instituted 
by God? Let him produce an example or 
command from the Scriptures. Perhaps they 
derive this arrangement from the courts of 
kings, where friends must be employed as 
intercessors. But if a king has appointed 
a certain intercessor, he will not desire that 
cases be brought to him through others. 
Thus, since Christ has been appointed Inter- 
cessor and High Priest, why do we seek& 
others? [What can the adversaries say in 
reply to this?] 

Here and there this form of absolution is 
used: The passion of owr Lord Jesus Christ, 
the merits of the most blessed Virgin Mary 
and of all the saints, be to thee for the re- 
mission of sins. Here the absolution is pro- 
nounced on the supposition that we are 
reconciled and accounted righteous not only 
by the merits of Christ, but also by the 
“merits of the other saints. Some of us have 
seen a doctor of theology dying, for consoling 
whom a certain theologian, a monk, was em- 
ployed. He pressed on the dying man noth- 
ing but this prayer: Mother of grace, protect 
us from the enemy; receive us im the hour 
of death. 


Granting that the blessed Mary prays for 
the Church, does she receive souls in death, 
does she conquer death [the great power of 
Satan], does she quicken? What does Christ 
do if the blessed Mary does these things? 
Although she is most worthy of the most 
ample honors, nevertheless she does not wish 
to be made equal to Christ, but rather 
wishes us to consider and follow her example 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 351.] 
[the example of her faith and her humility]. 
But the subject itself declares that in public 
opinion the blessed Virgin has succeeded al- 
together to the place of Christ. Men have 
invoked her, have trusted in her mercy, 
through her have desired to appease Christ, 
as though He were not a Propitiator, but 
only a dreadful judge and avenger. We be- 
lieve, however, that we must not trust that 
the merits of the saints are applied to us, 
that on account of these God is reconciled 
to us, or accounts us just, or saves us. For 
we obtain remission of sins only by the 
merits.of Christ, when we believe in Him. 
Of the other saints it has been said, 1 Cor. 
3,8: Hvery man shall receiwwe his own re- 
ward according to his own labor, i.e., they 
cannot mutually bestow their own merits, 
the one upon the other, as the monks sell 
the merits of their orders. Even Hilary says 
of the foolish virgins: And as the foolish 
virgins could not go forth with their lamps 
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extinguished, they besought those who were 
prudent to lend them oil; to whom they re- 
plied that they could not giwe it because per-- 
adventure there might not be enough for all; 
i.€., no one can be aided by the works and 
merits of another, because it is necessary for 


- every one to buy oil for his own lamp. 


[Here he points out that none of us can aid 
another by other people’s works or merits.] 


Since, therefore, the adversaries teach us 
to place confidence in the invocation of 
saints, although they have neither the Word 
of God nor the example of Scripture [of the 
Old or of the New Testament]; since they 
apply the merits of the saints on behalf of 
others, not otherwise than they apply the 
merits of Christ, and transfer the honor be- 
longing only to Christ to the saints, we can 
receive neither their opinions concerning the 
worship of the saints, nor the practise of 
invocation. For we know that confidence is 
to be placed in the intercession of Christ, 
because this alone has God’s promise. We 
know that the merits of Christ alone are 
a propitiation for us. On account of the 
merits of Christ we are accounted righteous 
when we believe in Him, as the text says, 
Rom. 9, 33 (cf. 1 Pet. 2, 6 and Is. 28, 16): 
Whosoever believeth on Him shall not be con- 


‘founded. Neither are we to trust that we are 


accounted righteous by the merits of the 
blessed Virgin or of the other saints. 


With the learned this error also prevails, 
namely, that to each saint a particular ad- 
ministration has been committed, that Anna 
bestows riches [protects from poverty], Se- 
bastian keeps off pestilence, Valentine heals 
epilepsy, George protects horsemen. These 
opinions have clearly sprung from heathen 
examples. For thus, among the Romans, 
Juno was thought to enrich, Febris to keep 
off fever, Castor and Pollux to protect horse- 
men, etc. Even though we should imagine 
that the invocation of saints were taught with 
the greatest prudence, yet since the example 
is most dangerous, why is it necessary to de- 
fend it when it has no command or testimony 
from God’s Word? Aye, it has not even the 
testimony of the ancient writers. First be- 
cause, as I have said above, when other medi- 
ators are sought in addition to Christ, and 
confidence is put in others, the entire knowl- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 353.] 


edge of Christ is suppressed. The subject 
shows this. In the beginning, mention of 
the saints seems to have been admitted with 
a design that is endurable, as in the ancient 
prayers. Afterwards invocation followed, and 
abuses that are prodigious and more than 
heathenish followed invocation. From invo- 
cation the next step was to images; these 
also were worshiped, and a virtue was sup- 
posed to exist in these, just as magicians 
imagine that a virtue exists in images of 
the heavenly bodies carved at a particular 
time. In a certain monastery we [some of 
us] have seen a statue of the blessed Virgin, 
which moved automatically by a trick [within 
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by a string], so as to seem either to turn 
away from [those who did not make a large 
offering] or nod to those making request. 


Still the fabulous stories concerning the 
saints, which are publicly taught with great 
authority, surpass the marvelous tales of the 
statues and pictures. Barbara, amidst her 
torments, asks for the reward that no one 
who would invoke her should die without 
the Eucharist. Another, standing on one 
foot, recited daily the whole psaltery. Some 
wise man painted [for children] Christopho- 
rus [which in German means Bearer of 
Christ], in order by the allegory to signify 
that there ought to be great strength of 
mind in those who would bear Christ, 7. e., 
who would teach or confess the Gospel, be- 
cause it is necessary to undergo the greatest 
dangers [for they must wade by night through 
the great sea, i.e., endure all kinds of temp- 
tations and dangers]. Then the foolish monks 
taught among the people that they ought to 
invoke Christophorus, as though such a Poly- 
phemus [such a giant who bore Christ through 
the sea] had once existed. And although the 
saints performed very great deeds, either use- 
ful to the state or affording private examples, 
the remembrance of which would conduce 
much both toward strengthening faith and 
toward following their example in the ad- 
ministration of affairs, no one has searched 
for these from true narratives. [Although 
God Almighty through His saints, as a pe- 
culiar people, has wrought many. great things 
in both realms, in the Church and in worldly 
transactions; although there are many great 
examples in the lives of the saints which 
would be very profitable to princes and lords, 
to true pastors and guardians of souls, for 
the government both of the world and of the 
Church, especially for strengthening faith in 
God, yet they have passed these by, and 
preached the most insignificant matters con- 
cerning the saints, concerning their hard beds, 
their hair shirts, ete., which, for the greater 
part, are falsehoods.] Yet indeed it is of ad- 
_vantage to hear how holy men administered 
governments [as in the Holy Scriptures it is 
narrated of the kings of Israel and Judah], 
what calamities, what dangers they under- 
went, how holy men were of aid to kings in 
great dangers, how they taught the Gospel, 
what encounters they had with heretics. Ex- 
amples of mercy are also of service, as when 
we see the denial forgiven Peter, when we 
see Cyprian forgiven for having been a ma- 
gician, when we see Augustine, having ex- 
perienced the power of faith in sickness, 
steadily affirming that God truly hears the 
prayers of believers. It was profitable that 
such examples as these, which contain admo- 
nitions for either faith or fear or the admini- 
stration of the state, be recited. But certain 
triflers, endowed with no knowledge either of 
faith or for governing states, have invented 
stories in imitation of poems, in which there 
are nothing but superstitious examples con- 
cerning certain prayers, certain fastings, and 
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certain additions of service for bringing in 
gain [where there are nothing but examples 
as to how the saints wore hair shirts, how 
they prayed at the seven canonical hours, 
how they lived upon bread and water]. Such 
are the miracles that have been invented con- 
cerning rosaries and similar ceremonies. Nor 
is there need here to recite examples. For 
the legends, as they call them, and the mir- 
rors of examples, and the rosaries, in which 
there are very many things not unlike the 
true narratives of Lucian, are extant. 


The bishops, theologians, and monks ap- 
plaud these monstrous and wicked stories 
[this abomination set up against Christ, this 
blasphemy, these scandalous, shameless lies, 
these lying preachers; and they have per- 
mitted them so long, to the great injury of 
consciences, that it is terrible to think of it] 
because they aid them to their daily bread. 
They do not tolerate us, who, in order that 
the honor and office of Christ may be more 
conspicuous, do not require the invocation of 
saints, and censure the abuses in the worship 
of saints. And although [even their own 
theologians], all good men everywhere [a long 
time before Dr. Luther began to write] in the 
correction of these abuses, greatly longed for 
either the authority of the bishops or the dili- 
gence of the preachers, nevertheless our ad- 
versaries in the Confutation altogether pass 
over vices that are even manifest, as though 
they wish, by the reception of the Confuta- 
tion, to compel us to approve even the most 
notorious abuses. 


Thus the Confutation has been deceitfully 
written, not only on this topic, but almost 
everywhere. [They pretend that they are as 
pure as gold, that they have never muddled 
the water.] There is no passage in which 
they make a distinction between the manifest 
abuses and their dogmas. -And nevertheless, 
if there are any of sounder mind among them, 
they confess that many false opinions inhere 
in the doctrine of the scholastics and canon- 
ists, and, besides, that in such ignorance and 
negligence of the pastors many abuses crept 
into the Church. For Luther was not [the 
only one nor] the first to complain of [in- 
numerable] public abuses. Many learned and 
excellent men long before these times deplored 
the abuses of the Mass, confidence in monastic 
observances, services to the saints intended to 
yield a revenue, the confusion of the doctrine 
concerning repentance [concerning Christ], 
which ought to be as clear and plain in the 
Church as possible [without which there can- 
not be nor remain a Christian Church]. We 
ourselves have heard that excellent theologians 
desire moderation in the scholastic doctrine, 
which contains much more for philosophical 
quarrels than for piety. And nevertheless, 
among these the older ones are generally 
nearer Scripture than are the more recent. 
Thus their theology degenerated more and 
more. Neither had many good men, who from 
the very first began to be friendly to Luther, 
any other reason than that they saw that he 
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was freeing the minds of men from these 
labyrinths of most confused and infinite dis- 
cussions which exist among the scholastic 
theologians and canonists, and was teaching 
things profitable for godliness. 


The adversaries, therefore, have not acted 
candidly in passing over the abuses when they 
wished us to assent to the Confutation. And 
if they wished to care for the interests of the 
Church [and of afflicted consciences, and not 
rather to maintain their pomp and avarice], 
especially on that topic, at this occasion, 
they ought to exhort our most excellent Em- 
peror to take measures for the correction of 
abuses [which furnish grounds for derision 
among the Turks, the Jews, and all unbe- 
lievers], as we observe plainly enough that 
he is most desirous of healing and well- 
establishing the Church. But the adversaries 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 357. ] 

do not act so as to aid the most honorable 
and most holy will of the Emperor, but so 
as in every way to crush [the truth and] us. 
Many signs show that they have little anxiety 
concerning the state of the Church. [They 
lose little sleep from concern that Christian 
doctrine and the pure Gospel be preached.] 
They take no pains that there should be 
among the people a summary of the dogmas 
of the Church. [The office of the ministry 
they permit to be quite desolate.] They de- 
fend manifest abuses [they continue every 
day to shed innocent blood] by new and un- 
usual cruelty. They allow no_ suitable 
teachers in the churches. Good men can 
easily judge whither these things tend. But 
in this way they have no regard to the in- 
terest either of their own authority or of 
the Church. ‘For after the good teachers have 
been killed and sound doctrine suppressed, 
fanatical spirits will rise up, whom the ad- 
versaries will not be able to restrain, who 
both will disturb the Church with godless 
dogmas, and will overthrow thé entire eccle- 
siastical government, which we are very 
greatly desirous of maintaining. 


Therefore, most excellent Emperor Charles, 
for the sake of the glory of Christ, which we 
have no doubt that you desire to praise and 
magnify, we beseech you not to assent to the 
violent counsels of our adversaries, but to 
seek other honorable ways of so establishing 
harmony that godly consciences are not bur- 
dened, that no cruelty is exercised against 
innocent men, as we have hitherto seen, and 
that sound doctrine is not suppressed in the 
Church. To God most of all you owe the duty 
[as far as this is possible to man] to main- 
tain sound doctrine and hand it down to 
posterity, and to defend those who teach what 
is right. For God demands this when He 
honors kings with His own name and calls 
them gods, saying, Ps. 82,6: I have said, Ye 
are gods, namely, that they should attend to 
the preservation and propagation of divine 
things, t. e., the Gospel of Christ, on the 
earth, and, as the vicars of God, should de- 
fend the life and safety of the innocent [true 
Christian teachers and preachers]. 
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Article XXIT (X): 
Of Both Kinds in the Lord’s Supper. 


It cannot be doubted that it is godly and 
in accordance with the institution of Christ 
and the words of Paul to use both parts in 
the Lord’s Supper. For Christ instituted 
both parts, and instituted them not for a 
part of the Church, but for the entire Church.’ 
For not only the presbyters, but the entire 
Church uses the Sacrament by the authority 
of Christ, and not by human authority; and 
this, we suppose, the adversaries acknowledge. 
Now, if Christ has instituted it for the entire 
Church, why is one kind denied to a part of 
the Church? Why is the use of the other 
kind prohibited? Why is the ordinance of 
Christ changed, especially when He Himself 
calls it His testament? But if it is not 
allowable to annul man’s testament, much 
less will it be allowable to annul the testa- 
ment of Christ. And Paul says, 1 Cor. 11, 
23 ff., that he had received of the Lord that 
which he delivered. But he had delivered the 
use of both kinds, as the text, 1 Cor. 11, 
; [Concordia Triglotta, p. 359.] 
clearly shows. This do [in remembrance of 
Me], he says first concerning His body; after- 
wards he repeats the same words concerning 


* “the cup [the blood of Christ]. And then: Let 


aman examine himself, and so let him eat 
of that bread and drink of that cup. [Here 
he names both.] These are the words of Him 
who has instituted the Sacrament. And, in- 
deed, he says before that those who will use 
the Lord’s Supper should use both. It is 
evident, therefore, that the Sacrament was 
instituted for the entire Church. And the 
custom still remains in the Greek churches, 
and also once obtained in the Latin churches, 
as Cyprian and Jerome testify. For thus 
Jerome says on Zephaniah: The priests who 
administer the Eucharist, and distribute the 
Lord’s blood to the people, ete. The Council 
of Toledo gives the same testimony. Nor 
would it be difficult to accumulate a great 
multitude of testimonies. Here we exaggerate 
nothing; we but leave the prudent reader to 
determine what should be held concerning 
the divine ordinance [whether it is proper to 
prohibit and change an ordinance and insti- 
tution of Christ]. e 


The adversaries in the Confutation do not 
endeavor to [comfort the consciences or] ex- 
cuse the Church, to which one part of the 
Sacrament has been denied. This would have 
been becoming to good and religious men. 
For a strong reason for excusing the Church, 
and instructing consciences to whom only a 
part of the Sacrament could be granted, 
should have been sought. Now these very 
men maintain that it is right to prohibit the 
other part, and forbid that the use of both 
parts be allowed. First, they imagine that, 
in the beginning of the Church, it was the 
custom at some places that only one part 
was administered. Nevertheless they are not 
able to produce any ancient example of this 
matter. But they cite the passages in which 
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mention is made of bread, as in Luke 24, 35, 
where it is written that the disciples recog- 
nized Christ in the breaking of bread. They 
quote also other passages, Acts 2, 42. 46; 
20,7, concerning the breaking of bread. But 
although we do not greatly oppose if some 
receive these passages as referring to the 
Sacrament, yet it does not follow that one 
part only was given, because, according 
to the ordinary usage of language, by the 
naming of one part the other is also signi- 
fied. They refer also to Lay Communion, 
which was not the use of only one kind, but 
of both; and whenever priests are commanded 
to use Lay Communion [for a punishment 
are not to consecrate themselves, but to re- 
ceive Communion, however, of both kinds, 
from another], it is meant that they have 
been removed from the ministry of consecra- 
tion. Neither are the adversaries ignorant 
of this, but they abuse the ignorance of the 
unlearned, who, when they hear of Lay Com- 
munion, immediately dream of the custom 
of our time, by which only a part of the 
Sacrament is given to the laymen. 


And consider their impudence. Gabriel re- 
counts among other reasons why both parts 
are not given that a distinction should be 
made between laymen and presbyters. And 
it is credible that the chief reason why the 
prohibition of the one part is defended is 
this, namely, that the dignity of the order 
may be the more highly exalted by a religious 
rite. To say nothing more severe, this is 
a human design; and whither this tends can 
easily be judged. In the Confutation they 
also quote concerning the sons of Eli that, 
after the loss of the high-priesthood, they 
were to seek the one part pertaining to the 
priests, 1 Sam. 2, 36 [the text reads: Hvery 
one that is left in thine house shall come 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 361.] 
and crouch to him for a piece of silver and 
a morsel of bread, and shall say, Put me, 
I pray thee, into one of the priest’s offices 
(German: Lieber, lass mich zu einem Prie- 
sterteil) that I may eat a piece of bread]. 
Here they say that the use of one kind was 
signified. And they add: “Thus, therefore, 
our laymen ought also to be content, with 
one part pertaining to the priests, with one 
kind.” The adversaries [the masters of the 
Confutation are quite shameless, rude asses, 
and] are clearly trifling when they are trans- 
ferring the history of the posterity of Eli 
to the Sacrament. The punishment of Eli is 
there described. Will they also say this, that 
as a punishment the laymen have been re- 
moved from the other part? [They are quite 
foolish and mad.] The Sacrament was insti- 
tuted to console and comfort terrified minds, 
when they believe that the flesh of Christ, 
given for the life of the world, is food, when 
they believe that, being joined to Christ 
[through this food], they are made alive. 
But the adversaries argue that laymen are 
removed from the other part as a punish- 
ment. “They ought,” they say, “to be con- 
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tent.” This is sufficient for a despot. [That, 
surely, sounds proud and defiant enough.] 
But [my lords, may we ask the reason] why 
ought they? “The reason must not be asked, 
but let whatever the theologians say be law.” 
[Is whatever you wish and whatever you say 
to be sheer truth? See now and be aston- 
ished how shameless and impudent the ad- 
versaries are: they dare to set up their own 
words as sheer commands of lords; they 
frankly say: The laymen must be content. 
But what if they must not?] ‘This is a con- 
coction of Eck. For we recognize those vain- 
glorious words, which if we would wish to 
criticize, there would be no want of language. 
For you see how great the impudence is. He 
commands, as a tyrant in the tragedies: 
“Whether they wish or not, they must be 
content.” Will the reasons which he cites 
excuse, in the judgment of God, those who 
prohibit a part of the Sacrament, and rage 
against men using an entire Sacrament? [Are 
they to take comfort in the fact that it is 
recorded concerning the sons of Eli: They 
will go begging? That will be a shuffling ex- 
cuse at the judgment-seat of God.] If they 
make the prohibition in order that there 
should be a distinguishing mark of the order, 
this very reason ought to move us not to as- 
sent to the adversaries, even though we would 
be disposed in other respects to comply with 
their custom. There are other distinguishing 
marks of the order of priests and of the 
people, but it is not obscure what design they 
have for defending this distinction so ear- 
nestly. That we may not seem to detract 
from the true worth of the order, we will not 
say more concerning this shrewd design. 


They also allege the danger of spilling and 
certain similar things, which do not have 
force sufficient to change the ordinance of 
Christ. [They allege more dreams like these, 
for the sake of which it would be improper 
to change the ordinance of Christ.] And, 
indeed, if we assume that we are free to use 
either one part or both, how can the prohi- 
bition \[to use both kinds] be defended? Al- 
though the Church does not assume to itself 
the liberty to convert the ordinances of Christ 
into matters of indifference. We indeed \ex- 
cuse the Church which has borne the injury 
[the poor consciences which have been de- 
prived of one part by force], since it could 
not obtain both parts; but the authors who 
maintain that the use of the entire Sacra- 
ment is justly prohibited, and who now not 
only prohibit, but even excommunicate and 
violently persecute those using an entire Sac- 
rament, we do not excuse. Let them see to it 
how they will give an account to God for their 
decisions. Neither is it to be judged immedi- 
ately that the Church determines or approves 
whatever the pontiffs determine, especially 
since Scripture prophesies concerning the 
bishops and pastors to effect this as Ezekiel 
says, 7,26: The Law shall perish from the 
priest [there will be priests or bishops who 
will know no command or law of God]. 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 363.] 
Article XXIII (XI): 
Of the Marriage of Priests. 


Despite the great infamy of their defiled 
celibacy, the adversaries have the presump- 
tion not only to defend the pontifical law 
by the wicked and false pretext of the divine 
name, but even to exhort the Emperor and 
princes, to the disgrace and infamy of the 
Roman Empire, not to tolerate the marriage 
of priests. For thus they speak. [Although 
the great, unheard-of lewdness, fornication, 
and adultery among priests, monks, etc., at 
the great abbeys, in other churches and clois- 
ters, has become so notorious throughout the 
world that people sing and talk about it, still 
the adversaries who have presented the Con- 
futation are so blind and without shame tha’ 
they defend the law of the Pope by which 
marriage is prohibited, and that, with the 
specious claim that they are defending a spir- 
itual state. Moreover, although it would be 
proper for them to be heartily ashamed of 
the exceedingly shameful, lewd, abandoned, 
loose life of the wretches in their abbeys and 
cloisters, although on this account alone they 
should not have the courage to show their 
face in broad daylight, although their evil, 
restless heart and conscience ought to cause 
them to tremble, to stand aghast, and to be 
afraid to lift their eyes to our excellent Em- 
peror, who loves uprightness, still they have 
the courage of the hangman, they act like the 
very devil and like aii reckless, wanton people, 
proceeding in blind defiance and forgetful of 
all honor and decency. And these pure, 
chaste gentlemen dare to admonish His Im- 
perial Majesty, the Electors and Princes not 
to tolerate the marriage of priests ad in- 
famiam et tgnominiam imperti, that is, to 
ward off shame and disgrace from the Roman 
Empire. For these are their words, as if 
their shameful life were a great honor and 
glory to the Church.] 

What greater impudence has ever been read 
of in any history than this of the adversaries? 
[Such shameless advocates before a Roman 
Emperor will not easily be found. If all the 
world did not know them, if many godly, up- 
right people among them, their own canon- 
ical brethren, had not complained long ago 
of their shameful, lewd, indecent conduct, if 
their vile, abominable, ungodly, lewd, heathen- 
ish, Epicurean life, and the dregs of all filthi- 
ness at Rome were not quite manifest, one 
might think that their great purity and their 
inviolate virgin chastity were the reason why 
they could not bear to hear the word woman 
or marriage pronounced, and why they bap- 
tize holy matrimony, which the Pope himself 
calls a sacrament, infamiam imperii.] For 
the arguments which they use we shall after- 
wards review. Now let the wise reader con- 
sider this, namely, what shame these good- 
for-nothing men have who say that marriages 
[which the Holy Scriptures praise most highly 
and command] produce infamy and disgrace 
to the government, as though, indeed, this 
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public infamy of flagitious and unnatural 
lusts which glow among these very holy 
fathers, who feign that they are Curt and 
live like bacchanals, were a great ornament 
to the Church! And most things which these 
men do with the greatest license cannot even 
be named without a breach of modesty. And 
these their lusts they ask you to defend with 
your chaste right hand, Emperor Charles 
(whom even certain ancient predictions name 
as the king of modest face; for the saying 
appears concerning you: “One modest in face 
shall reign everywhere”). For they ask that, 
contrary to divine law, contrary to the law of 
nations, contrary to the canons of Councils, 
you sunder marriages, in order to impose 
merely for the sake of marriage atrocious 
punishments upon innocent men, to put to 
death priests, whom even barbarians rever- 
ently spare, to drive into exile banished 
women and fatherless children. Such laws 
they bring to you, most excellent and most 
chaste Emperor, to which no barbarity, how- 
ever monstrous and cruel, could lend its ear. 
But because the stain of no disgrace or cru- 
{Concordia Triglotta, p. 365.] 
elty falls upon your character, we hope that 
you will deal with us mildly in this matter, 
especially when you have learned that we 


“have the weightiest reasons for our belief, 


derived from the Word of God, to which the 
adversaries oppose the most trifling and vain 
opinions. 

And nevertheless they do not seriously de- 
fend celibacy. For they are not ignorant how 
few there are who practise chastity, but [they 
stick to that comforting saying which is 
found in their treatise, Si non caste, tamen 
caute (If not chastely, at least cautiously), 
and] they devise a sham of religion for their 
dominion, which they think that celibacy 
profits, in order that we may understand 
Peter to have been right in admonishing, 
2 Ep. 2, 1, that there will be false teachers 
who will deceive men with feigned words. 
For the adversaries say, write, or do nothing 
truly [their words are merely an argument 
ad hominem], frankly, and candidly in this 
entire case, but they actually contend only 
concerning the dominion which they falsely 
think to be imperiled, and which they en- 
deavor to fortify with a wicked pretense of 
godliness [they support their case with noth- 
ing but impious, hypocritical lies; accord- 
ingly, it will endure about as well as butter 
exposed to the*sun]. 

We cannot approve this law concerning 
celibacy which the adversaries defend, be- 
cause it conflicts with divine and natural law, 
and is at variance with the very canons of 
the Councils. And that it is superstitious 
and dangerous is evident. For it produces 
infinite scandals, sins, and corruption of pub- 
lic morals [as is seen in the real towns of 
priests, or, as they are called, their resi- 
denees]. Our other controversies need some 
discussion by the doctors; in this the sub- 
ject is so manifest to both parties that it re- 
quires no discussion. It only requires as 
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judge a man that is honest and fears God. 
And although the manifest truth is defended 
by us, yet the adversaries have devised cer- 
tain reproaches for satirizing our arguments. 

First. Gen. 1, 28 teaches that men were cre- 
ated to be fruitful, and that one sex in a 
proper way should desire the other. For we 
are speaking not of concupiscence, which is 
sin, but of that appetite which was to have 
been in nature in its integrity [which would 
have existed in nature even if it had remained 
uncorrupted], which they call physical love. 
And this love of one sex for the other is truly 
a divine ordinance. But since this ordinance 
of God cannot be removed without an ex- 
traordinary work of God, it follows that the 
right to contract marriage cannot be removed 
by statutes or vows. 

The adversaries cavil at these arguments; 
they say that in the beginning the command- 
ment was given to replenish the earth, but 
that now since the earth has been replenished, 
marriage is not commanded. See how wisely 
they judge! The nature of men is so formed 
by the word of God that it is fruitful not 
only in the beginning of the creation, but as 
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long as this nature of our bodies will exist; 
just as the earth becomes fruitful by the word 
Gen.1,11: Let the earth bring forth grass, 
yielding seed. Because of this ordinance the 
earth not only commenced in the beginning 
to bring forth plants, but the fields are 
clothed every year as long as this natural 
order will exist. Therefore, just as by human 
laws the nature of the earth cannot be 
changed, so, without a special work of God, 
the nature of a human being can be changed 
neither by vows nor by human law [that 
a woman should not desire a man, nor a man 
@ woman]. 

Secondly. And because this creation or 
divine ordinance in man is a natural right, 
jurists have accordingly said wisely and cor- 
rectly that the union of male and female be- 
longs to natural right. But since natural 
right is immutable, the right to contract mar- 
riage must always remain. For where nature 
does not change, that ordinance also with 
which God has endowed nature does not 
change, and cannot be removed by human 
laws. Therefore it is ridiculous for the ad- 
versaries to prate that marriage was com- 
manded in the beginning, but is not now. 
This is the same as if they would say: 
Formerly, when men were born, they brought 
with them sex; now they do not. Formerly, 
when they were born, they brought with them 
natural right; now they do not. No crafts- 
man (Faber) could produce anything more 
crafty than these absurdities, which were de- 
vised to elude a right of nature. Therefore 
let this remain in the case which both Scrip- 
ture teaches and the jurist says wisely, 
namely, that the union of male and female 
belongs to natural right. Moreover, a natural 
right is truly a divine right, because it is an 
ordinance divinely impressed upon nature. 
But inasmuch as this right cannot be changed 
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without an extraordinary work of God, it is 
necessary that the right to contract marriage 
remains, because the natural desire of sex for 
sex is an ordinance of God in nature, and for 
this reason is a right; otherwise, why would 
both sexes have been created? And we are 
speaking, as it has been said above, not of 
concupiscence, which is sin, but of that desire 
which they call physical love [which would 
have existed between man and woman even 
though their nature had remained: pure], 
which concupiscence has not removed from 
nature, but inflames, so that now it has 
greater need of a remedy, and marriage is 
necessary not only for the sake of procrea- 
tion, but also as a remedy [to guard against 
sins]. These things are clear, and so well 
established that they can in no way be over- 
thrown. Z 
Thirdly. Paul says, 1 Cor. 7,2: To avoid 
fornication, let every man have his own wife. 
This now is an express command pertaining 
to all who are not fit for celibacy. The ad- 
versaries ask that a commandment be shown 
them which commands priests to marry. As 
though priests are not men! We judge in- 
deed that the things which we maintain con- 
cerning human nature in general pertain also 
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to priests. Does not Paul here command 
those who have not the gift of continence to 
marry? For he interprets himself a little 
after when he says, v.9: It is better to marry 
than to burn. And Christ has clearly said, 
Matt. 19,11: All men cannot receive this say- 
ing, save they to whom it is given. Because 
now, since sin [since the fall of Adam], these 
two things concur, namely, natural appetite 
and concupiscence, which inflames the natural 
appetite, so that now there is more need of 
marriage than in nature in its integrity, Paul 
accordingly speaks of marriage as a remedy, 
and on account of these flames commands to 
marry. Neither can any human authority, 
any law, any vows remove this declaration: 
It is better to marry than to burn, because 
they do not remove the nature or concupis- 
eence. Therefore all who burn, retain the 
right to marry. By this commandment of 
Paul: To avoid fornication, let every man 
have his own wife, all are held bound who 
do not truly keep themselves continent; the 
decision concerning which pertains to the con- 
science of each one. 

For as they here give the command to seek 
continence of God, and to weaken the body 
by labors and hunger, why do they not pro- 
claim these magnificent commandments to 
themselves? But, as we have said above, the 
adversaries are only playing; they are doing 
nothing seriously. If continence were pos- 
sible to all, it would not require a peculiar 
gift. But Christ shows that it has need of 
a peculiar gift; therefore it does not belong 
to all. God wishes the rest to use the com- 
mon law of nature which He has instituted. 
For God does not wish His ordinances, His 
creations to be despised. He wishes men to 
be chaste in this way, that they use the 
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remedy divinely presented, just as He wishes 
to nourish our life in this way, that we use 
food and drink. Gerson also testifies that 
there have been many good men who en- 
deavored to subdue the body, and yet made 
little progress. Accordingly, Ambrose is right 
in saying: Virginity is only a thing that can 
be recommended, but not commanded; it 1s 
a matter of vow rather than of precept. If 
any one here would raise the objection that 
Christ praises those which have made them- 
selves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's 
sake, Matt. 19,12, let him also consider this, 
that He is praising such as have the gift of 
continence; for on this account He adds: 
He that is able to receive it, let him receive tt. 
For an impure continence [such as there is 
in monasteries and cloisters] does not please 
Christ. We also praise true continence. But 
now we are disputing concerning the law, an 

concerning those who do not have the gift of 
continence. The matter ought to be left free, 
and snares ought not to be cast upon the weak 
through this law. 

Fourthly. The pontifical law differs also 
from the canons of the Councils. For the 
ancient canons do not prohibit marriage, nei- 
ther do they dissolve marriages that have 
been contracted, even if they remove from 
the administration of their office those who 
have contracted them in the ministry. At 
those times this dismissal was an act of kind- 
ness [rather than a punishment]. But the 
new canons, which have not been framed in 
the Synods, but have been made according to 
the private judgment of the Popes, both pro- 
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hibit the contraction of marriages, and dis- 
solve them when contracted; and this is to 
be done openly, contrary to the command of 
Christ, Matt. 19,6: What God hath joined 
together, let not man put asunder. In the 
Confutation the adversaries exclaim that cel- 
ibacy has been commanded by the Councils. 
We do not find fault with the decrees of the 
Councils; for under a certain condition these 
allow marriage; but we find fault with the 
laws which, since the ancient Synods, the 
Popes of Rome have framed contrary to the 
authority of the Synods. The Popes despise 
the authority of the Synods, just as much as 
they wish it to appear holy to others [under 
peril of God’s wrath and eternal damnation]. 
Therefore this law concerning perpetual cel- 
ibacy is peculiar to this new pontifical des- 
Nor is it without a reason. For 
Daniel, 11, 37, ascribes to the kingdom of 
Antichrist this mark, namely, the contempt 
of women. 

Fifthly. Although the adversaries do not 
defend the law because of superstition, [not 
because of its sanctity, as from ignorance], 
since they see that it is not generally ob- 
served, nevertheless they diffuse superstitious 
opinions, while they give a pretext of religion. 
They proclaim that they require celibacy be- 
cause it is purity. As though marriage were 
impurity and a sin, or as though celibacy 
merited justification more than does mar- 
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riage! And to this end they cite the cere- 
monies of the Mosaic Law, because, since, 
under the Law, the priests, at the time of 
ministering, were separated from their wives, 
the priest in the New Testament, inasmuch as 
he ought always to pray, ought always to 
practise continence. This silly comparison is 
presented as a proof which should compel 
priests to perpetual celibacy, although, in- 
deed, in this very comparison marriage is 
allowed, only in the time of ministering its 
use is interdicted. And it is one thing to 
pray; another, to minister. The saints 
prayed even when they did not exercise the 
public ministry; nor did conjugal intercourse 
hinder them from praying. 

But we shali reply in order to these fig- 
ments. In the first place, it is necessary for 
the adversaries to acknowledge this, namely, 
that in believers marriage is pure because it 
has been sanctified by the Word of God, i. e., 
it is a matter that is permitted and approved 
by the Word of God, as Scripture abundantly 
testifies. For Christ calls marriage a divine 
union, when He says, Matt.19,6: What God 
hath joined together [let not man put asunder. 
Here Christ says that married people are 
joined together by God. Accordingly, it is 
a pure, holy, noble, praiseworthy work of 
God]. And Paul says of marriage, of meats 
and similar things, 1 Tim.4,5: It is sancti- 
fied by the Word of God and prayer, %.e., by 
the Word, by which consciences become cer- 
tain that God approves; and by prayer, 1. e., 
by faith, which uses it with thanksgiving as 
a gift of God. Likewise, 1 Cor. 7,14: The 
unbelieving husband is sanctified by the 
wife, etc., te. the use of marriage is per- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 373. 

mitted and holy on account of faith in Christ, 
just as it is permitted to use meat, ete. Like- 
wise, 1 Tim. 2,15: She shall be saved in child- 
bearing [if they continue in faith], ete. If 
the adversaries could produce such a passage 
concerning celibacy, then indeed they would 
celebrate a wonderful triumph. Paul says. 
that woman is saved by child-bearing. What 
more honorable could be said against the 
hypocrisy of celibacy than that woman is 
saved by the conjugal works themselves, by 
conjugal intercourse, by bearing children and 
the other duties? But what does St. Paul 
mean? , Let the reader observe that faith is 
added, and that domestic duties without faith 
are not praised. Jf they continue, he says, 
in faith. For he speaks of the whole class of 
mothers. Therefore he requires especially 
faith [that they should have God’s Word and 
be believing], by which woman receives the 
remission of sins and justification. Then he 
adds a particular work of the calling, just as 
in every man a good work of a particular call- 
ing ought to follow faith. This work pleases 
God on account of faith. Thus the duties of 
the woman please God on account of faith, 
and the believing woman is saved who in such 
duties devoutly serves her calling. 

These testimonies: teach that marriage is 
a lawful [a holy and Christian] thing. If 
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therefore purity signifies that which is al- 
lowed and approved before God, marriages 
are pure, because they have been approved by 
the Word of God. And Paul says of lawful 
things, Titus 1,15: Unto the pure all things 
are pure, t.¢., to those who believe in Christ 
and are righteous by faith. Therefore, as vir- 
ginity is impure in the godless, so in the godly 
marriage is pure on account of the Word of 
God and faith. 

Again, if purity is properly opposed to con- 
cupiscence, it signifies purity of heart, 1. e., 
mortified coneupiscence, because the Law does 
not prohibit marriage, but concupiscence, 
adultery, fornication. Therefore celibacy is 
not purity. For there may be greater purity 
of heart in a married man, as in Abraham or 
Jacob, than in most of those who are even 
truly continent [who even, according to 
bodily purity, really maintain their chas- 
tity]. 

Lastly, if they understand that celibacy is 
purity in the sense that it merits justification 
more than does marriage, we most emphatic- 
ally contradict it. For we are justified neither 
on account of virginity nor on account of 
marriage, but freely for Christ’s sake, when 
we believe that for His sake God is propitious 
to us. Here perhaps they will exclaim that, 
according to the manner of Jovinian, marriage 
is made equal to virginity. But, on account 
of such clamors we shall not reject the truth 
concerning the righteousness of faith, which 
we have explained above. Nevertheless we 
do not make virginity and marriage equal. 
For just as one gift surpasses another, as 
prophecy surpasses eloquence, the science of 
military affairs surpasses agriculture, and 
eloquence surpasses architecture, so virginity 
is a more excellent gift than marriage. And 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 375.] 
nevertheless, just as an orator is not more 
righteous before God because of his eloquence 
than an architect because of his skill in archi- 
tecture, so a virgin does not merit justifica- 
tion by virginity more than a married person 
merits it by conjugal duties, but each one 
ought faithfully to serve in his own gift, and 
to believe that for Christ’s sake he receives 
the remission of sins and by faith is accounted 
righteous before God. 

Neither does Christ or Paul praise virginity 
because it justifies, but because it is freer and 
less distracted with domestic occupations, in 
praying, teaching, [writing,] serving. For 
this reason Paul says, 1 Cor. 7, 32: “He that 
is unmarried careth for the things which be- 
long to the Lord. Virginity, therefore, is 
praised on account of meditation and study. 
Thus Christ does not simply praise those who 
make themselwes eunuchs, but adds, for the 
kingdom of heaven’s sake, 1. e., that they may 
have leisure to learn or teach the Gospel; for 
He does not say that virginity merits the re- 
mission of sins or salvation. 

To the examples of the Levitical priests we 
have replied that they do not establish the 
duty of imposing perpetual celibacy upon the 
priests. Furthermore, the Levitical impuri- 
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ties are not to be transferred to us. [The law 
of Moses, with the ceremonial statutes con- 
cerning what is clean or unclean, do not at 
all concern us Christians.] Then intercourse 
contrary to the Law was an impurity. Now 
it is not impurity, because Paul says, Titus 
1,15: Unto the pure all things are pure. For 
the Gospel frees us from these Levitical im- 
purities [from all the ceremonies of Moses, 
and not alone from the laws concerning un- 
cleanness]. And if any one defends the law 
of celibacy with the design to burden con- 
sciences by these Levitical observances, we 
at strive against this, just as the apostles 
in Acts 15, 10sqq. strove against those who 
required circumcision and endeavored to im- 
pose the Law of Moses upon Christians. 

-Yet, in the mean while, good men will know 
how to control the use of marriage, especially 
when they are occupied with public offices, 
which often, indeed, give good men so much 
labor as to expel all domestic thoughts from 
their minds. [For to be burdened with great 
affairs and transactions, which concern com- 
monwealths and nations, governments and 
churches, is a good remedy to keep the old 
Adam from lustfulness.] Good men know also 
this, that Paul, 1 Thess. 4,4, commands that 
every one possess his vessel in sanctification 
[and honor, not in the lust of concupiscence]. 
They know likewise that they must sometimes 
retire, in order that there may be leisure for 
prayer; but Paul does not wish this to be 
perpetual, 1 Cor. 7,5. Now such continence 
is easy to those who are good and occupied. 
But this great crowd of unemployed priests 
which is in the fraternities cannot afford, in 
this voluptuousness, even this Levitical con- 
tinence, as the facts show. [On the other 
hand, what sort of chastity can there be 
among so many thousands of monks and 
priests who live without worry in all manner 
of delights, being idle and full, and, moreover, 
have not the Word of God, do not learn it, 
and have no regard for it. Such conditions 
bring on all manner of inchastity. Such 
people can observe neither Levitical nor per- 
petual chastity.) And the lines are well 
known: The boy accustomed to pursue a 
slothful life hates those who are busy. 

Many heretics understanding the Law of 
Moses incorrectly have treated marriage with 
contempt, for whom, nevertheless, celibacy 
has gained extraordinary admiration. And 
Epiphanius complains that, by this commen- 
dation especially, the Encratites captured the 
minds of the unwary. They abstained from 
wine even in the Lord’s Supper; they ab- 
stained from the flesh of all animals, in 
which they surpassed the Dominican brethren, 
who live upon fish. They abstained also from 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 377.] 
marriage; and just this gained the chief ad- 
miration. These works, these services, they 
thought, merited grace more than the use of 
wine and flesh, and than marriage, which 
seemed to be a profane and unclean matter, 
and which scarcely could please God, even 
though it were not altogether condemned. 
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Paul to the Colossians, 2, 18, greatly dis- 
approves these angelic forms of worship. For 
when men believe that they are pure and 
righteous on account of such hypocrisy, they 
suppress the knowledge of Christ, and sup- 
press also the knowledge of God’s gifts and 
commandments. For God wishes us to use 
His gifts in a godly way. And we might men- 
tion examples where certain godly consciences 
were greatly disturbed on account of the law- 
ful use of marriage. This evil was derived 
from the opinions of monks superstitiously 
praising celibacy [and proclaiming the mar- 
ried estate as a life that would be a great 
obstacle to salvation, and full of sins]. Never- 
theless we do not find fault with temperance 
or continence, but we have said above that 
exercises and mortifications of the body are 
necessary. We indeed deny that confidence 
should be placed in certain observances, as 
though they made righteous. And Epipha- 
nius has elegantly said that these observances 
ought to be praised dvd tiv éyxodtevay nal did 
tny mohitetay, t.€., for restraining the body or 
on account of public morals; just as certain 
rites were instituted for instructing the igno- 
rant, and not as services that justify. 

But it is not through superstition that our 
adversaries require celibacy, for they know 


that chastity is not ordinarily rendered [that. 


at Rome, also in all their monasteries, there 
is nothing but undisguised, unconcealed in- 
chastity. Nor do they seriously intend to 
lead chaste lives, but knowingly practise 
hypocrisy before the people]. But they feign 
superstitious opinions, so as to delude the 
ignorant. They are therefore more worthy of 
hatred than the Encratites, who seem to have 
erred by show of religion; these Sardanapali 
{Epicureans] designedly misuse the pretext 
of religion. 

Siathly. Although we have so many reasons 
for disapproving the law of perpetual celibacy, 
yet, besides these, dangers to souls and public 
scandals also are added, which even, though 
the law were not unjust, ought to deter good 
men from approving such a burden as has de- 
stroyed innumerable souls. 

For a long time all good men [their own 
bishops and canons] have complained of this 
burden, either on their own account, or on ac- 
count of others whom they saw to be in 
danger. But no Popes give ear to these com- 
plaints. Neither is it doubtful how greatly 
injurious to public morals this law is, and 
what vices and shameful lusts it has produced. 
The Roman satires are extant. In these Rome 
still recognizes and reads its own morals. 

Thus God avenges the contempt of His own 
gift and ordinance in those who prohibit mar- 
riage. But since the custom in regard to 
other laws was that they should be changed 
if manifest utility would advise it, why is the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 379.] 
same not done with respect to this law, in 
which so many weighty reasons concur, es- 
pecially in these last times, why a change 
ought to be made? Nature is growing old and 
is gradually becoming weaker, and vices are 
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increasing; wherefore the remedies divinely 
given should have been employed. We see 
what vice it was which God denounced be- 
fore the Flood, what He denounced before 
the burning of the five cities. Similar vices 
have preceded the destruction of many other 
cities, as of Sybaris and Rome. And in these 
there has been presented an image of the 
times which will be next to the end of things. 
Accordingly, at this time, marriage ought to 
have been especially defended by the most 
severe laws and warning examples, and men 
ought to have been invited to marriage. This 
duty pertains to the magistrates, who ought 
to maintain public discipline. [God has now 
so blinded the world that adultery and forni- 
cation are permitted almost without punish- 
ment; on the contrary, punishment is in- 
flicted on account of marriage. Is not this 
terrible to hear?] Meanwhile the teachers of 
the Gospel should do both; they should ex- 
hort incontinent men to marriage, and should 
exhort others not to despise the gift of con- 
tinence. 

The Popes daily dispense and daily change 
other laws which are. most excellent, yet, in 
regard to this one law of celibacy, they are 
as iron and inexorable, although, indeed, it 
is manifest that this is simply of human right. 
And’they are now making this law more 
grievous in many ways. The canon bids them 
suspend priests; these rather unfriendly in- 
terpreters suspend them not from office, but 
from trees. They cruelly kill many men for 
nothing but marriage. [It is tobe feared, 
therefore, that the blood of Abel will ery to 
heaven so loudly as not to be endured, and 
that we shall have to tremble like Cain.] And 
these very parricides show that this law is 
a doctrine of demons. For since the devil is 
a murderer, he defends his law by these par- 
ricides. 

We know that there is some offense in re- 
gard to schism, because we seem to have sepa- 
rated from those who are thought to be regu- 
lar bishops. But our consciences are very 
secure, since we know that, though we most 
earnestly desire to establish harmony, we can- 
not please the adversaries unless we cast away 
manifest truth, and then agree with these - 
very men in being willing to defend this un- 
just law, to dissolve marriages that have been 
contracted, to put to death priests if they do 
not obey, to drive poor women and fatherless 
children into exile. But since it is well estab- 
lished that these conditions are displeasing to 
God, we can in no way grieve that we have 
no alliance with the multitude of murderers 
among the adversaries. 

We have explained the reasons why we can- 
not assent with a good conscience to the ad- 
versaries when they defend the pontifical law 
concerning perpetual celibacy, because it con- 
flicts with divine and natural law and is at 
variance with the canons themselves, and is 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 881.] 
superstitious and full of danger, and, lastly, 
because the whole affair is insincere. For the 
law is enacted not for the sake of religion 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Art. MIT ACK IT 


{not for holiness’ sake, or because they do not 
know better; they know very well that every- 
body is well acquainted with the condition of 
the great cloisters, which we are able to 
name], but for the sake of dominion, and this 
is wickedly given the pretext of religion. 
Neither can anything be produced by sane 
men against these most firmly established 
reasons. The Gospel allows marriage to those 
to whom it is necessary. Nevertheless, it does 
not compel those to marry who can be con- 
tinent, provided they be truly continent. We 
_ hold that this liberty should also be conceded 
to the priests, nor do we wish to compel any 
one by force to celibacy, nor to dissolve mar- 
riages that have been contracted. 


We have also indicated incidentally, while 
we have recounted our arguments, how the 
adversaries cavil at several of these; and we 
have explained away these false accusations. 
Now we shall relate as briefly as possible with 
what important reasons they defend the law. 
First, they say that it has been revealed by 
God. You see the extreme impudence of these 
sorry fellows. They dare to affirm that the 
law of perpetual celibacy has been divinely 
revealed, although it is contrary to manifest 
testimonies of Scripture, which command that 
to avoid formcation each one should have his 
own wife, 1 Cor.7,2; which likewise forbid 
to dissolve marriages that have been con- 
tracted; cf. Matt. 5, 32; 19, 6; 1 Cor. 7, 27. 
[What can the knaves say in reply? and how 
dare they wantonly and shamelessly misapply 
the great, most holy name of the divine 
Majesty?] Paul reminds us what an author 
such a law was to have when he calls it 
a doctrine of demons, 1 Tim. 4,1. And the 
fruits show their author, namely, so many 
monstrous lusts and so many murders which 
are now committed under the pretext of that 
law [as can be seen at Rome]. 


The second argument of the adversaries is 
that the priests ought to be pure, according 
to Is. 52, 11: Be ye clean that bear the ves- 
sels of the Lord. And they cite many things 
to this effect. This reason which they dis- 
play we have above removed as’ especially 
specious. For we have said that virginity 
without faith is not purity before God, and 
marriage, on account of faith, is pure, accord- 
ing to Titus 1,15: Unto the pure all things 
are pure. We have said also this, that out- 
ward purity and the ceremonies of the Law 
are not to be transferred hither, because the 
Gospel requires purity of heart, and does not 
require the ceremonies of the Law. And it 
may occur that the heart of a husband, as 
of Abraham or Jacob, who were polygamists, 
is purer and burns less with lusts than that 
of many virgins who are even truly conti- 
nent. But what Isaiah says: Be ye clean 
that bear the vessels of the Lord, ought to 
be understood as referring to cleanness of 
heart and to the entire repentance. Besides, 
the saints will know in the exercise of mar- 
riage how far it is profitable to restrain its 
use, and as Paul says, 1 Thess. 4, 4, to possess 
his vessel in sanctification. Lastly, since mar- 


A 


; 
115 


riage is pure, it is rightly said to those who 
are not continent in celibacy that they should 
marry wives in order to be pure. Thus the 
same law: Be ye clean that bear the vessels 
of the Lord, commands that impure celibates 
become pure husbands [impure unmarried 
priests become pure married priests]. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 883.] 

The third argument is horrible, namely, 
that the marriage of priests is the heresy of 
Jovinian. Fine-sounding words! [Pity on our 
poor souls, dear sirs; proceed gently!] This 
is a new crime, that marriage [which God 
instituted in Paradise] is a heresy! [In that 
case all the world would be children of here- 
tics.] In the time of Jovinian the world did 
not as yet know the law concerning perpetual 
celibacy. [This our adversaries know very 
well.] Therefore it is an impudent falsehood 
that the marriage of priests is the heresy of 
Jovinian, or that such marriage was then con- 
demned by the Church. In such passages we 
can see what design the adversaries had in 
writing the Confutation. They judged that 
the ignorant would be thus most easily ex- 
cited, if they would frequently hear the re- 
proach of heresy, if they pretend that our 
cause had been dispatched and condemned by 
many previous decisions of the Church. Thus 
they frequently cite falsely the judgment of 
the Church. Because they are not ignorant 
of this, they were unwilling to exhibit to us 
a copy of their Apology, lest this falsehood 
and these reproaches might be exposed. Our 
opinion, however, as regards the case of Jo- 
vinian, concerning the comparison of virginity 
and marriage, we have expressed above. For 
we do not make marriage and virginity equal, 
although neither virginity nor marriage 
merits justification. 

By such false arguments they defend a law 
that is godless and destructive to good morals, 
By such reasons they set the minds of princes 
firmly against God’s judgment [the princes 
and bishops who believe this teaching will see 
whether their reasons will endure the test, 
when the hour of death arrives], in which 
God will call them to account as to why they 
have dissolved marriages, and why they have 
tortured [flogged and impaled] and killed 
priests [regardless of the cries, wails, and 
tears of so many widows and orphans]. For 
do not doubt but that, as the blood of dead 
Abel cried owt, Gen. 4, 10, so the blood of 
many good men, against whom they have un- 
justly raged, will also ery out. And God will 
avenge this cruelty; there you will discover 
how empty are these reasons of the adver- 
saries, and you will perceive that in God’s 
judgment no calumnies against God’s Word 
remain standing, as Isaiah says, 40,6: All 
flesh is grass, and all the goodliness thereof 
is as the flower of the field [that their argu- 
ments are straw and hay, and God a consum- 
ing fire, before whom nothing but God’s Word 
can abide, 1 Pet. 1, 24]. 

Whatever may happen, our princes will be 
able to console themselves with the conscious- 
ness of right counsels, because even though 
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the priests would have done wrong in con- 
tracting marriages, yet this disruption of 
marriages, these proscriptions, and this cru- 
elty are manifestly contrary to the will and 
Word of God. Neither does novelty or dis- 
sent delight our princes, but especially in a 
matter that is not doubtful more regard had 
to be paid to the Word of God than to all 
other things. 


Article XXIV (XII): Of the Mass, 


At the outset we must again make the pre- 
liminary statement that we do not abolish 
the Mass, but religiously maintain and de- 
fend it. | For among us masses are celebrated 
every Lord’s Day and on the other festivals, 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 385.] 
in which the Sacrament is offered to those 
who wish to use it, after they have been ex- 
amined and absolved. And the usual public 
ceremonies are observed, the series of lessons, 
of prayers, vestments, and other like things. 

The adversaries have a long declamation 
concerning the use of the Latin language in 
the Mass, in which they absurdly trifle as to 
how it profits [what a great merit is achieved 
by] an unlearned hearer to hear in the faith 
of the Church a Mass which he does not under- 
stand. They evidently imagine that the mere 
work of hearing is a service, that it profits 
without being understood. We are unwilling 
to malignantly pursue these things, but we 
leave them to the judgment of the reader. We 
mention them only for the purpose of stating, 
in passing, that also among us the Latin les- 
sons and prayers are retained. 

Since ceremonies, however, ought to be ob- 
served both to teach men Scripture, and that 
those admonished by the Word may conceive 
faith and fear [of God, and obtain comfort], 
and thus also may pray (for these are the 
designs of ceremonies), we retain the Latin 
language on account of those who are learning 
and understand Latin, and we mingle with 
it German hymns, in order that the people 
also may have something to learn, and by 
which faith and fear may be called forth. 
This custom has always existed in the 
churches. For although some more fre- 
quently, and others more rarely, introduced 
German hymns, nevertheless the people al- 
most everywhere sang something in their own 
tongue. [Therefore, this is not such a new 
departure.] It has, however, nowhere been 
written or represented that the act of hear- 
ing lessons not understood profits men, or 
that ceremonies profit, not because they teach 
or admonish, but ex opere operato, because 
they are thus performed or are looked upon. 
Away with such pharisaic opinions! [Ye 
sophists ought to be heartily ashamed of such 
dreams! ] 

The fact that we hold only Public or Com- 
mon Mass [at which the people also commune, 
not Private Mass] is no offense against the 
Church catholic. For in the Greek churches 
even to-day private Masses are not held, but 
there is only a public Mass, and that on the 
Lord’s Day and festivals. In the monasteries 
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daily Mass is held, but this is only public. 
These are the traces of former customs. For 
nowhere do the ancient writers before Gregory 
make mention of private Masses. We now 
omit noticing the nature of their origin. It 
is evident that after the mendicant monks 
began to prevail, from most false opinions . 
and on account of gain they were so increased 
that all good men for a long time desired 
some limit to this thing. Although St. Fran- 
cis wished to provide aright for this matter, 
as he decided that each fraternity should be 
content with a single common Mass daily, . 
afterwards this was changed, either by super- 
stition or for the sake of gain. Thus, where 
it is of advantage, they themselves change 
the institutions of the Fathers; and after- 
wards they cite against us the authority of 


% the Fathers. Epiphanius writes that in Asia 


the Communion was celebrated three times 
a week, and that there were no daily Masses. 
And indeed he says that this custom was 
handed down from the apostles. For he 
speaks thus: Assemblies for Communion were 
appointed by the apostles to be held on the 
fourth day, on Sabbath eve, and the Lord’s 
Day. 

= [Concordia Triglotta, p. 387.] 

Moreover, although the adversaries collect 
many testimonies on this topic to prove that 
the Mass is a sacrifice, yet this great tumult 
of words will be quieted when the single reply 
is advanced that this line of authorities, rea- 
sons and testimonies, however long, does not 
prove that the Mass confers grace ex opere 
operato, or that, when applied on behalf of 
others, it merits for them the remission of 
venial and mortal sins, of guilt and punish- 
ment. This one reply overthrows all objec- 
tions of the adversaries, not only in this Con- 
futation, but in all writings which they have 
published concerning the Mass. 

And this is the issue [the principal ques- 
tion] of the case of which our readers are to 
be admonished, as Aeschines admonished the 
judges that just as boxers contend with one 
another for their position, so they should 
strive with their adversary concerning the 
controverted point, and not permit him to 
wander beyond the case. In the same manner 
our adversaries ought to be here compelled to 
speak on the subject presented. And when 
the controverted point has been thoroughly 
understood, a decision concerning the argu- 
ments on both sides will be very easy. 


For in our Confession we have shown that 
we hold that the Lord’s Supper does not con- 
fer grace ex opere operato, and that, when 
applied on behalf of others, alive or dead, it 
does not merit for them ex opere operato the 
remission of sins, of guilt or of punishment. 
And of this position a clear and firm proof 
exists in that it is impossible to obtain the 
remission of our sins on account of our own 
work ew opere operato [even when there is not 
a good thought in the heart], but the terrors 
of sin and death must be overcome by faith 
when we comfort our hearts with the knowl- 
edge of Christ, and believe that for Christ’s 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession. Art. XXIV. ( XII.) 


sake we are forgiven, and that the merits 
and righteousness of Christ are granted us, 
Rom. 5, 1: Being justified by faith, we have 
peace. These things are so sure and so firm 
that they can stand against all the gates 
of hell. 

If we are to say only as much as is 
necessary, the case has already been stated. 
For no sane man can approve that pharisaic 
and heathen opinion concerning the opus ope- 
ratum. And nevertheless this opinion inheres 
in the people, and has increased infinitely the 
number of masses. For masses are purchased 
to appease God’s wrath, and by this work they 
wish to obtain the remission of guilt and of 
punishment; they wish to procure whatever 
is necessary in every kind of life [health, 
riches, prosperity, and success in business]; 
they wish even to liberate the dead. Monks 
and sophists have taught this pharisaic 
opinion in the Church. 

But although our case has already been 
stated, yet, because the adversaries foolishly 
pervert many passages of Scripture to the 
defense of their errors, we shall add a few 
things on this topic. In the Confutation they 
have said many things concerning “sacrifice,” 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 389.] 
although in our Confession we purposely 
avoided this term on account of its ambiguity. 
We have set forth what those persons whose 
abuses we condemn now understand as a sacri- 
fice. Now, in order to explain the passages 
of Scripture that have been wickedly per- 
verted, it is necessary in the beginning to set 
forth what a sacrifice is. Already for an en- 
tire period of ten years the adversaries have 
published almost infinite volumes concerning 
sacrifice, and yet not one of them thus far 
has given a definition of sacrifice. They only 
seize upon the name “sacrifices” either from 
the Scriptures or the Fathers [and where 
they find it in the Concordances of the Bible, 
apply it here, whether it fits or not]. After- 
ward they ;append their own dreams, as 
though indeed a sacrifice signifies whatever 
pleases them. 


What a Sacrifice Is, and What Are the 
Species of Sacrifice. 


[Now, lest we plunge blindly into this 
business, we must indicate, in the first place, 
a distinction as to what is, and what is not, 
a sacrifice. To know this is expedient and 
good for all Christians.] Socrates, in the 
Phaedrus of Plato, says that he is especially 
fond of divisions, because without these noth- 
ing can either be explained or understood in 
speaking, and if he discovers any one skil- 
ful in making divisions, he says that he 
attends and follows his footsteps as those 
of a god. And he instructs the one dividing 
to separate the members in their very joints, 
lest, like an unskilful cook, he break to 
pieces some member. But the adversaries 
wonderfully despise these precepts, and, ac- 
cording to Plato, are truly xaxol mayeipor 
(poor butchers), since they break the mem- 
bers of “sacrifice,” as can be understood when 
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we have enumerated the species of sacrifice. 
Theologians are rightly accustomed to dis- 
tinguish between a Sacrament and a sacri- 
fice. Therefore let the genus comprehending 
both of these be either a ceremony or a sacred 
work. A Sacrament is a ceremony or work 
in which God presents to us that which the 
promise annexed to the ceremony offers; as, 
Baptism is a work, not which we offer to God, 
but in which God baptizes us, 4. e., a minister 
in the place of God; and God here offers and 
presents the remission of sins, etc., according 
to the promise, Mark 16, 16: He that be- 
lieveth and is baptized shall be saved. A sac- 
rifice, on the contrary, is a ceremony or work 
which we render God in order to afford Him 
honor. 

Moreover, the proximate species of sacrifice 
are two, and there are no more. One is the 
propitiatory sacrifice, 1. e., a work which 
makes satisfaction for guilt and punishment, 
1. €. one that reconciles God, or appeases 
God’s wrath, or which merits the remission 
of sins for others. The other species is the 
eucharistic sacrifice, which does not merit the 
remission of sins or reconciliation, but is ren- 
dered by those who have been reconciled, in 
order that we may give thanks or return 
gratitude for the remission of sins that has 
been received, or for other benefits received. 

These two species of sacrifice we ought es- 
pecially to have in view and placed before 
the eyes in this controversy, as well as in 
many other discussions; and especial care 
must be taken lest they be confounded. But 
if the limits of this book would suffer it, we 
would add the reasons for this division. For 
it has many testimonies in the Hpistle to the 
Hebrews and elsewhere. And all Levitical 
sacrifices can be referred to these members as 
to their own homes [genera]. For in the Law 
certain sacrifices were named propitiatory on 
account of their signification or similitude; 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 391.] 

not because they merited the remission of sins 
before God, but because they merited the re- 
mission of sins according to the righteousness 
of the Law, in order that those for whom they 
were made might not be excluded from that 
commonwealth [from the people of Israel]. 
Therefore they were called sin-offerings and 
burnt offerings for a.trespass. Whereas the 
eucharistic sacrifices were the oblation, the 
drink-offering, thank-offerings, first- fruits, 
tithes. 

[Thus there have been in the Law emblems 
of the true sacrifice.] But in fact there has 
been only one propitiatory sacrifice in the 
world, namely, the death of Christ, as the 
Epistle to the Hebrews teaches, which says, 
10,4: It is not possible that the blood of 
bulls and of goats should take away sins. 
And a little after, of the [obedience and] will 
of Christ, v.10: By the which will we are 
sanctified by the offering of the body of Jesus 
Christ once for all. And Isaiah interprets 
the Law, in order that we may know that the 
death of Christ is truly a satisfaction for our 
sins, or expiation, and that the ceremonies of 
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the Law are not; wherefore he says, 53, 10: 
When Thow shalt make His soul an offering 
for sin, He will see His seed, etc. For the 
word employed here, Owws, signifies a victim 
for transgression; which signified in the Law 
that a certain Victim was to come to make 
satisfaction for our sins and reconcile God, 
in order that men might know that God 
wishes to be reconciled to us, not on account 
of our own righteousnesses, but on account of 
the merits of another, namely, of Christ. 
Paul interprets the same word DWN as sin, 
Rom. 8,3: For sin (God) condemned sin, i. e., 
He punished sin for sin, i. ¢., by a Victim for 
sin. The significance of the word can be the 
more easily understood from the customs of 
the heathen, which, we see, have been received 
from the misunderstood expressions of the 
Fathers. The Latins called a victim thaty 
which in great calamities, where God seemed 
to be especially enraged, was offered to ap- 
pease God’s wrath, a piaculum; and they 
sometimes sacrificed human victims, perhaps 
because they had heard that a human victim 
would appease God for the entire human race. 
The Greeks sometimes called them xaJdouata 
and sometimes zeoup7juata. Isaiah and Paul, 
therefore, mean that Christ became a victim, 
4. €., an expiation, that by His merits, and not 
by our own, God might be reconciled. There-« 
fore let this remain established in the case, 
namely, that the death of Christ alone is 
truly a propitiatory sacrifice. For the Levit- 
ical propitiatory sacrifices were so called only 
to signify a future expiation. On account of 
a certain resemblance, therefore, they were 
satisfactions redeeming the righteousness of 
the Law, lest those persons who sinned should 
be excluded from the commonwealth. But 
after the revelation of the Gospel [and after 
the true sacrifice has been accomplished] they 
had to cease; and because they had to cease 
in the revelation of the Gospel, they were not 
truly propitiations, since the Gospel was 
promised for this very reason, namely, to set 
forth a propitiation. 


Now the rest are eucharistic sacrifices, 
which are called sacrifices of praise, Ley. 
Seley hpul lets wees 00, L2 te namelyaetne 
preaching of the Gospel, faith, prayer, thanks- 
giving, confession, the afflictions of saints, 
yea, all good works of saints. These sacri- 
fices are not satisfactions for those making 
them, or applicable on behalf of others, so as 
to merit for these, ew opere operato, the re- 
mission of sins or reconciliation. For they 
are made by those who have been reconciled. 
And such are the sacrifices of the New Testa- 
ment, as Peter teaches, 1. Ep. 2,5: An holy 
priesthood, to offer wp spiritual sacrifices. 
Spiritual sacrifices, however, are contrasted 
not only with those of cattle, but even with 
human works offered ew opere operato, because 
spiritual refers to the movements of the Holy 
Ghost in us. Paul teaches the same thing 
Rom. 12,1: Present your bodies a living sac- 
rifice, holy, acceptable, which is your reason- 
able service. Reasonable service signifies, 
however, a service in which God is known, 


Aptos of the Augsburg Confession. Art. XXIV. (XII.). 


\ 


and apprehended by the mind, as happens in 
the movements of fear and trust towards 
God. Therefore it is opposed not only to the 
Levitical service, in which cattle are slain, 
but also to a service in which a work is 
imagined to be offered ew opere operato. The 
Epistle to the Hebrews, 13, 15, teaches the 
same thing: By Him, therefore, let us offer 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 393.] 

the sacrifice of praise to God continually ; 
and he adds the interpretation, that is, the 
fruit of our lips, giving thanks to His name. 
He bids us offer praises, 7. ¢., prayer, thanks- 
giving, confession, and the like. These avail 
not ex opere operato, but on account of faith. 
This is taught by the clause: By Him let us 
offer, t.e., by faith in Christ. 

In short, the worship of the New Testa- 
ment is spiritual, 7. ¢., it is the righteousness 
of faith in the heart and the fruits\of faith. 
It accordingly abolishes the Levitical services. 
[In the New Testament no offering avails ew 
opere operato, sine bono motu utentis, 1. é., 
on account of the work, without a good 
thought in the heart.] And Christ says, 
John 4, 23. 24: True worshipers shall worship 
the Father in spirit and wm truth; for the 
Father seeketh such to worship Him. God 
is aSpirit; and they that worship Him must 
worship Him in spirit and in truth [that is, 
from the heart, with heartfelt fear and cordial 
faith]. This passage clearly condemns [as 
absolutely devilish, pharisaical, and antichris- 
tian] opinions concerning sacrifices which, 
they imagine, avail ew opere operato, and 
teaches that men ought to worship in spirit, 
zi. €., With the dispositions of the heart and by 
faith. [The Jews also did not understand 
their ceremonies aright, and imagined that 
they were righteous before God when they 
had wrought works ex opere operato. Against 
this the prophets contend with the greatest 
earnestness.] Accordingly, the prophets also 
in the Old Testament condemn the opinion 
of the people concerning the opus operatum, 
and teach the righteousness and sacrifices of 
the Spirit. Jer. 7, 22.23: For I spake not 
unto your fathers, nor commanded them, in 
the day that I brought them out of the land 
of Egypt, concerning burnt offerings or sacri- 
fices; but this thing commanded I them, say- 
ing, Obey My voice, and I will be your 
God, etc. How do we suppose that the Jews 
received this arraignment, which seems to 
conflict openly with Moses? For it was evi- 
dent that God had given the fathers com- 
mands concerning burnt offerings and victims. 
But Jeremiah condemns the opinion concern- 
ing sacrifices which God had not delivered, 
namely, that these services should please Him 
ew opere operato. But he adds concerning 
faith that God had commanded this: Hear 
Me, %. e., believe Me that I am your God; that 
I wish to become thus known when I pity 
and aid; neither have I need of your victims; 
believe that I wish to be God the Justifier 
and Savior, not on account of works, but on 
account of My word and promise; truly and 
from the heart seek and expect aid from Me. 


1 
i 


\ 


Apology of the Augsburg Confession, Art. XXIV. (XII.) 


Ps. 50, 13. 15, which rejects the victims and 
requires prayer, also condemns the opinion 
concerning the opus operatum: Will I eat 
the flesh of bulls? etc. Call upon Me in the 
day of trouble; I will deliver thee, and thou 
shalt glorify Me. The Psalmist testifies that 
this is true service, that this is true honor, 
if we call upon Him from the heart. 

Likewise Ps. 40, 6: Sacrifice and offering 
Thou didst not desire; mine ears hast Thou 
opened, t.e., Thou hast offered to me Thy 
Word that I might hear it, and Thou dost 
require that I believe Thy Word and Thy 
promises, that Thou truly desirest to pity, to 
bring aid, etc. Likewise Ps. 51,16.17: Thou 
delightest not in burnt offering. The sacri- 
fices of God are a broken spirit; a broken 
and a contrite heart, O God, Thow wilt not 
despise. Likewise Ps. 4,5: Offer the sacri- 
fices of righteousness, and put your trust 
[hope, V.] in the Lord. He bids us hope, and 
says that this is a righteous sacrifice, signi- 
fying that other sacrifices are not true and 
_ righteous sacrifices. And Ps. 116,17: I will 
offer to Thee the sacrifices of thanksgiving, 
and will call wpon the name of the Lord. 
They call invocation a sacrifice of thanks- 
giving. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 395.] 

But Scripture is full of such testimonies 
as teach that sacrifices ex opere operato do 
not reconcile God. Accordingly the New 
Testament, since Levitical services have been 
abrogated, teaches that new and pure sacri- 
fices will be made, namely, faith, prayer, 
thanksgiving, confession, and the preaching 
of the Gospel, afflictions on account of the 
Gospel, and the like. 

And of these sacrifices Malachi speaks, 
1,11: From the rising of the sun even unto 
the going down of the same My name shall 
be great among the Gentiles; and in every 
place incense shall be offered unto My name 
and a pure offering. The adversaries per- 
versely apply this passage to the Mass, and 
quote the authority of the Fathers. A reply, 
however, is easy, for even if it spoke most 
particularly of the Mass, it would not follow 
that the Mass justifies ew opere operato, or 
that, when applied to others, it merits the 
remission of sins, etc. The prophet says noth- 
ing of those things which the monks and 
sophists impudently fabricate. Besides, the 
very words of the prophet express his mean- 
ing. For they first say this, namely, that the 
name of the Lord will be great. , This is ac- 
complished by the preaching of the Gospel. 
For through this the name of Christ is made 
known, and the mercy of the Father, promised 
in Christ, is recognized. The preaching of 
the Gospel produces faith in those who receive 
the Gospel. They call upon God, they give 
thanks to God, they bear afflictions for their 
confession, they produce good works for the 
glory of Christ. Thus the name of the Lord 
becomes great among the Gentiles. There- 
fore incense and a pure offering signify not 
a ceremony ex opere operato [not the cere- 
mony of the Mass alone], but all those sacri- 
fices through which the name of the Lord be- 
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comes great, namely, faith, invocation, the 
preaching of the Gospel, confession, ete. And 
if any one would have this term embrace the 
ceremony [of the Mass], we readily concede 
it, provided he neither understands the cere- 
mony alone, nor teaches that the ceremony 
profits ex opere operato, For just as among 
the sacrifices of praise, 7. e., among the praises 
of God, we include the preaching of the Word, 
so the reception itself of the Lord’s Supper 
can be praise or thanksgiving; but it does 
not justify ex opere operato; neither is it to 
be applied to others so as to merit for them 
the remission of sins. But after a while we 
shall explain how even a ceremony is a sacri- 
fice. Yet, as Malachi speaks of all the ser- 
vices of the New Testament, and not only of 
the Lord’s Supper; likewise, as he does not 
favor the pharisaic opinion of the opus ope- 
ratum, he is not against us, but rather aids us. 
For he requires services of the heart, through 
which the name of the Lord becomes truly 
great. 

Another passage also is cited from Malachi 
3,3: And He shall purify the sons of Levi, 
and purge them as gold and silver, that they 
may offer unto the Lord an offering of right- 
eousness. This passage clearly requires the 
sacrifices of the righteous, and hence does not 
favor the opinion concerning the opus ope- 
ratum. But the sacrifices of the sons of Levi, 
i. e., of those teaching in the New Testament, 
are the preaching of the Gospel, and the good 
fruits of preaching, as Paul says, Rom. 15, 16: 
Ministering the Gospel of God, that the offer- 
ing up of the Gentiles might be acceptable, 
being sanctified by the Holy Ghost, i.e., that 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 397.] 

the Gentiles might be offerings acceptable to 
God by faith, ete. For in the Law the slay- 
ing of victims signified both the death of 
Christ and the preaching of the Gospel, by 
which this oldness of flesh should be morti- 
fied, and the new and eternal life be begun 
in us. 

But the adversaries everywhere perversely 
apply the name sacrifice to the ceremony 
alone. They omit the preaching of the Gos- 
pel, faith, prayer, and similar things, al- 
though the ceremony has been established on 
account of these, and the New Testament 
ought to have sacrifices of the heart, and not 
ceremonials for sin that are to be performed 
after the manner of the Levitical priesthood. 

They cite also the daily sacrifice (cf. Ex. 29, 
Sones any Ss Wat see laa lly that stead 
in the Law there was a daily sacrifice, so the 
Mass ought to be a daily sacrifice of the New 
Testament. The adversaries have managed 
well if we permit ourselves to be overcome 
by allegories. It is evident, however, that 
allegories do not produce firm proofs [that in 
matters so highly important before God we 
must have a sure and clear word of God, and 
not introduce by force obscure and foreign 
passages; such uncertain explanations do not 
stand the test of God’s judgment]. Although 
we indeed readily suffer the Mass to be under- 
stood as a daily sacrifice, provided that the 
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entire Mass be understood,.2. e., the ceremony 
with the preaching of the Gospel, faith, in- 
vocation, and thanksgiving. For these joined 
together are a daily sacrifice of the New Testa- 
ment, because the ceremony [of the Mass, or 
the Lord’s Supper] was instituted on account 
of these things; neither is it to be separated 
from these. Paul says accordingly, 1 Cor. 
11, 26: As often as ye eat this bread and 
drink this cup, ye do show the Lord’s death 
till He come. But it in no way follows from 
this Levitical type that a ceremony justifying 
ex opere operato is necessary, or ought to be 


applied on behalf of others, that it may merit 


for them the remission of sins. 

And the type aptly represents not only the 
ceremony, but also the preaching of the 
Gospel. In Num. 28, 4f. three parts of that 


daily sacrifice are represented, the burning of % 


the lamb, the libation, and the oblation of 
wheat flour. The Law had pictures or 
shadows of future things. Accordingly, in 
this spectacle Christ and the entixe worship 
of the New Testament are portrayed. The 
burning of the lamb signifies the death of 
Christ. The libation signifies that every- 
where in the entire world, by the preaching 
of the Gospel, believers are sprinkled with 
the blood of that Lamb, 7. ¢., sanctified, as 


Peter says, 1. Ep.1,2: Through sanctification 


of the Spirit, unto obedience and sprinkling 
of the blood of Jesus Christ. The oblation of 
wheat flour signifies faith, prayer, and thanks- 
giving in hearts. As, therefore, in the Old 
Testament, the shadow is perceived, so in the 
New the thing signified should be sought, and 
not another type, as sufficient for a sacrifice. 

Therefore, although a ceremony*is a me- 
morial of Christ’s death, nevertheless it alone 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 399.] 

is not the daily sacrifice; but the memory 
itself is the daily sacrifice, 7. e., preaching 
and faith, which truly believes that, by the 
death of Christ, God has been reconciled. 
A libation is required, 7. e., the effect of 
preaching, in order that, being sprinkled by 
the Gospel with the blood of Christ, we may 
be sanctified, as those put to death and made 
alive. Oblations also are required, 1. e¢., 
thanksgiving, confessions, and afflictions. 

Thus the pharisaic opinion of the opus ope- 
ratum being cast aside, let us understand that 
spiritual worship and a daily sacrifice of the 
heart are signified, because in the New Testa- 
ment the substance of good things should be 
sought for [as Paul says: In the Old Testa- 
ment is the shadow of things to come, but the 
body and the truth is in Christ], %. e., the 
Holy Ghost, mortification, and quickening. 
From these things it is sufficiently apparent 
that the type of the daily sacrifice testifies 
nothing against us, but rather for us, because 
we seek for all the parts signified by the daily 
sacrifice. [We have clearly shown all the 
parts that belonged to the daily sacrifice in 
the law of Moses, that it must mean a true 
cordial offering, not an opus operatum.] The 
adversaries falsely imagine that the ceremony 
alone is signified, and not also the preaching 
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of the Gospel, mortification, and quickening 
of heart, etc. [which is the best part of the 
Mass, whether they call it a sacrifice or any- 
thing else]. = 

Now, therefore, good men will be able to 
judge readily that the complaint against us 
that we abolish the daily sacrifice is most 
false. Experience shows what sort of Anti- 
ochi they are who hold power in the Church; 
who under the pretext of religion assume to 
themselves the kingdom of the world, and 
who rule without concern for religion and 
the teaching of the Gospel; who wage war 
like kings of the world, and have instituted 
new services in the Church. For in the Mass 
the adversaries retain only the ceremony, and 
publicly apply this to sacrilegious gain. 
Afterward they feign that this work, as ap- 
plied on behalf of others, merits for them 
grace and all good things. In their sermons 
they do not teach the Gospel, they do not con- 
sole consciences, they do not show that sins 
are freely remitted for Christ’s sake; but 
they set forth the worship of saints, human 
satisfactions, human traditions, and by these 
they affirm that men are justified before God. 
And although some of these traditions are 
manifestly godless, nevertheless they defend 
them by violence. If any preachers wish to 
be’ regarded more learned, they treat of philo- 
sophical questions, which neither the people 
nor even those who propose them understand. 
Lastly, those who are more tolerable teach 
the Law, and say nothing concerning the 
righteousness of faith. 

The adversaries in the Confutation make 
a great ado concerning the desolation of 
churches, namely, that the altars stand un- 
adorned, without candles and without images. 
These trifles they regard as ornaments to 
churches. [Although it is not true that we 
abolish all such outward ornaments; yet, 
even if it were so, Daniel is not speaking 
of such things as are altogether external and 
do not belong to the Christian Church.] It 
is a far different desolation which Daniel 
means, 11, 31; 12,11, namely, ignorance of 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 401.] 

the Gospel. For the people, overwhelmed by 
the multitude and variety of traditions and 
opinions, were in no way able to embrace the 
sum of Christian doctrine. [For the adver- 
saries preach mostly of human ordinances, 
whereby consciences are led from Christ to 
confidence in their own works.] For who of 
the people ever understood the doctrine of re- 
pentance of which the adversaries treat? And 
xe this is the chief topic of Christian doc- 
rine. 

Consciences were tormented by the enumera- 
tion of offenses and by satisfactions. Of faith, 
by. which we freely receive the remission of 
sins, no mention whatever was made by the 
adversaries. Concerning the exercises of faith, 
struggling with despair, and the free remis- 
sion of sins for Christ’s sake, all the books 
and all the sermons of the adversaries were 
silent [worse than worthless, and, moreover, 
caused untold damage]. To these, the hor- 
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rible profanation of the masses and many 
other godless services in the churches were 
added. This is the desolation which Daniel 
describes. 

On the contrary, by the favor of God, the 
priests among us attend to the ministry of 
the Word, teach the Gospel concerning the 
blessings of Christ, and show that the remis- 
sion of sins occurs freely for Christ’s sake. 
This doctrine brings sure consdlation to con- 
sciences. The doctrine of [the Ten Command- 
ments and] good works which God commands 
is also added. The worth and use of the 
Sacraments are declared. 


But if the use of the Sacrament would be 
the daily sacrifice, nevertheless we would re- 
tain it rather than the adversaries, because 
with them priests hired for pay use the Sac- 
rament. With us there is a more frequent 
and more conscientious use. For the people 
use it, but after having first been instructed 
and examined. For men are taught concern- 
ing the true use of the Sacrament that it was 
instituted for the purpose of being a seal 
and testimony of the free remission of sins, 
and that, accordingly, it ought to admonish 
alarmed consciences to be truly confident and 
believe that their sins are freely remitted. 
Since, therefore, we retain both the preaching 
of the Gospel and the lawful use of the Sacra- 
ment, the daily sacrifice remains with us. 


And if we must speak of the outward ap- 
' pearance, attendance upon church is better 
among us than among the adversaries. For 
the audiences are held by useful and clear ser- 
mons. But neither the people nor the teachers 
have ever understood the doctrine of the ad- 
versaries. [There is nothing that so attaches 
people to the church as good preaching. But 
our adversaries preach their people out of the 
churches; for they teach nothing of the neces- 
sary parts of Christian doctrine; they nar- 
rate the legends of saints and other fables.] 
And the true adornment of the churches is 
godly, useful, and clear doctrine, the devout 
use of the Sacraments, ardent prayer, and 
the like. Candles, golden vessels [tapers, 
altar-cloths, images], and similar adornments 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 403.) 

are becoming, but they are not the adornment 
that properly belongs to the Church. But if 
the adversaries make worship consist in such 
matters, and not in the preaching of the 
Gospel, in faith, and the conflicts of faith, 
they are to be numbered among those whom 
Daniel describes as worshiping their God with 
gold and silver, Dan. 11, 38. 


They quote also from the Epistle to the 
Hebrews, 5,1: Every high priest taken from 
among men is ordained for men in things per- 
taining to God that he may offer both gifts 
and sacrifices for sins. Hence they conclude 
that, since in the New Testament there are 
high priests and priests, it follows that there 
is also a sacrifice for sins. This passage par- 
ticularly makes an impression on the un- 
learned, especially when the pomp of the 
priesthood [the garments of Aaron, since in 
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the Old Testament there were many orna- 
ments of gold, silver, and purple] and the 
sacrifices of the Old Testament are spread 
before the eyes. This resemblance deceives 
the ignorant, so that they judge that, accord- 
ing to the same manner, a ceremonial sacri- 
fice ought to exist among us, which should be 
applied on behalf of the sins of others, just 
as in the Old Testament. Neither is the ser- 
vice of the masses and the rest of the polity 
of the Pope anything else than false zeal in 
behalf of the misunderstood Levitical polity. 
[They have not understood that the New 
Testament is occupied with other matters, 
and that, if such ceremonies are used for the 
training of the young, a limit must be fixed 
for them.] 


And although our belief has its chief testi- 
monies in the Epistle to the Hebrews, never- 
theless the adversaries distort against us mu- 
tilated passages from this Epistle, as in this 
very passage, where it is said that every high 
priest is ordaimed to offer sacrifices for sins. 
Scripture itself immediately adds that Christ 
is High Priest, Heb. 5,5.6.10. The preceding 
words speak of the Levitical priesthood, and 
signify that the Levitical priesthood was an 
image of the priesthood of Christ. For the 
Levitical sacrifices for sins did not merit the 
remission of sins before God; they were only 
an image of the sacrifice of Christ, which was 
to be the one propitiatory sacrifice, as we have 
said above. Therefore the Epistle is occupied 
to a great extent with the topic that the an- 
cient priesthood and the ancient sacrifices 
were instituted not for the purpose of merit- 
ing the remission of sins before God or recon- 
ciliation, but only to signify the future sacri- 
fice of Christ alone. For in the Old Testa- 
ment it was necessary for saints to be justi- 
fied by faith derived from the promise of the 
remission of sins that was to be granted for 
Christ’s sake, just as saints are also justified 
in the New Testament. From the beginning 
of the world it was necessary for all saints 
to believe that Christ would be the promised 
offering and satisfaction for sins, as Isaiah 
teaches, 53, 10: When Thou shalt make His 
soul an offering for sin. 


Since, therefore, in the Old Testament, sac- 
rifices did not merit reconciliation, unless by 
a figure (for they merited civil reconcilia- 
tion), but signified the coming sacrifice, it 
follows that Christ is the only sacrifice ap- 
plied on behalf of the sins of others. There- 

[Coneordia Triglotta, p. 405.] 
fore, in the New Testament no sacrifice is left 
to be applied for the sins of others, except the 
one sacrifice of Christ upon the cross. 


They altogether err who imagine that Levit- 
ical sacrifices merited the remission of sins 
before God, and, by this example in addition 
to the death of Christ, require in the New 
Testament sacrifices that are to be applied on 
behalf of others. This imagination absolutely 
destroys the merit of Christ’s passion and the 
righteousness of faith, and corrupts the doc- 
trine of the Old and New Testaments, and 
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instead of Christ makes for us other medi- 
ators and propitiators out of the priests and 
sacrificers, who daily sell their work in the 
churches. 

Therefore, if any one would thus infer that 
in the New Testament a priest is needed to 
make offering for sins, this must be conceded 
only of Christ. And the entire Epistle to the 
Hebrews confirms this explanation. And if, 
in addition to the death-of Christ, we were 
to seek for any other satisfaction to be ap- 
plied for the sins of others and to reconcile 
God, this would be nothing more than to 
make other mediators in addition to Christ. 
Again, as the priesthood of the New Testa- 
ment is the ministry of the Spirit, as Paul 
teaches 2 Cor. 3, 6, it, accordingly, has but the 
one sacrifice of Christ, which is satisfactory 
and applied for the sins of others. 
it has no sacrifices like the Levitical, which 
could be applied ew opere operato on behalf 
of others; but it tenders to others the Gospel 
and the Sacraments, that by means of these 
they may conceive faith and the Holy Ghost, 
and be mortified and quickened, because the 
ministry of the Spirit conflicts with the ap- 
plication of an opus operatum. [For, unless 
there is personal faith and a life wrought by 
- the Holy Spirit, the opus operatum of another 


cannot render me godly nor save me.] For* 


the ministry of the Spirit is that through 
which the Holy Ghost is efficacious in hearts; 
and therefore this ministry is profitable to 
others, when it is efficacious in them, and re- 
generates and quickens them. This does not 
occur by the application ex opere operato of 
the work of another on behalf of others. 

We have shown the reason why the Mass 
does not justify ex opere operato, and why, 
when applied on behalf of others, it does not 
merit remission, because both conflict with 
the righteousness of faith. For it is impos- 
sible that remission of sins should occur, and 
the terrors of death and sin be overcome by 
any work or anything, except by faith in 
Christ, according to Rom. 5,1: Being justified 
by faith, we have peace. 

In addition, we have shown that the Scrip- 
tures, which are cited against us, in no way 
favor the godless opinion of the adversaries 
concerning the opws operatwm. All good men 
among all nations can judge this. Therefore 
the error of Thomas is to be rejected, who 
wrote: That the body of the Lord, once 
offered on the cross for original debt, is con- 
tinually offered for daily offenses on the altar, 
im order that, in this, the Church might have 
@ service whereby to reconcile God to herself. 
The other common errors are also to be re- 
jected, as, that the Mass ew opere operato con- 
fers grace upon one employing it; likewise, 
that when applied for others, even for wicked 
persons, provided they do not interpose an ob- 
stacle, it merits for them the remission of 
sins, of guilt and punishment. All these 
things are false and godless, and lately in- 
vented by unlearned monks, and obscure the 
glory of Christ’s passion and the righteousness 
of faith. 
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And from these errors infinite - others 
sprang, as, that the masses avail when ap- 
plied for many, just as much as when applied 
individually. The sophists have particular 
degrees of merit, just as money-changers have 

[Ooncordia Triglotta, p. 407.] 
grades of weight for gold or silver. Besides, 
they sell the Mass, as a price for obtaining - 
what each one seeks: to merchants, that 
business may be prosperous; to hunters, that 
hunting may be successful; and infinite other 
things. Lastly, they apply it also to the 
dead; by the application of the Sacrament 
they liberate souls from the pains of purga- 
tory; although without faith the Mass is of 
service not even to the living. Neither are 
the adversaries able to produce even one syl- 
lable from the Scriptures in defense of these 


Besides, % fables which they teach with great authority 


in the Church; neither do they have the testi- 
monies of the ancient Church nor of the 
Fathers. [Therefore they are impious and 
blind people who knowingly despise and 
trample under foot the plain truth of God.] 


What the Fathers Thought concerning 
Sacrifice. 


And since we have explained the passages 
of .Seripture which are cited against us, we 
must reply also concerning the Fathers. We 
are not ignorant that the Mass is called by 
the Fathers a sacrifice; but they do not mean 
that the Mass confers grace ex opere operato, 
and that, when applied on behalf~of others, 
it merits for them the remission of sins, of 
guilt and punishment. Where are such mon- 
strous stories to be found in the Fathers? 
But they openly testify that they are speak- 
ing of thanksgiving. Accordingly they call it 
a eucharist. We have said above, however, 
that a eucharistic sacrifice does not merit 
reconciliation, but is made by those who have 
been reconciled, just as afflictions do not merit 
reconciliation, but are eucharistic sacrifices 
when those who have been reconciled endure 
them. 

And this reply, in general, to the sayings 
of the Fathers defends us sufficiently against 
the adversaries. For it is certain that these 
figments concerning the merit of the opus ope- 
ratum are found nowhere in the Fathers. But 
in order that the whole case may be the better 
understood, we also shall state those things 
concerning the use of the Sacrament which 
actually harmonize with the Fathers and 
Scripture. 


Of the Use of the Sacrament, and of Sacrifice. 


Some clever men imagine that the Lord’s 
Supper was instituted for two reasons. First, 
that it might be a,mark and testimony of 
profession, just as a particular shape of hood 
is the sign of a particular profession. Then 
they think that such a mark was especially 
pleasing to Christ, namely, a feast to signify 
mutual union and friendship among Chris- 
tians, because banquets are signs of covenant. 
and friendship. But this is a secular view; 
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{Concordia Triglotta, p. 409.] 
neither does it show the chief use of the 
things delivered by God; it speaks only of 
the exercise of love, which men, however pro- 
fane and worldly, understand; it does not 
speak of faith, the nature of which few under- 
stand. 

The Sacraments are signs of God’s will 
toward us, and not merely signs of men among 
each other; and they are right in defining 
that Sacraments in the New Testament are 
signs of grace. And because in a sacrament 
there are two things, a sign and the Word, 
the Word, in the New Testament, is the 
promise of grace added. The promise of the 
New Testament is the promise of the remis- 
sion of sins, as the text, Luke 22, 19, says: 
This is My body, which is given for you. 
This cup is the New Testament in My blood, 
which is shed for many for the remission of 
sins. Therefore the Word offers the remission 
of sins. And a ceremony is, as it were, a pic- 
ture or seal, as Paul, Rom. 4, 11, calls it, of 
the Word, making known the promise. There- 
fore, just as the promise is useless unless it 
is received by faith, so a ceremony is useless 
unless such faith is added as is truly confi- 
dent that the remission of sins is here offered. 
And this faith encourages contrite minds. 
And just as the Word has been given in order 
to excite this faith, so the Sacrament has 
been instituted in order that the outward 
appearance meeting the eyes might move the 
heart to believe [and strengthen faith]. For 
through these, namely, through Word and 
Sacrament, the Holy Ghost works. 

And such use of the Sacrament, in which 
faith quickens terrified hearts, is a service of 
the New Testament, because the New Testa- 
ment requires spiritual dispositions, mortifi- 
cation and quickening. [For according to the 
New Testament the highest service of God is 
rendered inwardly in the heart.] And for 
this use Christ instituted it, since He com- 
manded them thus to do in remembrance of 
Him. For to remember Christ is not the idle 
celebration of a show [not something that is 
accomplished only by some gestures and ac- 
tions], or one instituted for the sake of ex- 
ample, as the memory of Hercules or Ulysses 
is celebrated in tragedies, but it is to remem- 
ber the benefits of Christ and receive them 
by faith, so as to be quickened by them. 
Psalm 111, 4. 5 accordingly says: He hath 
made His wonderful works to be remembered: 
the Lord is gracious and full of compassion. 
He hath giwen meat unto them that fear Him. 
For it signifies that the will and mercy of 
God should be discerned in the ceremony. But 
that faith which apprehends mercy quickens. 
And this is the principal use of the Sacra- 
ment, in which it is apparent who are fit for 
the Sacrament, namely, terrified consciences, 
and how they ought to use it. 

The sacrifice [thank-offering or thanks- 
giving] also is added. For there are several 
ends for one object. After conscience en- 
couraged by faith has perceived from what 
terrors it is freed, then indeed it fervently 


gives thanks for the benefit and passion of 
Christ, and uses the ceremony itself to the 


¢ [Concordia Triglotta, p. 411.] 
praise of God, in order by this obedience to 
show its gratitude; and testifies that it holds 
in high esteem the gifts of God. Thus the 
ceremony becomes a sacrifice of praise. 


And the Fathers, indeed, speak of a two- 
fold effect, of the comfort of consciences, and 
of thanksgiving, or praise. The former of 
these effects pertains to the nature [the right 
use] of the Sacrament; the latter pertains to 
the sacrifice. Of consolation Ambrose says: 
Go to Him and be absolwed, because He is the 
remission of sins. Do you ask who He is? 
Hear Him when He says, John 6, 35: I am 
the Bread of life; he that cometh to Me shall 
never hunger; and he that believeth on Me 
shall never thirst. This passage testifies that 
in the Sacrament the remission of sins is 
offered; it also testifies that this ought to 
be received by faith. Infinite testimonies to 
this effect are found in the Fathers, all of 
which the adversaries pervert to the opus 
operatum, and to a work to be applied on be- 
half of others; although the Fathers clearly 
require faith, and speak of the consolation be- 
longing to every one, and not of the appli- 
cation. 


Besides these, expressions are also found 
concerning thanksgiving, such as that most 
beautifully said by Cyprian concerning those 
communing in a godly way. Piety, says he, 
in thanking the Bestower of such abundant 
blessing, makes a distinction between what 
has been given and what has been forgiven, 
i.e€., piety regards both what has been given 
and what has been forgiven, 1. e., it compares 
the greatness of God’s blessings and the great- 
ness of our evils, sin and death, with each 
other, and gives thanks, ete. And hence the 
term eucharist arose in the Church. Nor in- 
deed is the ceremony itself, the giving of 
thanks ew opere operato, to be applied on be- 
half of others, in order to merit for them the 
remission of sins, etc., in order to liberate the 
souls of the dead. These things conflict with 
the righteousness of faith; as though, with- 
out faith, a ceremony can profit either ‘the 
one performing it or others. 


Of the Term Mass. 


The adversaries also refer us to philology. 


From the names of the Mass they derive argu- 


ments which do not require a long discussion. 
For even though the Mass be called a sacri- 
fice, it does not follow that it must confer 
grace ex opere operato, or, when applied on 
behalf of others, merit for them the remission 
of sins, etc. Aetovoyia, they say, signifies 
a sacrifice, and the Greeks call the Mass, 
liturgy. Why do they here omit the old ap- 
pellation synawis, which shows that the Mass 
was formerly the communion of many? But 
let us speak of the word liturgy. This word 
does not properly signify a sacrifice, but 
rather the public ministry, and agrees aptly 
with our belief, namely, that one minister 
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who consecrates tenders the body and blood 
of the Lord, to the rest of the people, just as 
one minister who preaches tenders the Gospel 
to the people, as Paul says, 1 Cor. 4, 1: Let 
a man so account of us as of the ministers of 
Christ and stewards of the mysteries of God, 
i.e., of the Gospel and the Sacraments. And 
2 Cor. 5,20: We are ambassadors for Christ, 
as though God did beseech you by us; we 
pray you in Christ’s stead, Be ye reconciled 
to God. Thus the term je:tovoyia agrees 
aptly with the ministry. For it is an old 
word, ordinarily employed in public civil ad- 
ministrations, and signified to the Greeks 
public burdens, as tribute, the expense of 
equipping a fleet, or similar things, as the 
oration of Demosthenes, For Leptines, testi- 
fies, all of which is occupied with the dis- 
cussion of public duties and immunities: 
Diyos 02 avaklovs twas avdodmovs evoouéevovs 
atéhsivav éxdeduxévar tac Aeitoveylac, 1.€.: He 
will say that some unworthy men, having 
> found an immunity, have withdrawn from 
public burdens. And thus they spoke in the 
time of the Romans, as the rescript of Per- 
tinax, De Iure Immunitatis, 1. Semper, shows: 
Ei xai uy aac@v devtovoeyidy tovs matéoas 6 
tOY téxvav aovtpuds aveita, Hven though the 
number of children does not liberate parents 
from all public burdens. And the Commen- 
tary upon Demosthenes states that Jevtovoeyia 
is a kind of tribute, the expense of the games, 
the expense of equipping vessels, of attending 
to the gymnasia and similar public offices. 
And Paul in 2 Cor. 9,12 employs it for a col- 
lection. The taking of the collection not only 
supplies those things which are wanting to 
the saints, but also causes them to give more 
thanks abundantly to God, ete. And in 
Phil. 2, 25 he calls Epaphroditus a Jevtoveydc, 
one who ministered to my wants, where as- 
suredly a sacrificer cannot be understood. But 
there is no need of more testimonies, since 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 413.] 
examples are everywhere obvious to those 
reading the Greek writers, in whom de:tovoyla 
is employed for public civil burdens or minis- 
tries. And on account of the diphthong, gram- 
marians do not derive it from jit), which sig- 
nifies prayers, but from public goods, which 
they call jetta, so that dAsvtovoyém means, 
I attend to, I administer public goods. 

Ridiculous is their inference that, since 
mention is made in the Holy Scriptures of 
an altar, therefore the Mass must be a sacri- 
fice; for the figure of an altar is referred 
to by Paul only by way of comparison. And 
they fabricate that the Mass has been so 
ealled from map, an altar. What need is 
there of an etymology so far fetched, unless 
it be to show their knowledge of the Hebrew 
language? What need is there to seek the 
etymology from a distance, when the term 
Mass is found in Deut. 16, 10, where it sig- 
nifies the collections or gifts of the people, 
not the offering of the priest? For indi- 
viduals coming to the celebration of the Pass- 
over were obliged to bring some gift as a con- 
tribution. In the beginning the Christians 
also retained this custom. Coming together, 
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they brought bread, wine, and other things, 
as the Canons of the Apostles testify. Thence 
a part was taken to be consecrated; the rest 
was distributed to the poor. With this cus- 
tom they also retained Mass as the name of 
the contributions. And on account of such. 
contributions it appears also that the Mass 
was elsewhere called dyazy, unless one would 
prefer that it was so called on account of 
the common feast. But let us omit these 
trifles. For it is ridiculous that the adver- 
saries should produce such trifling conjec- _ 
tures concerning a matter of such great im- 
portance. For although the Mass is called 
an offering, in what does the term favor the 
dreams concerning the opus operatum, and 
the application which, they imagine, merits 
for others the remission of sins? And it can 
be called an offering for the reason that 
prayers, thanksgivings, and the entire wor- 
ship are there offered, as it is also called 
a eucharist. But neither ceremonies nor 
prayers profit ex opere operato, without faith. 
Although we are disputing here not concern- 
ing prayers, but particularly concerning the 
Lord’s Supper. 

{Here you can see what rude asses our ad- 
versaries are. They say that the term missa 
is derived from the term misbeach, which sig- 
nifies an altar; hence we are to conclude that 
the Mass is a sacrifice; for sacrifices are 
offered on an altar. Again, the word liturgia, 
by which the Greeks call the Mass, is also to 
denote a sacrifice. This claim we shall briefly 
answer. All the world sees that-from such 
reasons this heathenish and antichristian 
error does not follow necessarily, that the 
Mass benefits ex opere operato sine bono motu 
utentis. Therefore they are asses, because in 
such a highly important matter they bring 
forward such silly things. Nor do the asses 
know any grammar. For missa and liturgia 
do not mean sacrifice. Missa, in Hebrew, de- 
notes a joint contribution. For this may 
have been a custom among Christians, that 
they brought meat and drink for the benefit 
of the poor to their assemblies. This custom 
was derived from the Jews, who had to bring 
such contributions on their festivals; these 
they called missa. Likewise, litwrgia, in 
Greek, really denotes an office in which a 
person ministers to the congregation. This 
is well applied to our teaching, because with 
us the priest, as a common servant of those 
who wish to commune, ministers to them the 
holy Sacrament. 

Some think that missa is not derived from 
the Hebrew, but signifies as much as remissio, 
the forgiveness of sin. For, the communion 
being ended, the announcement used to be 
made: Ite, missa est: Depart, you have for- 
giveness of sins. They cite, as proof that this 
is so, the fact that the Greeks used to say: 
Lais Aphesis (hacis dqeots), Which also means 
that they had been pardoned. If this were 
so, it would be an excellent meaning; for in 
connection with this ceremony forgiveness of 
sins must always be preached and proclaimed. 
But the case before us is little aided, no mat- 
ter what the meaning of the word missa is.] 
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The Greek canon says also many things con- 
cerning the offering, but it shows plainly that 
it is not speaking properly of the body and 
blood of the Lord, but of the whole service, 
of prayers and thanksgivings. For it says 
thus: Kal aoinooy Auds aklovs yevéodat tod 
mooopésoew oor Senos xai ixsolas xai Ivotas 
advauaxtovs vaso aavtos aod. When this is 
rightly understood, it gives no offense. For 
it prays that we be made worthy to offer 
prayers and supplications and bloodless sacri- 
fices for the people. For he calls even prayers 
bloodless sacrifices. Just as also a little after- 
ward: “Ere woooméoousy oor thy hoyixny tav- 
thy xal advaiuaxtoy datosiay, We offer, he says, 
this reasonable and bloodless service. For 
they explain this inaptly who would rather 
interpret this of a reasonable sacrifice, and 
transfer it to the very body of Christ, al- 
though the canon speaks of the entire wor- 
ship, and in opposition to the opus operatum 
Paul has spoken of doyix7) Aatoeia [reasonable 
service], namely, of the worship of the mind, 
of fear, of faith, of prayer, of thanksgiving, etc. 


Of the Mass for the Dead. 


Our adversaries have no testimonies and no 
command from Scripture for defending the 
application of the ceremony for liberating the 
souls of the dead, although from this they de- 
rive infinite revenue. Nor, indeed, is it a light 
sin to establish such services in the Church 
without the command of God and without the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 415.) 

example of Scripture, and to apply to the dead 
the Lord’s Supper, which was instituted for 
commemoration and preaching among the 
living [for the purpose of strengthening the 
faith of those who use the ceremony]. This 
is to violate the Second Commandment, by 
abusing God’s name. 

For, in the first place, it is a dishonor to 
the Gospel to hold that a ceremony ex opere 
operato, without faith, is a sacrifice recon- 
ceiling God, and making satisfaction for sins. 
It is a horrible saying to ascribe as much to 
the work of a priest as to the death of Christ. 
Again, sin and death cannot be overcome un- 
less by faith in Christ, as Paul teaches, Rom. 
5,1: Being justified by faith, we have peace 
with God, and therefore the punishment of 
purgatory cannot be overcome by the appli- 
cation of the work of another. j 

Now we shall omit the sort of testimonies 
concerning purgatory that the adversaries 
have: what kinds of punishments they think 
there are in purgatory; what grounds the 
doctrine of satisfactions has, which we have 
shown above to be most vain. We shall only 
present this in opposition: It is certain that 
the Lord’s Supper was instituted on account 
of the remission of guilt. For it offers the 
remission of sins, where it is necessary that 
guilt be truly understood. [For what. conso- 
lation would we have if forgiveness of sin 
were here offered us, and yet there would be 
no remission of guilt?] And nevertheless it 
does not make satisfaction for guilt; other- 
wise the Mass would be equal to the death of 
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Christ. Neither can the remission of guilt 
be received in any other way than by faith. 
Therefore the Mass is not a satisfaction, but 
a promise and Sacrament that require faith. 

And, indeed, it is necessary that all godly 
persons be seized with the most bitter grief 
[shed tears of blood, from anguish and sor- 
row] if they consider that the Mass has been 
in great part transferred to the dead and to 
satisfactions for punishments. This is to 
banish the daily sacrifice from the Church; 
this is the kingdom of Antiochus, who trans- 
ferred the most salutary promises concerning 
the remission of guilt and concerning faith 
to the most vain opinions concerning satis- 
factions; this is to defile the Gospel, to cor- 
rupt the use of the Sacraments. These are 
the persons [the real blasphemers] whom Paul 
has said, 1 Cor. 11, 27, to be guilty of the body 
and blood of the Lord, who have suppressed 
the doctrine concerning faith and the remis- 
sion of sins, and, under the pretext of satis- 
factions, have devoted the body and blood of 
the Lord to sacrilegious gain. And they will 
at some time pay the penalty for this sacri- 
lege. [God will one day vindicate the Second 
Commandment, and pour out a great, horrible 
wrath upon them.] Therefore we and all 
godly consciences should be on our guard 


‘against approving the abuses of the adver- 


saries. 

But let us return to the case. Since the 
Mass is not a satisfaction, either for punish- 
ment or for guilt, ex opere operato, without 
faith, it follows that the application on be- 
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half of the dead is useless. Nor is there need— 
here of a longer discussion. For it is evident 
that these applications on behalf of the dead 
have no testimonies from the Scriptures. 
Neither is it safe, without the authority of 
Scripture, to institute forms of worship in 
the Church. And if it will at any time be 
necessary, we shall speak at greater length 
concerning this entire subject. For why 
should we now contend with adversaries who 
understand neither what a sacrifice, nor what 
a sacrament, nor what remission of sins, nor 
what faith is? 

Neither does the Greek canon apply the 
offering as a satisfaction for the dead, be- 
cause it applies it equally for all the blessed 
patriarchs, prophets, apostles. It appears 
therefore that the Greeks make an offering 
as thanksgiving, and do not apply it as satis- 
faction for punishments. [For, of course, it 
is not their intention to deliver the prophets 
and apostles from purgatory, but only to offer 
up thanks along and together with them for 
the exalted eternal blessings that have been 
given to them and us.] Although they speak, 
moreover, not of the offering alone of the body 
and blood of the Lord, but of the other parts 
of the Mass, namely, prayers and thanks- 
giving. For after the consecration they pray 
that it may profit those who partake of 
it; they do not speak of others. Then they 
add: “Eu xooopéoouéy oor tiv hoyixhy tadtny 
hatoeiay tmeg thy éy aiotEeL avanavoauévar 
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roomardowy, TMATEOWV, MATOLAOY@Y, MOoPYtor, 
axootéhwy, ete. [“Yet we offer to you this 
reasonable service for those having departed 
in faith, forefathers, fathers, patriarchs, 

prophets, apostles,” etc.] Reasonable service, 
' however, does not signify the offering itself, 
but prayers and all things which are there 
transacted. Now, as regards the adversaries’ 
citing the Fathers concerning the offering for 
the dead, we know that the ancients speak of 
prayer for the dead, which we do not pro- 
hibit; but we disapprove of the application 
ex opere operato of the Lord’s Supper on be- 
half of the dead. Neither do the ancients 
favor the adversaries concerning the opus ope- 
ratum. And even though they have the testi- 
monies especially of Gregory or the moderns, 


we oppose to them the most clear and certain « 
And there is a great diversity, 


Scriptures. 
among the Fathers. They were men, and 
could err and be deceived. Although if they 
would now become alive again, and would see 
their sayings assigned as pretexts for the 
notorious falsehoods which the adversaries 
teach concerning the opus operatum, they 
would interpret themselves far differently. 
The adversaries also falsely cite against us 
the condemnation of Aerius, who, they say, 
was condemned for the reason that he denied 
that in the Mass an offering is made for the. 
living and the dead. They frequently use 
this dexterous turn, cite the ancient heresies, 
and falsely compare our cause with these in 
order by this comparison to crush us. [The 
asses are not ashamed of any lies. Nor do 
they know who Aerius was and what he 
taught.] Epiphanius testifies that Aerius 
held that prayers for the dead are useless. 
With this he finds fault. Neither do we favor 
Aerius, but we on our part are contending 
with you who are defending a heresy mani- 
festly conflicting with the prophets, apostles, 
and holy Fathers, namely, that the Mass justi- 
fies ex opere operato, that it merits the re- 
mission of guilt and punishment even for the 
unjust, to whom it is applied, if they do not 
present an obstacle. Of these pernicious 
errors, which detract from the glory of 
Christ’s passion, and entirely overthrow the 
doctrine concerning the righteousness of faith, 
we disapprove. There was a similar persua- 
sion of the godless in the Law, namely, that 
they merited the remission of sins, not freely 
by faith, but through sacrifices ex opere ope- 
rato. Therefore they increased these services 
and sacrifices, instituted the worship of Baal 
in Israel, and even sacrificed in the groves 
in Judah. Therefore the prophets condemn 
this opinion, and wage war not only with the 
worshipers of Baal, but also with other 
priests who, with this godless opinion, made 
sacrifices ordained by God. But this opinion 
inheres in the world, and always will inhere, 
namely, that services and sacrifices are pro- 
pitiations. Carnal men cannot endure that 
alone to the sacrifice of Christ the honor is 
ascribed that it is a propitiation, because they 
do not understand the righteousness of faith, 
but ascribe equal honor to the rest of the 
services and sacrifices. Just as, therefore, 
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in Judah among the godless priests a false 
opinion concerning sacrifices inhered; just as 
in Israel, Baalitic services continued, and, 
nevertheless, a Church of God was there which 
disapproved of godless services, so i Baalitic 
worship inheres in the domain of the Pope, 
namely, the abuse of the Mass, which they 
apply, that by it they may merit for the un- 
righteous the remission of guilt and punish- 
ment. [And yet, as God still kept His Church, 
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i. e., Some saints, in Israel and Judah, so God 
still preserved His Church, 7. e., some saints, 
under the Papacy, so that the Christian 
Church has not entirely perished.] And it 
seems that this Baalitic worship will endure 
as long as the reign of the Pope, until Christ 
will come to judge, and by the glory of His 
advent destroy the reign of Antichrist. Mean- 
while all who truly believe the Gospel [that 
they may truly honor God and have a con- 
stant comfort against sins; for God has gra- 
ciously caused His Gospel to shine, that we 
might be warned and saved] ought to con- 
demn these wicked services, devised, contrary 
to God’s command, in order to obscure the 
glory of Christ and the righteousness of faith. 

We have briefly said these things of the 
Mass in order that all good men in all parts 
of the world may be able to understand that 
with the greatest zeal we maintain the dig- 
nity of the Mass and show its true use, and 
that we have the most just reasons for dis- 
senting from the adversaries. And we would 
have all good men admonished not to aid the 
adversaries in the profanation of~the Mass, 
lest they burden themselves with other men’s 
sin. It is a great cause and a great subject, 
not inferior to the transaction of the prophet 
Elijah, who condemned the worship of Baal. 
We have presented a case of such importance 
with the greatest moderation, and now reply 
without casting any reproach. But if the ad- 
versaries will compel us to collect all kinds 
of abuses of the Mass, the case will not be 
treated with such forbearance. 


Article XXVII (XIII): Of Monastic Vows. 


In the town of Hisenach, in Thuringia, 
there was, to our knowledge, a monk, John 
Hilten, who, thirty years ago, was cast by his 
fraternity into prison because he had _pro- 
tested against certain most notorious abuses. 
For we have seen his writings, from which it 
can be well understood what the nature of his 
doctrine was [that he was a Christian, and 
preached according to the Scriptures]. And 
those who knew him testify that he was a 
mild old man, and serious indeed, but with- 
out moroseness. He predicted many things, 
some of which have thus far transpired, and 
others still seem to impend, which we do not 
wish to recite, lest it may be inferred that 
they are narrated either from hatred toward 
one or from partiality to another. But finally, 
when, either on account of his age or the foul- 
ness of the prison, he fell into disease, he sent 
for the guardian in order to tell him of his 
sickness; and when the guardian, inflamed 
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with pharisaic hatred, had begun to reprove 
the man harshly on account of his kind of 
doctrine, which seemed to be injurious to the 
kitchen, then, omitting all mention of his sick- 
ness, he said with a sigh that he was bearing 
these injuries patiently for Christ’s sake, since 
he had indeed neither written nor taught any- 
thing which could overthrow the position of 
the monks, but had only protested against 
some well-known abuses. But another one, 
he said, will come in A.D. 1516, who will de- 
stroy you, neither will you be able to resist 
him. This very opinion concerning the down- 
ward career of the power of the monks, and 
this number of years, his friends afterwards 
found also written by him in his commen- 
taries, which he had left, concerning certain 
passages of Daniel. But although the out- 
come will teach how much weight should be 
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given to this declaration, yet there are other 
signs which threaten a change in the power 
of the monks, that are no less certain than 
oracles. For it is evident how much hypoc- 
risy, ambition, avarice there is in the monas- 
teries, how much ignorance and cruelty among 
all the unlearned, what vanity in their ser- 
mons and in devising continually new means 
of gaining money. [The more stupid asses 
the monks are, the more stubborn, furious, 
bitter, the more venomous asps they are in 
persecuting the truth and the Word of God.] 
And there are other faults, which we do not 
care to mention. While they once were [not 
jails or everlasting prisons, but] schools for 
Christian instruction, now they have degen- 
erated, as though from a golden to an iron 
age, or as the Platonic cube degenerates into 
bad harmonies, which, Plato says, brings de- 
‘ struction. [Now this precious gold is turned 
to dross, and the wine to water.] All the most 
wealthy monasteries support only an idle 
crowd, which gluttonizes upon the public alms 
of the Church. Christ, however, teaches con- 
cerning the salt that has lost its savor that 
it should be cast out and be trodden under 
foot, Matt. 5,13. Therefore the monks by such 
morals are singing their own fate [requiem, 
and it will soon be over with them]. And 
now another sign is added, because they are, 
in many places, the instigators of the death 
of good men. [This blood of Abel cries against 
them and] These murders God undoubtedly 
will shortly avenge. Nor indeed do we find 
fault with all; for we are of the opinion that 
there are here and there some good men in 
the monasteries who judge moderately con- 
cerning human and factitious services, as 
some writers call them, and who do not ap- 
prove of the cruelty which the hypocrites 
among them exercise. 


But we are now discussing the kind of doc- 
trine which the composers of the Confutation 
are now defending, and not the question 
whether vows should be observed. For we 
hold that lawful vows ought to be observed; 
but whether these services merit the remis- 
sion of sins and justification; whether they 
are satisfactions for sins; whether they are 
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equal to Baptism; whether they are the ob- 
servance of precepts and counsels; whether 
they are evangelical perfection; whether they 
have the merits of supererogation; whether 
these merits, when applied on behalf of others, 
save them; whether vows made with these 
opinions are lawful; whether vows are law- 
ful that are undertaken under the pretext of 
religion, merely for the sake of the belly and 
idleness; whether those are truly vows that 
have been extorted either from the unwilling, 
or from those who on account of age were 
not able to judge concerning the kind of life, 
whom parents or friends thrust into the 
monasteries that they might be supported at 
the public expense, without the loss of pri- 
vate patrimony; whether vows are lawful 
that openly tend to an evil issue, either be- 
cause on account of weakness they are not 
observed, or because those who are in these 


7 [Concordia Triglotta, p. 423.] 
fraternities are compelled to approve and aid 
the abuses of the Mass, the godless worship 
of saints, and the counsels to rage against 
good men: concerning these questioris we are 
treating. And although we have said very 
many things in the Confession concerning 
such vows as even the canons of the Popes 
condemn, nevertheless the adversaries com- 
mand that all things which we have produced 
be rejected. For they have used these words. 

And it is worth while to hear how they 
pervert our reasons, and what they adduce to 
fortify their own cause. Accordingly, we will 
briefly run over a few of our arguments, and, 
in passing, explain away the sophistry of the 
adversaries in reference to them. Since, how- 
ever, this entire cause has been carefully and 
fully treated by Luther in the book to which 
he gave the title De Votis Monasticis, we wish 
here to consider that book as reiterated. 

First, it is very certain that a vow is not 
lawful by which he who vows thinks that he 
merits the remission of sins before God, or 
makes satisfaction before God for sins. For 
this opinion is a manifest insult to the Gospel, 
which teaches that the remission of sins is 
freely granted us for Christ’s sake, as has 
been said above at some length. Therefore 
we have correctly quoted the declaration of 
Paul to the Galatians, Gal. 5,4: Christ is be- 
come of no effect unto you, whosoever of you 
are justified by the Law; ye are fallen from 
grace. Those who seek the remission of sins, 
not by faith in Christ, but by monastic works, 
detract from the honor of Christ, and crucify 
Christ afresh. But hear, hear how the com- 
posers of the Confutation escape in this place! 
They explain this passage of Paul only con- 
cerning the Law of Moses, and they add that 
the monks observe all things for Christ’s sake, 
and endeavor to live the nearer the Gospel 
in order to merit eternal life. And they add 
a horrible peroration in these words: Where- 
fore those things are wicked that are here 
alleged against monasticism. O Christ, how 
long wilt Thou bear these reproaches with 
which our enemies treat Thy Gospel? We 
have said in the Confession that the remis- 
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sion of sins is received freely for Christ’s 
sake, through faith. If this is not the very 
voice of the Gospel, if it is not the judgment 
of the eternal Father, which Thou who art 
in the bosom of the Father hast revealed to 
the world, we are justly blamed. But Thy 
death is a witness, Thy resurrection is a wit- 
ness, the Holy Ghost is a witness, Thy entire 
Church is a witness, that it is truly the judg- 
ment of the Gospel that we obtain remission 
of sins, not on account of our merits, but on 
account of Thee, through faith. 

When Paul denies that by the Law of Moses 
men merit the remission of sins, he withdraws 
this praise much more from human traditions; 
and this he clearly testifies Col. 2,16. If the 
Law -of Moses, which was divinely revealed, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 425.] 
did not merit the remission of sins, how much, 
less do these silly observances [monasticism, 
rosaries, etc.], averse to the civil custom of 
life, merit the remission of sins! 

The adversaries feign that Paul abolishes 
the Law of Moses, and that Christ succeeds in 
such a way that He does not freely grant the 
remission of sins, but on account of the works 
of other laws, if any are now devised. By 
this godless and fanatical imagination they 
bury the benefit of Christ. Then they feign 
that among those who observe this Law of 
Christ, the monks observe it more closely than 
others, on account of their hypocritical povy- 
erty, obedience, and chastity, since indeed all 
these things are full of sham. In the greatest 
abundance of all things they boast of poverty. 
Although no class of men has greater license 
than the monks [who have masterfully de- 
creed that they are exempt from obedience to 
bishops and princes], they boast of obedience. 
Of celibacy we do not like to speak; how pure 
this is in most of those who desire to be con- 
tinent, Gerson indicates. And how many of 
them desire to be continent [not to mention 
the thoughts of their hearts]? 

Of course, in this sham life the monks live 
more closely in accordance with the Gospel! 
Christ does not succeed Moses in such a way 
as to remit sins on account of our works, but 
so as to set His own merits and His own pro- 
pitiation on our behalf against God’s wrath, 
that we may be freely forgiven. Now, he who, 
apart from Christ’s propitiation, opposes his 
own merits to God’s wrath, and on account of 
his own merits endeavors to obtain the re- 
mission of sins, whether he present the works 
of the Mosaic Law, or of the Decalog, or of 
the rule of Benedict, or of the rule of Augus- 
tine, or of other rules, annuls the promise of 
Christ, has cast away Christ, and has fallen 
from grace. This is the verdict of Paul. 

But, behold, most clement Emperor Charles, 
behold, ye princes, behold, all ye ranks, how 
great is the impudence of the adversaries! 
Although we have cited the declaration of 
Paul to this effect, they have written: Wicked 
are those things that are here cited against 
monasticism. But what is more certain than 
that men obtain the remission of sins by faith 
for Christ’s sake? And these wretches dare 
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to call this a wicked opinion! We do not at 
all doubt that if you had been advised of this 
passage, you would have taken [will take] 
care that such blasphemy be removed from 
the Confutation. ; 

But since it has been fully shown above 
that the opinion is wicked, that we obtain the 
remission of sins on account of our works, we 
shall be briefer at this place. For the prudent 
reader will easily be able to reason thence that 
we do not merit the remission of sins by mo- 
nastic works. Therefore this blasphemy also 
is in no way to be endured which is read in 
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Thomas, that the monastic profession is equal 
to Baptism. It is madness to make human 
tradition, which has neither God’s command 
nor promise, equal to the ordinance of Christ, 
which has both the command and promise of 
God, which contains the covenant of grace 
and of eternal life. 

Secondly. Obedience, poverty, and celibacy, 
provided the latter is not impure, are, as exer- 
cises, adiaphora [in which we are not to look 
for either sin or righteousness]. And for this 
reason the saints can use these without im- 
piety, just as Bernard, Franciscus, and other 
holy men used them. And they used them on 
account of bodily advantage, that they might 
have. more leisure to teach and to perform 
other godly offices, and not that the works 
themselves are, by themselves, works that 
justify or merit eternal life. Finally, they 
belong to the class of which Paul says, 1 Tim. 
4,8: Bodily exercise profiteth little. And it 
is credible that in some places there are also 
at present good men, engaged in the ministry 
of the Word, who use these observances with- 
out wicked opinions [without hypocrisy and 
with the understanding that they do not re- 
gard their monasticism as holiness]. But to 
hold that these observances are services on 
account of which they are accounted just be- 
fore God, and through which they merit eter- 
nal life, conflicts with the Gospel concerning 
the righteousness of faith, which teaches that 
for Christ’s sake righteousness and eternal 
life are granted us. It conflicts also with 
the saying of Christ, Matt. 15,9: In vain do 


(they worship Me, teaching for doctrines the 


commandments of men. It conflicts also with 
this statement, Rom. 14, 23: Whatsoever is 
not of faith is sin. But how can they affirm 
that they are services which God approves as 
righteousness before Him when they have no 
testimony of God’s Word? 

But look at the impudence of the adver- 
saries! They not only teach that these ob- 
servances are justifying services, but they add 
that these services are more perfect, 4. e., 
meriting more the remission of sins and justi- 
fication, than do other kinds of life [that they 
are states of perfection, 7. e., holier and higher 
states than the rest, such as marriage, ruler- 
ship]. And here many false and pernicious 
opinions concur. They imagine that they [are 
the most holy people who] observe [not only] 
precepts and [but also] counsels [that is, the 
superior counsels, which Scripture issues con- 
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cerning exalted gifts, not by way of command, 
but of advice]. Afterwards these liberal men, 
since they dream that they have the merits of 
supererogation, sell these to others. All these 
things are full of pharisaic vanity. For it is 
the height of impiety to hold that they satisfy 
the Decalog in such a way that merits re- 
main, while such precepts as these are ac- 
cusing all the saints: Thow shalt love the 
Lord, thy God, with all thine heart, Deut. 6, 5. 
Likewise: Thow shalt not covet, Rom. 7, 7. 
[For as the First Commandment of God 
(Thou shalt love the Lord, thy God, with all 
thy heart and with all thy soul and with all 
thy mind) is higher than a man upon earth 
can comprehend, as it is the highest theology, 
from which all the prophets and all the 
apostles have drawn as from a spring their 
best and highest doctrines; yea, as it is such 
an exalted commandment, according to which 
alone all’ divine service, all honor to God, 
every offering, all thanksgiving in heaven and 
upon earth, must be regulated and judged, so 
that all divine service, high and precious and 
holy though it appear, if it be not in accord- 
ance with this commandment, is nothing but 
husks and shells without a kernel, yea, noth- 
ing but filth and abomination before God; 
which exalted commandment no saint what- 
ever has perfectly fulfilled, so that even Noah 
and Abraham, David, Peter and Paul ac- 
knowledged themselves imperfect and sin- 
ners: it is an unheard-of, pharisaic, yea, an 
actually diabolical pride for a sordid Bare- 
footed monk or any similar godless hypocrite 
to say, yea, preach and teach, that he has ob- 
served and fulfilled the holy high command- 
ment so perfectly, and according to the de- 
mands and will of God has done so many good 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 429.] 
works, that merit even superabounds to him. 
Yea, dear hypocrites, if the holy Ten Com- 
mandments and the exalted First Command- 
ment of God were fulfilled as easily as the 
bread and remnants are put into the sack! 
They are shameless hypocrites with whom 
the world is plagued in this last time.] The 
prophet says, Ps. 116,11: All men are lars, 
4. e., not thinking aright concerning God, not 
fearing God sufficiently, not believing Him 
sufficiently. Therefore the monks falsely 
boast that in the observance of a monastic 
life the commandments are fulfilled, and more 
is done than what is commanded [that their 
good works and several hundredweights of 
superfluous, superabundant holiness remain in 
store for them]. 

Again, this also is false, namely, that mo- 
nastic observances are works of the counsels 
of the Gospel. For the Gospel does not advise 
concerning distinctions of clothing and meats 
and the renunciation of property. These are 
human traditions, concerning all of which it 
has been said, 1 Cor.8,8: Meat commendeth 
us not to God. Therefore they are neither 
justifying services nor perfection; yea, when 
they are presented covered with these titles, 
they are mere doctrines of demons. 

Virginity is recommended, but to those who 
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have the gift, as has been said above. It is, 
however, a most pernicious error to hold that 
evangelical perfection lies in human_tradi- 
tions. For thus the monks even of the Mo- 
hammedans would be able to boast that they 
have evangelical perfection. Neither does it 
lie in the observance of other things which 
are called adiaphora, but because the king- 
dom of God is righteousness and life in hearts, 
Rom. 14,17, perfection is growth in the fear 
of God, and in confidence in the mercy prom- 
ised in Christ, and in devotion to one’s call- 
ing; just as Paul also describes perfection 
2 Cor. 3,18: We are changed from glory to 
glory, even as by the Spirit of the Lord. He 
does not say: We are continually receiving 
another hood, or other sandals, or other 
girdles. It is deplorable that in the Church 
such pharisaic, yea, Mohammedan expressions 
should be read and heard as, that the per- 
fection of the Gospel, of the kingdom of 
Christ, which is eternal life, should be placed 
in these foolish observances of vestments and 
of similar trifles. 

Now hear our Areopagites [excellent teach- 
ers] as to what an unworthy declaration they 
have recorded in the Confutation. Thus they 
say: It has been expressly declared in the 
Holy Scriptures that the monastic life merits 
eternal life if maintained by a due observance, 
which by the grace of God any monk can 
maintain; and, indeed, Christ has promised 
this as much more abundant to those who 
have left home or brothers, etc., Matt. 19, 29. 
These are the words of the adversaries, in 
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which it is first said most impudently that 
it is expressed in the Holy Scriptures that 
a monastic life merits eternal life. For where 
do the Holy Scriptures speak of a monastic 
life? Thus the adversaries plead their case, 
thus men of no account quote the Scriptures. 
Although no one is ignorant that the mo- 
nastic life has recently been devised, never- 
theless they cite the authority of Scripture, 
and say, too, that this their decree has been 
expressly declared in the Scriptures. 

Besides, they dishonor Christ when they 
say that by monasticism men merit eternal 
life. God has ascribed not even to His Law 
the honor that it should merit eternal life, as 
He clearly says in Ezek, 20,25: I gave them 
also statutes that were not good, and judg- 
ments whereby they should not live. In the 
first place, it is certain that a monastic life 
does not merit the remission of sins, but we 
obtain this by faith freely, as has been said 
above. Secondly, for Christ’s sake, through 
mercy, eternal life is granted to those who 
by faith receive remission, and do not set 
their own merits against God’s judgment, as 
Bernard also says with very great force: It 
is necessary first of all to believe that you 
cannot have the remission of sins unless by 
God’s indulgence. \ Secondly, that yow can 
have no good work whatever, unless He has 
given also this. Lastly, that you can merit 
eternal life by no works, unless this also is 
gwen freely. The rest that follows to the 
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same effect we have above recited. Moreover, 
Bernard adds at the end: Let no one deceive 
himself, because if he will reflect well, he will 
undoubtedly find that with ten thousand he 
cannot meet Him [namely, God] who cometh 
against him with twenty thousand. Since, 
however, we do not merit the remission of 
sins or eternal life by the works of the divine 
Law, but it is necessary to seek the mercy 
promised in Christ, much less is this honor 
of meriting the remission of sins or eternal 
life to be ascribed to monastic observances, 
since they are mere human traditions. 
Thus those who teach that the monastic 
life merits the remission of sins or eternal 
life, and transfer the confidence due Christ 
to these foolish observances, altogether sup- 
press the Gospel concerning the free remission 
of sins and the promised mercy in Christ that 
is to be apprehended. Instead of Christ they 
worship their own hoods and their own filth. 
But since even they need mercy, they act 
wickedly in fabricating works of supereroga- 
tion, and selling them [their superfluous claim 
. upon heaven] to others. [ 
We speak the more briefly concerning these 
subjects, because from those things which we 
have said above concerning justification, con- 
cerning repentance, concerning human tradi- 


tions, it is sufficiently evident that monastic. 


vows are not a price on account of which the 
remission of sins and life eternal are granted. 
And since Christ calls traditions useless ser- 
vices; they are in no way evangelical perfec- 
tion. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 433.] 

But the adversaries cunningly wish to ap- 
pear as if they modify the common opinion 
concerning perfection. They say that a mo- 
nastic life is not perfection, but that it is 
a state in which to acquire perfection. It is 
prettily phrased! We remember that this cor- 
rection is found in Gerson. For it is ap- 
parent that prudent men, offended by these 
immoderate praises of monastic life, since 
they did not venture to remove entirely from 
it the praise of perfection, have added the cor- 
rection that it is a state in which to acquire 
perfection. If we follow this, monasticism 
will be no more a state of perfection than the 
life of a farmer or mechanic. For these are 
also states in which to acquire perfection. 
For all men, in every vocation, ought to seek 
perfection, that is, to grow in the fear of God, 
in faith, in love towards one’s neighbor, and 
similar spiritual virtues. a 

In the histories of the hermits there are ex- 
amples of Anthony and of others which make 
the various spheres of life equal. It is writ- 
ten that when Anthony asked God to show 
him what progress he was making in this 
kind of life, a certain shoemaker in the city 
of Alexandria was indicated to him in a 
dream to whom he should be compared. The 
next day Anthony came into the city, and 
went to the shoemaker in order to ascertain 
his exercises and gifts, and, having conversed 
with the man, heard nothing except that early 
in the morning he prayed in a few words for 
the entire state, and then attended to his 
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trade. Here Anthony learned that justifica- 
tion is not to be ascribed to the kind of life 
which he had entered [what God had meant 
by the revelation; for we are justified before 
God not through this or that life, but alone 
through faith in Christ]. 

But although the adversaries now moderate 
their praises concerning perfection, yet they 
actually think otherwise. For they sell 
merits, and apply them on behalf of others, 
under the pretext that they are observing pre- 
cepts and counsels; hence they actually hold 
that they have superfluous merits. But what 
is it to arrogate to one’s self perfection, if 
this is not? Again, it has been laid down in 
the Confutation that the monks endeavor to 
live more nearly in accordance with the 
Gospel. Therefore it ascribes perfection to 
human traditions if they are living more 
nearly in accordance with the Gospel by not 
having property, being unmarried, and obey- 
ing the rule in clothing, meats, and like 
trifles. 

Again, the Confutation says that the monks 
merit eternal life the more abundantly, and 
quotes Scripture, Matt. 19,29: Hvery one 
that hath forsaken houses, etc. Accordingly, 
here, too, it claims perfection also for fac- 
titious religious rites. But this passage of 
Scripture in no way favors monastic life. For 
Christ does not mean that to forsake parents, 
wife, brethren, is a work that must be done 
because it merits the remission of sins and 
eternal life. Yea, such a forsaking is cursed. 
For if any one forsakes parents or wife in 
order by this very work to merit the remis- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 435.] 
sion of sins or eternal life, this is done with 
dishonor to Christ. 

There is, moreover, a twofold forsaking. 
One occurs without a call, without God’s- 
command; this Christ does not approve, 
Matt. 15,9. For the works chosen by us are 
useless services. But that Christ does not 
approve this flight appears the more clearly 
from the fact that He speaks of forsak- 
ing wife and children. We know, however, 
that God’s commandment forbids the forsak- 
ing of wife and children. The forsaking 
which occurs by God’s command is of a dif- 
ferent kind, namely, when power or tyranny 
compels us either to depart or to deny the 
Gospel. Here we have the command that we 
should rather bear injury, that we should 
rather suffer not only wealth, wife, and chil- 
dren, but even life, to be taken from us. This 
forsaking Christ approves, and accordingly 
He adds: For the Gospel’s sake, Mark 10, 29, 
in order to signify that He is speaking not of 
those who do injury to wife and children, but 
who bear injury on account of the confession 
of the Gospel. For the Gospel’s sake we ought 
even to forsake our body. Here it would be 
ridiculous to hold that it would be a service 
to God to kill one’s self, and without God’s 
command to leave the body. So, too, it is 
ridiculous to hold that it is a service to God 
without God’s command to forsake posses- 
sions, friends, wife, children. 
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Therefore it is evident that they wickedly 
distort Christ’s word to a monastic life. Un- 
less perhaps the declaration that they “re- 
ceive a hundredfold in this life” be in place 
here. For very many become monks not on 
account of the Gospel, but on account of 
sumptuous living and idleness, who find the 
most ample riches instead of slender patri- 
monies. But as the entire subject of monas- 
ticism is full of shams, so, by a false pretext, 
they quote testimonies of Scripture, and as 
a consequence they sin doubly, i.e., they de- 
ceive men, and that, too, under the pretext of 
the divine name. 


Another passage is also cited concerning 
perfection Matt. 19, 21: If thow wilt be per- 
fect, go and sell that thow hast, and give to 
the poor, and come and follow Me. This pas- 
sage has exercised many, who have imagined 
that it is perfection to cast away possessions 
and the control of property. Let us allow 
the philosophers to extol Aristippus, who cast 
a great weight of gold into the sea. [Cynics 
like Diogenes, who would have no house, but 
lay in a tub, may commend such heathenish 
holiness.] Such examples pertain in no way 
to Christian perfection. [Christian holiness 
consists in much higher matters than such 
hypocrisy.] The division, control, and posses- 
sion of property are civil ordinances, ap- 
proved by God’s Word in the commandment, 
Ex. 20, 15: Thow shalt not steal. The aban- 
donment of property has no command or ad- 
vice in the Scriptures. For evangelical pov- 
erty does not consist in the abandonment of 
property, but in not being avaricious, in not 
trusting in wealth, just as David was poor in 
a most wealthy kingdom. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 437.] 

Therefore, since the abandonment of prop- 
erty is merely a human tradition, it is a use- 
less service. Excessive also are the praises in 
the Hatravagant, which says that the abdi- 
cation of the ownership of all things for God’s 
sake is meritorious and holy, and a way of 
perfection. And it is very dangerous to extol 
with such excessive praises a matter conflict- 
ing with political order. [When inexperienced 
people hear such commendations, they con- 
elude that it is unchristian to hold property; 
whence many errors and seditions follow; 
through such commendations Muentzer was 
deceived, and thereby many Anabaptists were 
led astray.] But [they say] Christ here 
speaks of perfection. Yea, they do violence to 
the text who quote it mutilated. Perfection 
is in that which Christ adds: Follow Me. 
An example of obedience in one’s calling is 
here presented. And as callings are unlike 
[one is called to rulership, a second to be 
father of a family, a third to be a preacher], 
so this calling does not belong to all, but per- 
tains properly to that person with whom 
Christ there speaks, just as the call of David 
to the kingdom, and of Abraham to slay his 
son, are not to be imitated by us. Callings 
are personal, just as matters of business 
themselves vary with times and persons; but 
the example of obedience is general. Perfec- 
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tion would have belonged to that young man 
if he had believed and obeyed this vocation. 
Thus perfection with us is that every one with 
true faith should obey his own calling. [Not 
that I should undertake a strange calling for 
which I have not the commission or command 
of God.] 

Thirdly. In monastic vows chastity is 
promised. We have said above, however, con- 
cerning the marriage of priests, that the law 
of nature [or of God] in men cannot be re- 
moved by vows or enactments. And as all do 
not have the gift of continence, many because 
of weakness are unsuccessfully continent. 
Neither, indeed, can any vows or any enact- 
ments abolish the command of the Holy Ghost, 
1 Cor. 7,2: Yo avoid fornication, let every 
man have his own wife. Therefore this vow 
is not lawful in those who do not have the 
gift of continence, but who are polluted on 
account of weakness. Concerning this entire 
topic enough has been said above, in regard 
to which indeed it is strange, since the dangers 
and scandals are occurring before men’s eyes, 
that the adversaries still defend their tradi- 
tions contrary to the manifest command of 
God. Neither does the voice of Christ move 
them, who chides the Pharisees, Matt. 23, 13 f., 
who had made traditions contrary to God’s 
command. 

Fourthly. Those who live in monasteries 
are released from their vows by such godless 
ceremonies as of the Mass applied on behalf 
of the dead for the sake of gain; the worship 
of saints, in which the fault is twofold, both 
that the saints are put in Christ’s place, and 
that they are wickedly worshiped, just as 
the Dominicasters invented the rosary of the 
Blessed Virgin, which is mere babbling, not 
less foolish than it is wicked, and nourishes 
the most vain presumption. Then, too, these 
very impieties are applied only for the sake 
of gain. Likewise, they neither hear nor teach 
the Gospel concerning the free remission of 
sins for Christ’s sake, concerning the right- 
eousness of faith, concerning true repentance, 
concerning works which have God’s command. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 439.] 
But they are occupied either in philosophic 
discussions or in the handing down of cere- 
monies that obscure Christ. 

We will not here speak of the entire service 
of ceremonies, of the lessons, singing, and 
similar things, which could be tolerated if 
they [were regulated as regards number, and 
if they] would be regarded as exercises, after 
the manner of lessons in the schools [and 
preaching], whose design is to teach the 
hearers, and, while teaching, to move some to 
fear or faith. But now they feign that these 
ceremonies are services of God, which merit 
the remission of sins for themselves and for 
others. For on this account they increase 
these ceremonies. But if they would under- 
take them in order to teach and exhort the 
hearers, brief and pointed lessons would be of 
more profit than these infinite babblings. 
Thus the entire monastic life is full of hypoc- 
risy and false opinions [against the First and 
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Second Commandments, against Christ]. To 
all these this danger also is added, that those 
who are in these fraternities are compelled to 
assent to those persecuting the truth. There 
are, therefore, many important and forcible 
reasons which free good men from the obliga- 
tion to this kind of life. 
Lastly, the canons themselves release many, 
who either without judgment [before they 
have attained a proper age] have made vows 
when enticed by the tricks of the monks, or 
have made vows under compulsion by friends. 
Such vows not even the canons declare to be 
vows. From all these considerations it is ap- 
parent that there are very many reasons 
which teach that monastic vows such as have 
hitherto been made are not vows; and for 
this reason a sphere of life full of hypocrisy 
and false opinions can be safely abandoned. 
Here they present an objection derived from 
the Law concerning the Nazarites, Num. 6, 2 f. 
But the Nazarites did not take upon them- 
selves their vows with the opinions which, we 
have hitherto said, we censure in the vows of 
the monks. The rite of the Nazarites was an 
exercise [a ‘bodily exercise with fasting and 
certain kinds of food] or declaration of faith 
before men, and did not merit the remission 
of sins before God, did not justify before God. 


[For they sought this elsewhere, namely, in™ 


the promise of the blessed Seed.] Again, just 
as circumcision or the slaying of victims 
would not be a service of God now, so the rite 
of the Nazarites ought not to be presented 
now as a service, but it ought to be judged 
simply as an adiaphoron. It is not right to 
compare monasticism, devised without God’s 
Word, as a service which should merit the 
remission of sins and justification, with the 
rite of the Nazarites, which had God’s Word, 
and was not taught for the purpose of merit- 
ing the remission of sins, but to be an out- 
ward exercise, just as other ceremonies of the 
Law. The same can be said concerning other 
ceremonies prescribed in the Law. 

The Rechabites also are cited, who did not 
have any possessions, and did not drink wine, 
as Jeremiah writes, chap. 35,6f. Yea, truly, 
the example of the Rechabites accords beauti- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 441.] 
fully with our monks, whose monasteries excel 
the palaces of kings, and who live most sump- 
tuously! And the Rechabites, in their pov- 
erty of all things, were nevertheless married. 
Our monks, although abounding in all volup- 
tuougness, profess celibacy. 

Besides, examples ought to be interpreted 
according to the rule, 7.¢., according to cer- 
tain and clear passages of Scripture, not con- 
trary to the rule, that is, contrary to the 
Scriptures. It is very certain, however, that 
our observances do not merit the remission of 
sins or justification. Therefore, when the 
Rechabites are praised, it is necessary [it is 
certain] that these have observed their cus- 
tom, not because they believed that by this 
they merited remission of sins, or that the 
work was itself a justifying service, or one 
on account of which they obtained eternal 
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life, instead of, by God’s mercy, for the sake 
of the promised Seed. But because they had 
the command of their parents, their obedience 
is praised, concerning which there is the com- 
mandment of God: Honor thy father and 
mother. \ 

Then, too, the custom had a particular 
purpose: Because they were foreigners, not 
Israelites, it is apparent that their father 
wished to distinguish them by certain marks 
from their countrymen, so that they might 
not relapse into the impiety of their country- 
men. He wished by these marks to admonish 
them of the [fear of God, the] doctrine of 
faith and immortality. Such an end is law-, 
ful. But for monasticism far different ends 
are taught. They feign that the works of 
monasticism are a service; they feign that 


% they merit the remission of sins and justifi- 


cation. The example of the Rechabites is 
therefore unlike monasticism; to omit here 
other evils which inhere in monasticism at 
present. 

They cite also from 1 Tim. 5, 11 ff. concern- 
ing widows, who, as they served the Church, 
were supported at the public expense, where 
it is said: They will marry, having damna- 
tion, because they have cast off their first 
faith, First, let us suppose that the Apostle 
is here speaking of vows [which, however, he 
is not doing]; still this passage will not 
favor monastic vows, which are made con- 
cerning godless services, and in this opinion, 
that they merit the remission of, sins and 
justification. For Paul, with ringing voice, 
condemns all services, all laws, all works, if 
they are observed in order to merit the re- 
mission of sins, or that, on account of them, 
instead of through mercy on account of Christ, 
we obtain remission of sins. On this account 
the vows of widows, if there were any, must 
have been unlike monastic vows. 

Besides, if the adversaries do not cease to 
misapply the passage to vows, the prohibition 
that no widow be selected who is less than 
siaty years, 1 Tim. 5,9, must be misapplied 
in the same way. Thus vows made before this 
age will be of no account. But the Church 
did not yet know: these vows. Therefore Paul 
condemns widows, not because they marry, 
for he commands the younger to marry; but 
because, when supported at the public ex- 
pense, they became wanton, and thus cast off 
faith. He calls this first faith, clearly not in 
a monastic vow, but in Christianity [of their 
Baptism, their Christian duty, their Chris- 
tianity]. And in this sense he understands 
faith in the same chapter, v. 8: Jf any one 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 443.] 

provide not for his own, and specially for 
those of his own house, he hath denied the 
faith. For he speaks otherwise of faith than 
the sophists. He does not ascribe faith to 
those who have mortal sin. He, accordingly, 
says that those cast off faith who do not care 
for their relatives. And in the same way he 
says that wanton women cast off faith. 

We have recounted some of our reasons, 
and, in passing, have explained away the ob- 
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jections urged by the adversaries. And we 
have collected these matters, not only on ac- 
count of the adversaries, but much more on 
account of godly minds, that they may have 
in view the reasons why they ought to dis- 
approve of hypocrisy and fictitious monastic 
services, all of which indeed this one saying 
of Christ annuls, which reads, Matt. 15,9: In 
vain they do worship Me, teaching for doc- 
trines the commandments of men. Therefore 
the vows themselves and the observances of 
meats, lessons, chants, vestments, sandals, 
girdles, are useless services in God’s sight. 
And all godly minds should certainly know 
that the opinion is simply pharisaic and con- 
demned that these observances merit the re- 
mission of sins; that on account of them we 
are accounted righteous; that on account of 
them, and not through mercy on account of 
Christ, we obtain eternal life. And the holy 
men who have lived in these kinds of life 
must necessarily have learned, confidence in 
such observance having been rejected, that 
they had the remission of sins freely; that 
for Christ’s sake through mercy they would 
obtain eternal life, and not for the sake of 
these services [therefore godly persons who 
were saved and continued to live in monastic 
life had finally come to this, namely, that 
they despaired of their monastic life, despised 
all their works as dung, condemned all their 
hypocritical service of God, and held fast to 
the promise of grace in Christ, as in the ex- 
ample of St. Bernard, saying, Perdite vimi, 
I have lived in a sinful way]; because God 
only approves services instituted by His 
Word, which services avail when used in 
faith. 


Article XXVIII (XIV): 


Of Ecclesiastical Power. 


Here the adversaries cry out violently con- 
cerning the privileges and immunities of the 
ecclesiastical estate, and they add the perora- 
tion: All things are vain which are presented 
in the present article agaist the immunty 
of the churches and priests. This is mere 
calumny; for in this article we have disputed 
concerning other things. Besides, we have 
frequently testified that we do not find fault 
with political ordinances, and the gifts and 
privileges granted by princes. 

But would that the adversaries would hear, 
on the other hand, the complaints of the 
churches and of godly minds! The adver- 
saries courageously guard their own dignities 
and wealth; meanwhile, they neglect the con- 
dition of the churches; they do not care that 
the churches are rightly taught, and that the 
Sacraments are duly administered. To the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 445.] 
priesthood they admit all kinds of persons 
indiscriminately. [They ordain rude asses; 
thus the Christian doctrine perished, because 
the Church was not supplied with efficient 
preachers.] Afterwards they impose intoler- 
able burdens; as though they were de- 
lighted with the destruction of their fellow- 
men, they demand that their traditions be ob- 
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served far more accurately than the Gospel. 
Now, in the most important and difficult con- 
troversies, concerning which the people ur- 
gently desire to be taught, in order that they 
may have something certain which they may 
follow, they do not release the minds which 
are most severely tortured with doubt; they 
only call to arms. Besides, in manifest mat- 
ters [against manifest truth] they present de- 
crees written in blood, which threaten horrible 
punishments to men unless they act clearly 
contrary to God’s command. Here, on the 
other hand, you ought to see the tears of the 
poor, and hear the pitiable complaints of 
many good men, which God undoubtedly con- 
siders and regards, to whom one day you will 
render an account of your stewardship. 


But although in the Confession we have in 
this article embraced various topics, the ad- 
versaries make no reply [act in true popish 
fashion], except that the bishops have the 
power of rule and coercive correction, in order 
to direct their subjects to the goal of eternal 
blessedness; and that the power of ruling re- 
quires the power to judge, to define, to dis- 
tinguish and fix those things which are ser- 
viceable or conduce to the aforementioned end. 
These are the words of the Confutation, in 
which the adversaries teach us [but do not 
prove] that the bishops have the authority to 
frame laws [without the authority of the 
Gospel] useful for obtaining eternal life. The 
controversy is concerning this article. 

[Regarding this matter we submit the fol- 
lowing:] But we must retain in the Church 
this doctrine, namely, that we receive the re- 
mission of sins freely for Christ’s sake, by 
faith. We must also retain this doctrine, 
namely, that human traditions are useless ser- 
vices, and therefore neither sin nor righteous- 
ness should be placed in meat, drink, clothing, 
and like things, the use of which Christ wished 
to be left free, since He says, Matt. 15, 11: 
Not that which goeth into the mouth defileth 
the man; and Paul, Rom. 14,17: The king- 
dom of God is not meat and drink. Therefore 
the bishops have no right to frame traditions 
in addition to the Gospel, that they may 
merit the remission of sins, that they may 
be services which God is to approve as right- 
eousness, and which burden consciences, as 
though it were a sin to omit them. Ali this 
is taught by that one passage in Acts, 
15, 9 ff., where the apostles say [Peter says] 
that hearts are purified by faith. And then 
they prohibit the imposing of a yoke, and 
show how great a danger this is, and enlarge 
upon the sin of those who burden the Church. 
Why tempt ye God? they say. By this thun- 
derbolt our adversaries are in no way terri- 
fied, who defend by violence traditions and 
godless opinions. 

For above they have also condemned 
Article XV, in which we have stated that 
traditions do not merit the remission of sins, 
and they here say that traditions conduce to 
eternal life. Do they merit the remission of 
sins? Are they services which God approves 
as righteousness? Do they quicken hearts? 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 447.] 

Paul to the Colossians, 2, 20 ff., says that tra- 
ditions do not profit with respect to eternal 
righteousness and eternal life; for the reason 
that food, drink, clothing and the like are 
things that perish with the using. But eter- 
nal life [which begins in this life inwardly 
by faith] is wrought in the heart by eternal 
things, i. e., by the Word of God and the Holy 
Ghost. Therefore let the adversaries explain 
how traditions conduce to eternal life. 

Since, however, the Gospel clearly testifies 
that traditions ought not to be imposed upon 
the Church in order to merit the remission of 
sins; in order to be services which.God shall 
approve as righteousness; in order to burden 
consciences, so that to omit them is to be ac- 
counted a sin, the adversaries will never be 
able to show that the bishops have the power 
to institute such services. 

Besides, we have declared in the Confession 
what power the Gospel ascribes to bishops. 
Those who are now bishops do not perform the 
duties of bishops according to the Gospel; 
although, indeed, they may be bishops accord- 
ing to canonical polity, which we do not cen- 
sure. But we are speaking of a bishop accord- 
ing to the Gospel. And we are pleased with 
the ancient division of power into power of 
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the order and power of jurisdiction [that is, . 


the administration of the Sacraments and the 
exercise of spiritual jurisdiction]. Therefore 
the bishop has the power of the order, 7. e., 
the ministry of the Word and Sacraments; 
he has also the power of jurisdiction, 7. e., the 
authority to excommunicate those guilty of 
open crimes, and again to absolve them if 
they are converted and seek absolution. But 
their power is not to be tyrannical, 7. ¢., with- 
out a fixed law; nor regal, 7.e., above law; 
but they have a fixed command and a fixed 
Word of God, according to which they ought 
to teach, and according to which they ought 
to exercise their jurisdiction. Therefore, even 
though they should have some jurisdiction, it 
does not follow that they are able to institute 
new services. For services pertain in no way 
to jurisdiction. And they have the Word, 
they have the command, how far they ought 
to exercise jurisdiction, namely, if any one 
would do anything contrary to that Word 
which they have received from Christ. [For 
the Gospel does not set up a rule independ- 
ently of the Gospel; that is quite clear and 
certain. ] 

Although in the Confession we also have 
added how far it is lawful for them to frame 
traditions, namely, not as necessary services, 
but so that there may be order in the Church, 
for the sake of tranquillity. And these tra- 
ditions ought not to cast snares upon con- 
sciences, as though to enjoin necessary ser- 
vices; as Paul teaches when he says, Gal. 5, 1: 
Stand fast, therefore, in the liberty where- 
with Christ hath made us free, and be not 
entangled again with the yoke of bondage. 
The use of such ordinances ought therefore 
to be left free, provided that offenses be 
avoided, and that they be not judged to be 
necessary services; just as the apostles them- 
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selves ordained [for the sake of good disci- 
pline] very many things which have _ been 
changed with time. Neither did they hand 
them down in such a way that it would not 
be permitted to change them. For they did 
not dissent from their own writings, in which 
they greatly labor lest the Church be bur- 
dened with the opinion that human rites are 
necessary services. 

This is the simple mode of interpreting tra- 
ditions, namely, that we understand them not 
as necessary services, and nevertheless, for the 
sake of avoiding offenses, we should observe 
them in the proper place. And thus many 
learned and great men in the Church have held. 
Nor do we see what can be said against this. 
For it is certain that the expression Luke 
10,16: He that heareth you heareth Me, does 
not speak of traditions, but is chiefly directed 
against traditions. For it is not a manda- 
tum cum libera (a bestowal of unlimited 
authority), as they call it, but it is a cautio 
de rato (a caution concerning something pre- 
scribed), namely, concerning the special com- 
mand [not a free, unlimited order and power, 
but a limited order, namely, not to preach 
their own word, but God’s Word and the Gos- 
pel], i.e., the testimony given to the apostles, 
that we believe them with respect to the word 
of another, not their own. For Christ wishes 
to assure us, as was necessary, that we should 
know that the Word delivered by men is effi- 
cacious, and that no other word from heaven 
ought to be sought. He that heareth you 
heareth Me, cannot be understood of tradi- 
tions. For Christ requires that they teach in 
such a way that [by their mouth] He Him- 
self be heard, because He says: He heareth 
Me. Therefore He wishes His own voice, His 
own Word, to be heard, not human traditions. 
Thus a saying which is most especially in our 
favor, and contains the most important con- 
solation and doctrine, these stupid men per- 
vert to the most trifling matters, the distine- 
tions of food, vestments, and the like. 


They quote also Heb. 13,17: Obey them 
that have the rule over you. This passage re- 
quires obedience to the Gospel. For it does 
not establish a dominion for the bishops 
apart from the Gospel. Neither should the 
bishops frame traditions contrary to the Gos- 
pel, or interpret their traditions contrary to 
the Gospel. And when they do this, obedience 
is prohibited, according to Gal. 1,9: If any 
man preach any other gospel, let him be ac- 
cursed. 

We make the same reply to Matt. 23, 3: 
Whatsoever they bid you observe, that ob- 
serve, because evidently a universal command 
is not given that we should receive all things 
[even contrary to God’s command and Word], 
since Scripture elsewhere, Acts 5, 29, bids us 
obey God rather than men. When, therefore, 
they teach wicked things, they are not to be 
heard. But these are wicked things, namely, 
that human traditions are services of God, 
that they are necessary services, that they 
merit the remission of sins and eternal life. 
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They present, as an objection, the public 
offenses and commotions which have arisen 
under pretext of our doctrine. To these we 
briefly reply. If all the scandals be brought 
together, still the one article concerning the 
remission of sins, that for Christ’s sake 
through faith we freely obtain the remission 
of sins, brings so much good as to hide all 
evils. And this, in the beginning, gained for 
Luther not only our favor, but also that of 
many who are now contending against us. 
“For former favor ceases, and mortals are 
forgetful,” says Pindar. Nevertheless, we 
neither desire to desert truth that is neces- 
sary to the Church, nor can we assent to the 
adversaries in condemning it. For we ought 
to obey God rather than men. Those who in 
the beginning condemned manifest truth, and 
are now persecuting it with the greatest 
cruelty, will give an account for the schism 
that has been occasioned. Then, too, are there 
no scandals among the adversaries? How 
much evil is there in the sacrilegious profa- 
nation of the Mass applied to gain! How 
great disgrace in celibacy! But let us omit 
a comparison. This is what we have replied 
to the Confutation for the time being. Now 
we leave it to the judgment of all the godly 
whether the adversaries are right in boasting 
that they have actually refuted our Confes- 
sion from the Scriptures. 


THE END. 


[As regards the slander and complaint of 
the adversaries at the end of the Confutation, 
namely, that this doctrine is causing disobedi- 
ence and other scandals, this is unjustly im- 
puted to our doctrine. For it is evident that 
by this doctrine the authority of magistrates 
is most highly praised. Moreover, it is well 
known that in those localities where this 
doctrine is preached, the magistrates have 
hitherto, by the grace of God, been treated 
with all respect by the subjects. 


But as to the want of unity and dissension 
in the Church, it is well known how these 
matters first happened, and who have caused 
the division, namely, the sellers of indul- 
gences, who shamelessly preached intolerable 
lies, and afterwards condemned Luther for 
not approving of those lies, and besides, they 
again and again excited more controversies, 
so that Luther was induced to attack many 
other errors. But since our opponents would 
not tolerate the truth, and dared to promote 
manifest errors by force, it is easy to judge 
who is guilty of the schism. Surely, all the 
world, all wisdom, all power ought to yield 
to Christ and His holy Word. But the devil 
is the enemy of God, and therefore rouses all 
his might against Christ, to extinguish and 
suppress the Word of God. Therefore the 
devil with his members, setting himself 
against the Word of God, is the cause of the 
schism and want of unity. For we have most 
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zealously sought peace, and still most eagerly 
desire it, provided only we are not forced to 
blaspheme and deny Christ. For God, the 
discerner of all men’s hearts, is our witness 
that we do not delight and have no joy in 
this awful disunion. On the other hand, our 
adversaries have so far not been willing to 
conclude peace without stipulating that we 
must abandon the saving doctrine of the for- 
giveness of sin by Christ without~-our merit, 
though Christ would be most foully blas- 
phemed thereby. 

And although, as is the custom of the world, 
it cannot be but that offenses have occurred 
in this schism through malice and by impru- 
dent people; for the devil causes such offenses, 
to disgrace the Gospel; yet all this is of no 
account in view of the great comfort which 
this teaching has brought men, that for 
Christ’s sake, without our merit, we have for- 
giveness of sins and a gracious God. Again, 
that men have been instructed that forsaking 
secular estates and magistracies is not a 
divine worship, but that such estates and 
magistracies are pleasing to God, and to be 
engaged in them is a real holy work and 
divine service. 

If we also were to narrate the offenses of 
the adversaries, which, indeed, we have no 
desire to do, it would be a terrible list: what 
an abominable, blasphemous fair the adver- 
saries have made of the Mass; what unchaste 
living has been instituted by their celibacy; 
how the Popes have for more than 400 years 
been engaged in wars against the emperors, 
have forgotten the Gospel, and only sought 
to be emperors themselves, and to bring all 
Italy into their power; how they have 
juggled the possessions of the Church; how 
through their neglect many false teachings 
and forms of worship have been set up by the 
monks. Is not their worship of the saints 
manifest pagan idolatry? All their writers 
do not say one word concerning faith in 
Christ, by which forgiveness of sin is ob- 
tained; the highest degree of holiness they 
ascribe to human traditions; it is chiefly of 
these that they write and preach. Moreover, 
this, too, ought to be numbered with their 
offenses, that they clearly reveal what sort of 
a spirit is in them, because they are now put- 
ting to death so many innocent, pious people 
on account of Christian doctrine. But we do 
not now wish to say more concerning this; 
for these matters should be decided in accord- 
ance with God’s Word, regardless of the 
offenses on either side. 

We hope that all God-fearing men will suf- 
ficiently see from this writing of ours that 
ours is the Christian doctrine and comforting 
and salutary to all godly men. Accordingly, 
we pray God to extend His grace to the end 
that His holy Gospel may be known and hon- 
ored by all, for His glory, and for the peace, 
unity, and salvation of all of us. Regarding 
all these articles we offer to make further 
statements, if required. ] 
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The Smalcald Articles. 


Preface of Dr. Martin Luther. 


Since Pope Paul III convoked a Council 
last year, to assemble at Mantua about Whit- 
suntide, and afterwards transferred it from 
Mantua, so that it is not yet known where he 
will or can fix it, and we on our part either 
had to expect that we would be summoned 
also to the Council or [to fear that we would] 
be condemned unsummoned, I was directed to 
compile and collect the articles of our doc- 
trine [in order that it might be plain] in casey 
of deliberation as to what and how far we 
would be both willing and able to yield to the 
Papists, and in what points we intended to 
persevere and abide to the end. 

I have accordingly compiled these articles 
and presented them to our side. They have 
also been accepted and unanimously confessed 
by our side, and it has been resolved that, in 
case the Pope with his adherents should ever 
be so bold as seriously and in good faith, 
without lying and cheating, to hold a truly 
free [legitimate] Christian Council (as, in- 
deed, he would be in duty bound to do), they 
be publicly delivered in order to set forth the 
Confession of our Faith. 

But though the Romish court is so dreadfully 
afraid of a free Christian Council, and shuns 
the light so shamefully, that it has [entirely] 
removed, even from those who are on its side, 
the hope that it will ever permit a free Coun- 
cil, much less that it will itself hold one, 
whereat, as is just, they [many Papists] are 
greatly offended and have no little trouble on 
that account [are disgusted with this negli- 
gence of the Pope], since they notice thereby 
that the Pope would rather see all Christen- 
dom perish and all souls damned than suffer 
either himself or his adherents to be reformed 
even a little, and his [their] tyranny to be 
limited, nevertheless I have determined mean- 
while to publish these articles in plain print, 
so that, should I die before there would be 
a Council (as I fully expect and hope, be- 
cause the knaves who flee the light and shun 
the day take such wretched pains to delay 
and hinder the Council), those who live and 
remain after me may have my testimony and 
confession to produce, in addition to the 
Confession which I have issued previously, 
whereby up to this time I have abided, and, 
by God’s grace, will abide. 

For what shall I say? How shall I com- 
plain? I am still living, writing, preaching, 
and lecturing daily; [and] yet there are 
found such spiteful men, not only among the 
adversaries, but also false brethren that pro- 
fess to be on our side, as dare to cite my 
writings and doctrine directly against my- 
self, and let me look on and listen, although 
they know well that I teach otherwise, and 
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as wish to adorn their venom with my labor, 
and under my name to [deceive and] mislead 
the poor people. [Good God!] Alas! what 
first will happen when I am dead? 

Indeed, I ought to reply to everything while 
I am still living. But, again, how can I alone 
stop all the mouths of the devil? especially 
of those (as they all are poisoned) who will 
not hear or notice what we write, but solely 
exercise themselves with all diligence how they 
may most shamefully pervert and corrupt our 
word in every letter. These I let the devil 
answer, or at last God’s wrath, as they de- 
serve. I often think of the good Gerson, 
who doubts whether anything good should be 
[written and] published. If it is not done, 
many souls are neglected who could be de- 
livered; but if it is done, the devil is there, 
with malignant, villainous tongues without 
number which envenom and pervert every- 
thing, so that nevertheless the fruit [the use- 
fulness of the writings] is prevented. Yet, 
what they gain thereby is manifest. For 
while they have lied so shamefully against us, 
and by means of lies wished to retain the 
people, God has constantly advanced His 
work, and been making their following ever 
smaller and ours greater, and by their lies 
has caused and still causes them to be brought 
to shame. 

I must tell a story. There was a doctor 
sent here to Wittenberg from France, who 
said publicly before us that his king was sure, 
and more than sure, that among us there is 
no church, no magistrate, no married life, but 
all live promiscuously as cattle, and each one 
does as he pleases. Imagine now, how will 
those who by their writings have instilled 
such gross lies into the king and other coun- 
tries as the pure truth, look at us on that day 
before the judgment-seat of Christ? Christ, 
the Lord and Judge of us all, knows well that 
they lie and have [always] lied; His sentence 
they, in turn, must hear; that I know cer- 
tainly. God convert to repentance those who 
can be converted! Regarding the rest it will 
be said, Woe, and, alas! eternally. 

But to return to the subject. I verily de- 
sire to see a truly Christian Council [as- 
sembled some time], in order that many mat- 
ters and persons might be helped. Not that 
we need it, for our churches are now, through 
God’s grace, so enlightened and equipped with 
the pure Word and right use of the Sacra- 
ments, with knowledge of the various call- 
ings and of right works, that we on our part 
ask for no Council, and on such points have 
nothing better to hope or expect from a 
Council. But we see in the bishoprics every- 
where so many parishes vacant and desolate: 
that one’s heart would break, and yet neither 
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the bishops nor canons care how the poor 
people live or die, for whom nevertheless 
Christ has died, and who are not permitted 
to hear Him speak with them as the true 
Shepherd with His sheep. This causes me to 
shudder and fear that. at some time He may 
send a council of angels upon Germany utterly 
destroying us, like Sodom and Gomorrah, be- 
cause we so wantonly mock Him with the 
Council. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 459.] 

Besides such necessary ecclesiastical affairs, 
there would be also in the political estate in- 
numerable matters of great importance to 
improve. There is the disagreement between 
the princes and the states; usury and avarice 
have burst in like a flood, and have become 
lawful [are defended with a show of right]; 
wantonness, lewdness, extravagance in dress, 
gluttony, gambling, idle display, with all 
kinds of bad habits and wickedness, insubordi- 
nation of subjects, of domestics and laborers, 
of every trade, also the exactions [and most 
exorbitant selling prices] of the peasants (and 
who can enumerate all?) have so increased 
that they cannot be rectified by ten Councils 
and twenty Diets. If such chief matters of 
the spiritual and worldly estates as are con- 
trary to God would be considered in the 
Council, they would have all hands so full 
that the child’s play and absurdity of long 
gowns [official insignia], large tonsures, broad 
einctures [or sashes], bishops’ or cardinals’ 
hats or maces, and like jugglery would in the 


¢ THE FIRST PART 


Treats of the Sublime Articles Con- 
cerning the Divine Majesty, as: 


i 


That Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, three 
distinct persons in one divine essence and 
nature, are one God, who has created heaven 
and earth. 

A be 


That the Father is begotten of no one; the 
Son of the Father; the Holy Ghost proceeds 
from Father and Son. 


ITE 


That not the Father nor the Holy Ghost, 
but the Son became man. 


TVS 


That the Son became man in this manner, 
that He was conceived, without the coopera- 
tion of man, by the Holy Ghost, and was born 
of the pure, holy [and always] Virgin Mary. 
Afterwards He suffered, died, was buried, de- 
scended to hell, rose from the dead, ascended 
to heaven, sits at the right hand of God, will 
come to judge the quick and the dead, etc., 
as the Oreed of the Apostles, as well as that 
of St. Athanasius, and the Catechism in com- 
mon use for children, teach. 

Concerning these articles there is no con- 
tention or dispute, since we on both sides con- 
fess them. Therefore it is not necessary now 
to treat further of them. 
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mean time be forgotten. If we first had per- 
formed God’s command and order in the spir- 
itual and secular estate, we would find time 
enough to reform food, clothing, tonsures, and 
surplices. But if we want to swallow such 
camels, and, instead, strain at gnats, let the 
beams stand and judge the motes, we also 
might indeed be satisfied with the Council. 


Therefore I have presented few articles; 
for we have without this so many commands 
of God to observe in the Church, the state, 
and the family that we can never fulfil them. 
What, then, is the use, or what does it profit 
that many decrees and statutes thereon are 
made in the Council, especially when these 
chief matters commanded of God are neither 
regarded nor observed? Just as though He 
were bound to honor our jugglery as a reward 
of our treading His solemn commandments 
under foot. But our sins weigh upon us and 
cause God not to be gracious to us; for we 
do not repent, and, besides, wish to defend 
every abomination. 


O Lord Jesus Christ, do Thou Thyself con- 
voke a Council, and deliver Thy servants by 
Thy glorious advent! The Pope and his ad- 
herents are done for; they will have none of 
Thee. Do Thou, then, help us, who are poor 
and needy, who sigh to Thee, and beseech 
Thee earnestly, according to the grace which 
Thou hast given us, through Thy Holy Ghost, 
who liveth and reigneth with Thee and the 
Father, blessed forever. Amen. 


THE SECOND PART 


Treats of the Articles which Refer to 
the Office and Work of Jesus Christ, 
or Our Redemption. 


The first and chief article is this, 


That Jesus Christ, owr God and Lord, died 
for our sins, and was raised again for our 
justification, Rom. 4, 25. 


And He alone is the Lamb of God which 
taketh away the sins of the world, John 1, 29; 
and God has laid wpon Him the iniquities of 
us all, Is. 53, 6. 


Likewise: All have sinned and are justified 
without merit [freely, and without their own 
works. or merits] by His grace, through the 
redemption that is in Christ Jesus, in His 
blood, Rom. 3, 23 f. 


Now, since it is necessary to believe this, 
and it cannot be otherwise acquired or appre- 
hended by any work, law, or merit, it is clear 
and certain that this faith alone justifies us, 
as St. Paul says, Rom. 3,28: For we conclude 
that a man is justified by faith, without the 
deeds of the Law. Likewise v.26: That He 
might be just, and the Justifier of him which 
believeth in Christ. 


Of this article nothing can be yielded or 
surrendered [nor can anything be granted or 
permitted contrary to the same], even though 
heaven and earth, and whatever will not 
abide, should sink to ruin. For there is none 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 463.] 

other name under heaven given among men 
whereby we must be saved, says Peter, Acts 
4,12. And with His stripes we are healed, 
Is. 53,5. And upon this article all things de- 
pend which we teach and practise in oppo- 
sition to the Pope, the devil, and the [whole] 
world. Therefore, we must be sure concerning 
this doctrine, and not doubt; for otherwise 
all is lost, and the Pope and devil and all 
things gain the victory and suit over us. 


Article II: Of the Mass. 


That the Mass in the Papacy must be the 
greatest and most horrible abomination, as 
it directly and powerfully conflicts with this 
chief article, and yet above and before all 
other popish idolatries it has been the chief 
and most specious. For it has been held thaty 
this sacrifice or work of the Mass, even 
though it be rendered by a wicked [and aban- 
doned] scoundrel, frees men from sins, both 
in this life and also in purgatory, while only 
the Lamb of God shall and must do this, as 
has been said above. Of this article nothing 
is to be surrendered or conceded, because the 
first article does not allow it. 

If, perchance, there were reasonable Pa- 
pists we might speak moderately and in a 
friendly way, thus: first, why they so rigidly* 
uphold the Mass. For it is but a pure in- 
vention of men, and has not been commanded 
by God; and every invention of man we may 
[safely] discard, as Christ declares, Matt. 
15,9: In vain do they worship Me, teaching 
for doctrines the commandments of men. 

Secondly. It is an unnecessary thing, which 
can be omitted without sin and danger. 


Thirdly. The Sacrament can be received in 
a better and more blessed way [more accept- 
able to God], (yea, the only blessed way), ac- 
cording to the institution of Christ. Why, 
then, do they drive the world to woe and [ex- 
treme] misery on account of a fictitious, un- 
necessary matter, which can be well obtained 
in another and more blessed way? 


Let [care be taken that] it be publicly 
preached to the people that the Mass as men’s 
twaddle [commentitious affair or human fig- 
ment] can be omitted without sin, and that 
no one will be condemned who does not ob- 
serve it, but that he can be saved in a better 
way without the Mass. I wager [Thus it 
will come to pass] that the Mass will then 
collapse of itself, not only among the insane 
[rude] common people, but also among all 
pious, Christian, reasonable, God-fearing 
hearts; and that the more, when they would 
hear that the Mass is a [very] dangerous 
thing, fabricated and invented without the 
will and Word of God. 

Fourthly. Since such innumerable and un- 
speakable abuses have arisen in the whole 
world from the buying and selling of masses, 
the Mass should by right be relinquished, if 
for no other purpose than to prevent abuses, 
even though in itself it had something ad- 
vantageous and good. How much more ought 
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we to relinquish it, so as to prevent [escape] 
forever these horrible abuses, since it is alto- 
gether unnecessary, useless, and dangerous, 
and we can obtain everything by a more 
necessary, profitable, and certain way without 
the Mass. : 


Fifthly. But since the Mass is nothing else, 
and can be nothing else (as the Canon and 
all books declare), than a work of men (even 
of wicked scoundrels), by which one attempts 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 465.] 

to reconcile himself and others to God, and 
to obtain and merit the remission of sins and 
grace (for thus the Mass is observed when it 
is observed at the very best; otherwise what 
purpose would it serve?), for this very reason 
it must and should [certainly] be condemned 
and rejected. For this directly conflicts with 
the chief article, which says that it is not a 
wicked or a godly hireling of the Mass with 
his own work, but the Lamb of God and the 
Son of God, that taketh away our sins. 


But if any one should advance the pretext 
that as an act of devotion he wishes to ad- 
minister the Sacrament, or Communion, to 
himself, he is not in earnest [he would com- 
mit a great mistake, and would not be speak- 
ing seriously and sincerely]. For if he wishes 
to commune in sincerity, the surest and best 
way for him is in the Sacrament administered 
according to Christ’s institution. But that 
one administer communion to himself is a 
human notion, uncertain, unnecessary, yea, 
even prohibited. And he does not know what 
he is doing, because without the Word of God 
he obeys a false human opinion and invention. 
So, too, it is not right (even though the mat- 
ter were otherwise correct) for one to use 
the common Sacrament of [belonging to] the 
Church according to his own private devotion, 
and without God’s Word and apart from the 
communion of the Church to trifle therewith. 


This article concerning the Mass will be the 
whole business of the Council. [The Council 
will perspire most over, and be occupied with, 
this article concerning the Mass.] For if it 
were [although it would be] possible for them 
to concede to us all the other articles, yet 
they could not concede this. As Campegius 
said at Augsburg that he would be torn to 
pieces before he would relinquish the Mass, 
so, by the help of God, I, too, would suffer 
myself to be reduced to ashes before I would 
allow a hireling of the Mass, be he good or 
bad, to be made equal to Christ Jesus, my 
Lord and Savior, or to be exalted above Him. 
Thus we are and remain eternally separated 
and opposed to one another. They feel well 
enough that when the Mass falls, the Papacy 
lies in ruins. Before they will permit this to 
occur, they will put us all to death if they can. 

In addition to all this, this dragon’s tail, 
[I mean] the Mass, has begotten a numerous 
vermin-brood of manifold idolatries. 


First, purgatory. Here they carried their 
trade into purgatory by masses for souls, and 
vigils, and weekly, monthly, and yearly cele- 
brations of obsequies, and finally by the Com- 
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mon Week and All Souls’ Day, by soul-baths 
so that the Mass is used almost alone for the 
dead, although Christ has instituted the Sac- 
rament alone for the living. Therefore pur- 
gatory, and every solemnity, rite, and com- 
merce connected with it, is to be regarded as 
nothing but a specter of the devil. For it 
conflicts with the chief article [which teaches] 
that only Christ, and not the works of men, 
are to help [set free] souls. Not to mention 
the fact that nothing has been [divinely] 
commanded or enjoined upon us concerning 
the dead. Therefore all this may be safely 
omitted, even if it were no error and idolatry. 


The Papists quote here Augustine and some 
of the Fathers who are said to have written 
concerning purgatory, and they think that we 
do not understand for what purpose and to 
what end they spoke as they did. St. Augus- 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 467.] 

tine does not write that there is a purgatory, 
nor has he a testimony of Scripture to con- 
strain him thereto, but he leaves it in doubt 
whether there is one, and says that his 
mother asked to be remembered at the altar 
or Sacrament. Now, all this is indeed noth- 
ing but the devotion of men, and that, too, of 
individuals, and does not establish an article 
of faith, which is the prerogative of God 
alone. 


Our Papists, however, cite such statements 
[opinions] of men in order that men should 
believe in their horrible, blasphemous, and 
cursed traffic in masses for souls in purga- 
tory [or in sacrifices for the dead and obla- 
tions], etc. But they will never prove these 
things from Augustine. Now, when they have 
abolished the traffic in masses for purgatory, 
of which Augustine never dreamt, we will 
then discuss with them whether the expres- 
sions of Augustine without Scripture [being 
without the warrant of the Word] are to be 
admitted, and whether the dead should be re- 
membered at the Eucharist. For it will not 
do to frame articles of faith from the works 
or words of the holy Fathers; otherwise their 
kind of fare, of garments, of house, etc., would 
have to become an article of faith, as was 
done with relics. [We have, however, another 
rule, namely] The rule is: The Word of God 
shall establish articles of faith, and no one 
else, not even an angel. 


Secondly. From this it has followed that 
evil spirits have perpetrated much knavery 
[exercised their malice] by appearing as the 
souls of the departed, and with unspeakable 
[korrible] lies and tricks demanded masses, 
vigils, pilgrimages, and other alms. All of 
which we had to receive as articles of faith, 
and to live accordingly; and the Pope con- 
firmed these things, as also the Mass and all 
other abominations. Here, too, there is no 
{cannot and must not be any] yielding or 
surrendering. 

Thirdly. [Hence arose] the pilgrimages. 
Here, too, masses, the remission of sins and 
the grace of God were sought, for the Mass 
controlled everything. Now it is indeed cer- 
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tain that such pilgrimages, without the Word 
of God, have not been commanded us, neither 
are they necessary, since we can have these 
things [the soul can be cared for] in a better 
way, and can omit these pilgrimages without 
any sin and danger. Why, therefore, do they 
leave at home [desert] their own parish [their 
called ministers, their parishes], the Word of 
God, wives, children, etc., who are ordained 
and [attention to whom is necessary and has 
been] commanded, and run after these un- 
necessary, uncertain, pernicious will-o’-the- 
wisps of the devil [and errors]? Unless the 
devil was riding [made insane] the Pope, 
causing him to praise and establish these 
practises, whereby the people again and again 
revolted from Christ to their own works, and 
became idolaters, which is worst of all; more- 
over, it is neither necessary nor commanded, 
but is senseless and doubtful, and besides 
harmful. Hence here, too, there can be no 
yielding or surrendering [to yield or concede 
anything here is not lawful], etc. And let 
this be preached, that such pilgrimages are 
not necessary, but dangerous; and then see 
what will become of them. [For thus they 
will perish of their own accord.] 

Fourthly. Fraternities [or societies], in 
which cloisters, chapters, vicars have assigned 
and communicated (by a legal contract and 
sale) all masses and good works, etc., both 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 469.] 
for the living and the dead. This is not only 
altogether a human bauble, without the Word 
of God, entirely unnecessary and not com- 
manded, but also contrary to the chief article, 
Of Redemption. Therefore it is in no way 
to be tolerated. 

Fifthly. The relics, in which there are 
found so many falsehoods and tomfooleries 
concerning the bones of dogs and horses, that 
even the devil has laughed at such rascalities, 
ought long ago to have been condemned, even 
though there were some good in them; and 
so much the more because they are without 
the Word of God; being neither commanded 
nor counseled, they are an entirely unneces- 
sary and useless thing. But the worst is that 
{they have imagined that] these relics had to 
work indulgence and the forgiveness of sins 
{and have revered them] as a good work and 
service of God, like the Mass, ete. 

Sixthly. Here belong the precious indul- 
gences granted (but only for money) both to 
the living and the dead, by which the miser- 
able [sacrilegious and accursed] Judas, or 
Pope, has sold the merit of Christ, together 
with the superfluous merits of all saints and 
of the entire Church, etc. All these things 
{and every single one of them] are not to be 
borne, and are not only without the Word of 
God, without necessity, not commanded, but 
are against the chief article. For the merit 
of Christ is [apprehended and] obtained not 
by our works or pence, but from grace 
through faith, without money and merit; and 
is offered [and presented] not through the 
power of the Pope, but through the preaching 
of God’s Word. 
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Of the Invocation of Saints. 


The invocation of saints is also one of the 
abuses of Antichrist conflicting with the chief 
article, and destroys the knowledge of Christ. 
Neither is it commanded nor counseled, nor 
has it any example [or testimony].in Scrip- 
ture, and even though it were a precious thing, 
as it is not [while, on the contrary, it is a 
most harmful thing], in Christ we have every- 
thing a thousandfold better [and surer, so 
that we are not in need of calling upon the 
saints]. 

And although the angels in heaven pray 
for us (as Christ Himself also does), as also 
do the saints on earth, and perhaps also in 
heaven, yet it does not follow thence that we 
should invoke and adore the angels and saints, 
and fast, hold festivals, celebrate Mass in 
their honor, make offerings, and establis 
churches, altars, divine worship, and in stil 
other ways serve them, and regard them as 
helpers in need [as patrons and intercessors], 
and divide among them all kinds of help, and 
ascribe to each one a particular form of assist- 
ance, as the Papists teach and do. For this 
is idolatry, and such honor belongs alone to 
God. For as a Christian and saint upon earth 
you can pray for me, not only in one, but in 
many necessities. But for this reason I am 
not obliged to adore and invoke you, and cele- 
brate festivals, fast, make oblations, hold 
masses for your honor [and worship], and 
put my faith in you for my salvation. I can 
in other ways indeed honor, love, and thank 
you in Christ. If now such idolatrous honor 
were withdrawn from angels and departed 
saints, the remaining honor would be without 
harm and would quickly be forgotten. For 
when advantage and assistance, both bodily 
and spiritual, are no more to be expected, the 
saints will not be troubled [the worship of 
the saints will soon vanish], neither in their 
graves nor in heaven. For without a reward 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 471.] 
or out of pure love no one will much remem- 
ber, or esteem, or honor them [bestow on them 
divine honor]. 

In short, the Mass itself and anything that 
proceeds from it, and anything that is at- 
tached to it, we cannot tolerate, but must con- 
demn, in order that we may retain the holy 
Sacrament pure and certain, according to the 
institution of Christ, employed and received 
through faith. 


; Article III: Of Chapters and Cloisters. 


That chapters and cloisters [colleges of 
canons and communistic dwellings], which 
were formerly founded with the good inten- 
tion [of our forefathers] to educate learned 
men and chaste [and modest] women, ought 
again to be turned to such use, in order that 
pastors, preachers, and other ministers of the 
churches may be had, and likewise other neces- 
sary persons [fitted] for [the political ad- 
ministration of] the secular government [or 
for the commonwealth] in cities and coun- 
tries, and well-educated maidens for mothers 
and housekeepers, etc. 
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If they will not serve this purpose, it is 
better that they be abandoned or razed, rather 
than [continued and], with their blasphemous 
services invented by men, regarded as some- 
thing better than the ordinary Christian life 
and the offices and callings ordained by God. 
For all this also is contrary to the first 
chief article concerning the redemption made 
through Jesus Christ. Add to this that (like 
all other human inventions) these have nei- 
ther been commanded; they are needless and 
useless, and, besides, afford occasion for dan- 
gerous and vain labor [dangerous annoyances 
and fruitless worship], such services as the 
prophets call Aven, 7. e., pain and labor. 


Article IV: Of the Papacy. 
That the Pope is not, according to divine 


law or according to the Word of God the head ~ 


of all Christendom (for this [name] belongs 
to One only, whose name is Jesus Christ), but 
is only the bishop and pastor of the Church 
at Rome, and of those who voluntarily or 
through a human creature (that is, a polit- 
ical magistrate) have attached themselves to 
him, to be Christians, not under him as 
a lord, but with him as brethren [colleagues] 
and comrades, as the ancient councils and the 
age of St. Cyprian show. 

But to-day none of the bishops dare to ad- 
dress the Pope as brother as was done at that 
time [in the age of Cyprian]; but they must 
call him most gracious lord, even though they 
be kings or emperors. This [Such arrogance] 
we will not, cannot, must not take upon our 
conscience [with a good conscience approve]. 
Let him, however, who will do it, do so with- 
out us [at his own risk]. 

Hence it follows that all things which the 
Pope, from a power so false, mischievous, 
blasphemous, and arrogant, has done and 
undertaken, have been and still’ are purely 
diabolical affairs and transactions (with the 
exception of such things as pertain to the 
secular government, where God often permits 
much good to be effected for a people, even 
through a tyrant and [faithless] scoundrel) 
for the ruin of the entire holy [catholic or] 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 473. 
Christian Church (so far as it is in his 
power) and for the destruction of the first 
and chief article concerning the redemption 
made through Jesus Christ. 

For all his bulls and books are extant, in 
which he roars like a lion (as the angel in 
Rev. 12 depicts him, [erying out] that no 
Christian can be saved unless he obeys him 
and is subject to him in all things that he 
wishes, that he says, and that he does. All 
of which amounts to nothing less than say- 
ing: Although you believe in Christ, and have 
in Him [alone] everything that is necessary 
to salvation, yet it is nothing and all in vain 
unless you regard [have and worship] me as 
your god, and be subject and obedient to me. 
And yet it is manifest that the holy Church 
has been without the Pope for at least more 
than five hundred years, and that even to the 
present day the churches of the Greeks and 
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of many other languages neither have been nor 
are yet under the Pope. Besides, as often re- 
marked, it is a human figment which is not 
commanded, and is unnecessary and useless; 
for the holy Christian [or catholic] Church 
can exist very well without such a _ head, 
and it would certainly have remained better 
[purer, and its career would have been more 
prosperous] if such a head had not been raised 
up by the devil. And the Papacy is also of 
no use in the Church, because it exercises no 
Christian office; and therefore it is necessary 
for the Church to continue and to exist with- 
out the Pope. 

And supposing that the Pope would yield 
this point, so as not to be supreme by divine 
right or from God’s command, but that we 
must have [there must be elected] a [certain] 
head, to whom all the rest adhere [as their 
support] in order that the [concord and] 
unity of Christians may be preserved against 
sects and heretics, and that such a head were 
chosen by men, and that it were placed within 
the choice and power of men to change or 
remove this head, just as the Council of Con- 
stance adopted nearly this course with ref- 
erence to the Popes, deposing three and elect- 
ing a fourth; supposing, I say, that the Pope 


and See at Rome would yield and accept this . 


(which, nevertheless, is impossible; for thus 
he would have to suffer his entire realm and 
estate to be overthrown and destroyed, with 
all his rights and books, a thing which, to 
speak in few words, he cannot do), never- 
theless, even in this way Christianity would 
not be helped, but many more sects would 
arise than before. 

For since men would have to be subject to 
this head, not from God’s command, but from 
their personal good pleasure, it would easily 
and in a short time be despised, and at last 
retain no member; neither would it have to 
be forever confined to Rome or any other 
place, but it might be wherever and in what- 
ever church God would grant a man fit for 
the [taking upon him such a great] office. 
Oh, the complicated and confused state of 
affairs [perplexity] that would result! 

Therefore the Church can never be better 
governed and preserved than if we all live 
under one head, Christ, and all the bishops, 
equal in office (although they be unequal in 
gifts), be diligently joined in unity of doc- 
trine, faith, Sacraments, prayer, and works of 
love, ete., as St. Jerome writes that the priests 
at Alexandria together and in common gov- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 475.] 
erned the churches, as did also the apostles, 
and afterwards all bishops throughout all 
Christendom, until the Pope raised his head 
above all. 

This teaching shows forcefully that the Pope 
is the very Antichrist, who has exalted him- 
self above, and opposed himself against Christ, 
because he will not permit Christians to be 
saved without his power, which, nevertheless, 
is nothing, and is neither ordained nor com- 
manded by God. This is, properly speaking, 
to exalt himself above all that is called God, 
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as Paul says, 2 Thess.2,4. Even the Turks 
or the Tartars, great enemies of Christians as 
they are, do not do this, but they allow who- 
ever wishes to believe in Christ, and take 
bodily tribute and obedience from Christians. 

The Pope, however, prohibits this faith, say- 
ing that to be saved a person must obey him. 
This we are unwilling to do, even though on 
this account we must die in God’s name. This 
all proceeds from the fact that the Pope has 
wished to be called the supreme head of the 
Christian Church by divine right. Accord- 
ingly he had to make himself equal and supe- 
rior to Christ, and had to cause himself to be 
proclaimed the head and then the lord of the 
Church, and finally of the whole world, and 
simply God on earth, until he has dared to 
issue commands even to the angels in heaven. 
And when we distinguish the Pope’s teaching 
from, or measure and hold it against, Holy 
Scripture, it is found [it appears plainly] 
that the Pope’s teaching, where it is best, has 
been taken from the imperial and heathen law, 
and treats of political matters and decisions 
or rights, as the Decretals show; furthermore, 
it teaches of ceremonies concerning churches, 
garments, food, persons and [similar] puerile, 
theatrical and comical things without meas- 
ure, but in all these things nothing at all of 
Christ, faith, and the commandments of God. 
Lastly, it is nothing else than the devil him- 
self, because above and against God he urges 
{and disseminates] his [papal] falsehoods 
concerning masses, purgatory, the monastic 
life, one’s own works and [fictitious] divine 
worship (for this is the very Papacy [upon 
each of which the Papacy is altogether founded 
and is standing]), and condemns, murders, 
and tortures all Christians who do not exalt 
and honor these abominations [of the Pope] 
above all things. Therefore, just as little as 
we can worship the devil himself as Lord and 
God, we can endure his apostle, the Pope, or 
Antichrist, in his rule as head or lord. For 
to lie and to kill, and to destroy body and 
soul eternally, that is wherein his papal gov- 
ernment really consists, as I have very clearly 
shown in many books. 

In these four articles they will have enough 
to condemn in the Council. For they cannot 
and will not concede us even the least point 
in one of these articles. Of this we should be 
certain, and animate ourselves with [be fore- 
warned and made firm in] the hope that 
Christ, our Lord, has attacked. His adver- 
sary, and he will press the attack home [pur- 
sue and destroy him] both by His Spirit and 
coming. Amen. 

For in the Council we will stand not before 
the Emperor or the political magistrate, as at 
Augsburg (where the Emperor published a 
most gracious edict, and caused matters to 
be heard kindly [and dispassionately]), but 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 477.] 
[we will appear] before the Pope and devil 
himself, who intends to listen to nothing, but 
merely [when the case has been publicly an- 
nounced] to condemn, to murder and to force 
us to idolatry. Therefore we ought not here 
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to kiss his feet, or to say: “Thou art my 
gracious lord,” but as the angel in Zecha- 
riah 3, 2 said to Satan: The Lord rebuke 
thee, O Satan. 


THE THIRD PART OF THE ARTICLES. 


Concerning the following articles we may 
[will be able to] treat with learned and rea- 
sonable men, or among ourselves. The Pope 
and his [the Papal] government do not care 
much about these. For with them conscience 
is nothing, but money, [glory] honors, power 
are [to them] everything. 


I. Of Sin. 


Here we must confess, as Paul says in Rom. 
5,11, that sin ortginated [and entered the 
world] from one man Adam, by whose dis 
obedience all men were made sinners, [and] 
subject to death and the devil. This is called 
original or capital sin. 

The fruits of this sin are afterwards the 
evil deeds which are forbidden in the Ten 
Commandments, such as [distrust] unbelief, 
false faith, idolatry, to be without the fear 
of God, presumption [recklessness], despair, 
blindness [or complete loss of sight], and, in 
short, not to know or regard God; further- 
more, to lie, to swear by [to abuse] God’s 
name [to swear falsely], not to pray, not to 
call upon God, not to regard [to despise or 
neglect] God’s Word, to be disobedient to 
parents, to murder, to be unchaste, to steal, 
to deceive, etc. 

This hereditary sin is so deep [and hor- 
rible] a corruption of nature that no reason 
can understand it, but it must be [learned 
and] believed from the revelation of Scrip- 
tunes SP ol Osa ROM py 12 sibs-mee lixanaosron 
Gen. 3,7 ff. Hence, it is nothing but error 
and blindness in regard to this article what 
the scholastic doctors have taught, namely: 

That since the fall of Adam the natural 
powers of man have remained entire and in- 
corrupt, and that man by nature has a right 
reason and a good will; which things the 
philosophers teach. : 

Again, that man has a free will to do good 
and omit evil, and, conversely, to omit good 
and do evil. 

Again, that man by his natural powers can 
observe and keep [do] all the commands of 
God. 

Again, that, by his natural powers, man 
cam love God above all things and his neighbor 
as himself. 

Again, if @ man does as much as is in him, 
God certainly grants him His grace. 

Again, if he wishes to go te the Sacrament, 
there is no need of a good intention to do 
good, but it is sufficient if he has not a wicked 
purpose to commit sin; so entirely good is his 
‘nature and so efficacious the Sacrament. - 

[Again,] that it is not founded upon Scrip- 

[Ooncordia Triglotta, p. 479.] 
ture that for a good work the Holy Ghost 
with His grace is necessary. 

Such and many similar things have arisen 
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from want of understanding and ignorance as 
regards both this sin and Christ, our Savior, 
and they are truly heathen dogmas, which we 
cannot endure. For if this teaching were 
right [approved], then Christ has died in 
vain, since there is in man no defect nor sin 
for which he should have died; or He would ~ 
have died only for the body, not for the soul, 
inasmuch as the soul is [entirely] sound, and 
the body only is subject to death. 


II. Of the Law. 


Here we hold that the Law was given by 
God, first, to restrain sin by threats and the 
dread of punishment, and by the promise and 
offer of grace and benefit. But all this mis- 
earried on account of the wickedness which 
sin has wrought in man. For thereby a part 
[some] were rendered worse, those, namely, 
who are hostile to [hate] the Law, because it 
forbids what they like to do, and enjoins what 
they do not like to do. Therefore, wherever 
they can escape [if they were not restrained 
by] punishment, they [would] do more against 
the Law than before. These, then, are the 
rude and wicked [unbridled and secure] men, 
who do evil wherever they [notice that they] 
have the opportunity. 

The rest become blind and arrogant [are 
smitten with arrogance and blindness], and 
[insolently] conceive the opinion that they ob- 
serve and can observe the Law by their own 
powers, as has been said above concerning the 
scholastic theologians; thence come the hyp- 
ocrites and [self-righteous or] false saints. 

But the chief office or force of the Law is 
that it reveal original sin with all its fruits, 
and show man how very low his nature has 
fallen, and has become [fundamentally and] 
utterly corrupted; as the Law must tell man 
that he has no God nor regards [cares for] 
God, and worships other gods, a matter which 
before and without the Law he would not have 
believed. In this way he becomes terrified, is 
humbled, desponds, despairs, and anxiously de- 
sires aid, but sees no escape; he begins to be 
an enemy of [enraged at] God, and to mur- 
mur, etc. This is what Paul says, Rom. 4, 15: 
The Law worketh wrath. And Rom. 5, 20: 
Sin is increased by the Law. [The Law en- 
tered that the offense might abound.] 


III. Of Repentance. 


This office [of the Law] the New Testament 
retains and urges, as St. Paul, Rom. 1, 18, 
does, saying: The wrath of God is revealed 
from heaven against all wngodliness and un- 
righteousness of men. Again, 3,19: All the 
world is guilty before God. No man is right- 
eous before Him. And Christ says, John 16, 8: 
The Holy Ghost will reprove the world of sin. 

This, then, is the thunderbolt of God by 
which He strikes in a heap [hurls to the 
ground] both manifest sinners and false saints 
[hypocrites], and suffers no one to be in the 
right [declares no one righteous], but drives 
them all together to terror and despair. This 
is the hammer, as Jeremiah says, 23,29: Is 
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not My Word like a hammer that breaketh the 
rock in pieces? This is not activa contritio 
or manufactured repentance, but passiva con- 
tritio [torture of conscience], true sorrow of 
heart, suffering and sensation of death. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 481.] 

This, then, is what it means to begin true 
repentance; and here man must hear such 
a sentence as this: You are all of no account, 
whether you be manifest sinners or saints [in 
your own opinion]; you all must become dif- 
ferent and do otherwise than you now are and 
are doing [no matter what sort of people you 
are], whether you are as great, wise, power- 
ful, and holy as you may. Here no one is 
[righteous, holy], godly, ete. 

But to this office the New Testament im- 
mediately adds the consolatory promise of 
grace through the Gospel, which must be be- 
lieved, as Christ declares, Mark 1,15: Repent 
and believe the Gospel, i.e., become different 
and do otherwise, and believe My promise. 
And John, preceding Him, is called a preacher 
of repentance, however, for the remission of 
sins, 7. e., John was to accuse all, and convict 
them of being sinners, that they might know 
what they were before God, and might ac- 
knowledge that they were lost men, and might 
thus be prepared for the Lord, to receive 
grace, and to expect and accept from Him the 
remission of sins. Thus also Christ Himself 
says, Luke 24, 47: Repentance and remission 
of sins must be preached in My name among 
all nations. 

But whenever the Law alone, without the 
Gospel being added, exercises this its office, 
there is [nothing else than] death and hell, 
and man must despair, like Saul and Judas; 
as St. Paul, Rom. 7,10, says: Through sin the 
Law killeth. On the other hand, the Gospel 
brings consolation and remission, not only in 
one way, but through the Word and Sacra- 
ments, and the like, as we shall hear after- 
ward in order that [thus] there is with the 
Lord plenteous redemption, as Ps. 130,7 says, 
against the dreadful captivity of sin. 

However, we must now contrast the false 
repentance of the sophists with true repent- 
ance, in order that both may be the better 
understood. 


Of the False Repentance of the Papists. 


It was impossible that they should teach 
correctly concerning repentance, since they did 
not [rightly] know the real sins [the real 
sin]. For, as has been shown above, they do 
not believe aright concerning original sin, but 
say that the natural powers of man have re- 
mained [entirely] unimpaired and incorrupt; 
that reason can teach aright, and the will can 
in accordance therewith do aright [perform 
those things which are taught]; that God cer- 
tainly bestows His grace when a man does as 
much as is in him, according to his free will. 

It had to follow thence [from this dogma] 
that they did [must do] penance only for 
actual sins, such as wicked thoughts to which 
a person yields (for wicked emotion [concu- 
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piscence, vicious feelings, and inclinations], 
lust and improper dispositions [according to 
them] are not sins), and for wicked words 
and wicked deeds, which free will could read- 
ily have omitted. f 

And of such repentance they fix three parts, 
contrition, confession, and satisfaction, with 
this [magnificent] consolation and promise 
added: If man truly repent, [feel remorse, ] 
confess, render satisfaction, he thereby would 
have merited forgiveness, and paid for his 
sins before God [atoned for his sins and ob- 
tained a plenary redemption]. Thus in re- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 483.] 

pentance they instructed men to repose con- 
fidence in their own works. Hence the expres- 
sion originated, which was employed in the 
pulpit when public absolution was announced 
to the people: Prolong, O God, my life, until 
I shall make satisfaction for my sins and 
amend my life. 

There was here [profound silence and] no 
mention of Christ nor faith; but men hoped 
by their own works to overcome and blot out 
sins before God. And with this intention we . 
became priests and monks, that we might 
array ourselves against sin. 

As to contrition, this is the way it was 
done: Since no one could remember all his 
sins (especially as committed through an 
entire year), they inserted this provision, 
namely, that if an unknown sin should be 
remembered later [if the remembrance of a 
concealed sin should perhaps return], this also 
must be repented of and confessed, ete. Mean- 
while they were [the person was] commended 
to the grace of God. 

Moreover, since no one could know how 
great the contrition ought to be in order to 
be sufficient before God, they gave this conso- 
lation: He who could not have contrition, at 
least ought to have attrition, which I may 
call half a contrition or the beginning of 
contrition; for they have themselves under- 
stood neither of these terms, nor do they 
understand them now, as little as I. Such 
attrition was reckoned as contrition when a 
person went to confession. 

And when it happened that any one said 
that he could not have contrition nor lament 
his sins (as might have occurred in illicit 
love or the.desire for revenge, etc.), they 
asked whether he did not wish or desire to 
have contrition [lament]. When one would 
reply Yes (for who, save the devil himself, 
would here say No?), they accepted this as 
contrition, and forgave him his sins on ac- 
count of this good work of his [which they 
adorned with the name of contrition]. Here 
they cited the example of St. Bernard, ete. 

Here we see how blind reason, in matters 
pertaining to God, gropes about, and, accord- 
ing to its own imagination, seeks for consola- 
tion in its own works, and cannot think of 
[entirely forgets] Christ and faith. But if it 
be [clearly] viewed in the light, this contri- 
tion is a manufactured and fictitious thought 
[or imagination], derived from man’s own 
powers, without faith and without the knowl- 
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edge of Christ. And in it the poor sinner, 
when he reflected upon his own lust and 
desire for revenge, would sometimes [per- 
haps] have laughed rather than wept [either 
laughed or wept, rather than to think of 
something else], except such as either had 
been truly struck by [the lightning of] the 
Law, or had been vainly vexed by the devil 
with a sorrowful spirit. Otherwise [with the 
exception of these persons] such contrition 
was certainly mere hypocrisy, and did not 
mortify the lust for sins [flames of sin]; for 
they had to grieve, while they would rather 
have continued to sin, if it had been free to 
them. 

As regards confession, the procedure was 
this: Every one had [was enjoined] to enu- 
merate all his sins (which is an impossible 
thing). This was a great torment. From 
such as he had forgotten [But if any one had 
forgotten some sins] he would be absolved on 
the condition that, if they would occur to him, 
he must still confess them. In this way he 
could never know whether he had made a suf- 
ficiently pure confession [perfectly and cor- 
rectly], or when confessing would ever have 
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anend. Yet he was pointed to his own works, 
and comforted thus: The more fully [sin- 
cerely and frankly] one confesses, and the. 
more he humiliates himself and debases him- 
self before the priest, the sooner and better he 
renders satisfaction for his sins; for such 
humility certainly would earn grace before 
God. 

Here, too, there was no faith nor Christ, 
and the virtue of the absolution was not de- 
elared to him, but upon his enumeration of 
sins and his self-abasement depended his con- 
solation. What torture, rascality, and idol- 
atry such confession» has produced is more 
than can be related. 

As to satisfaction, this is by far the most 
involved [perplexing] part of all. For no 
man could know how much to render for a 
single sin, not to say how much for all. Here 
they have resorted to the device of imposing a 
small satisfaction, which could indeed be ren- 
dered, as five Paternosters, a day’s fast, etc.; 
for the rest [that was lacking] of the [in 
their] repentance they were directed to pur- 
gatory. 

Here, too, there was nothing but anguish 
and [extreme] misery. [For] some thought 
that they would never get out of purgatory, 
because, according to the old canons, seven 
years’ repentance is required for a single mor- 
tal sin. Nevertheless, confidence was placed 
upon our work of satisfaction, and if the satis- 
faction could have been perfect, confidence 
would have been placed in it entirely, and 
neither faith nor Christ would have been of 
use. But this confidence was impossible. For, 
although any one had done penance in that 
way for a hundred years, he would still not 
have known whether he had finished his pen- 
ance. That meant forever to do penance and 
never to come to repentance. 

Here now the Holy See at Rome, coming to 
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the aid of the poor Church, invented indul- 
gences, whereby it forgave and remitted [ex- 
piation or] satisfaction, first, for a single in- 
stance, for seven years, for a hundred years, 
and distributed them among the cardinals 
and bishops, so that one could grant indul- 
gence for a hundred years and another for a 
hundred days. But he reserved to himself 
alone the power to remit the entire satis- 
faction. 

Now, since this began to yield money, and 
the traffic in bulls became profitable, he de- 
vised the golden jubilee year [a truly gold- 
bearing year], and fixed it at Rome. He 
called this the remission of all punishment 
and guilt. Then the people came running, 
because every one would fain have been freed 
from this grievous, unbearable burden. This 
meant to find [dig up] and raise the treasures 
of the earth. Immediately the Pope pressed 
still further, and multiplied the golden years 
one-upon another. But the more he devoured 
money, the wider grew his maw. 

Later, therefore, he issued them [those 
golden years of his] by his legates [every- 
where] to the countries, until all churches 
and houses were full of the Golden Year. At 
last he also made an inroad into purgatory 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 487.] 
among the dead, first, by founding masses and 
vigils, afterwards, by indulgences and the 
Golden Year, and finally souls became so 
cheap that he released one for a farthing. 

But all this, too, was of no avail. For al- 
though the Pope taught men to depend upon, 
and trust in, these indulgences [for salva- 
tion], yet he rendered the [whole] matter 
again uncertain. For in his bulls he declares: 
Whoever would share in the indulgences or 
a Golden Year must be contrite, and have 
confessed, and pay money. Now, we have 
heard above that this contrition and confes- 
sion are with them uncertain and hypocrisy. 
Likewise, also no one knew what soul was in 
purgatory, and if some were therein, no one 
knew which had properly repented and con- 
fessed. Thus he took the precious money [the 
Pope snatched up the holy pence], and com- 
forted them meanwhile with [led them to con- 
fidence in] his power and indulgence, and 
[then again led them away from that and] 
directed them again to their uncertain work. 

If, now [although], there were some who 
did not believe [acknowledge] themselves 
guilty of such actual sins in [committed by] 
thoughts, words, and works, — as I, and such . 
as I, in monasteries and chapters [fraterni- 
ties or colleges of priests], wished to be 
monks and priests, and by fasting, watching, 
praying, saying Mass, coarse garments, and 
hard beds, ete., fought against [strove to re- 
sist] evil thoughts, and in full earnest and 
with force wanted to be holy, and yet the 
hereditary, inborn evil sometimes did in sleep 
what it is wont to do (as also St. Augustine 
and Jerome among others confess), — still 
each one held the other in esteem, so that 
some, according to our teaching, were regarded 
as holy, without sin and full of good works, 
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so much so that with this mind we would 
communicate and sell our good works to 
others, as being superfluous to us for heaven. 
This is indeed true, and seals, letters, and 
instances [that this happened] are at hand. 

[When there were such, I say] These did 
not need repentance. For of what would they 
repent, since they had not indulged wicked 
thoughts? What would they confess [con- 
cerning words not uttered], since they had 
avoided words? For what should they render 
satisfaction, since they were so guiltless of 
any deed that they could even sell their super- 
fluous righteousness to other poor sinners? 
Such saints were also the Pharisees and 
scribes in the time of Christ. 

Here comes the fiery angel, St. John 
[Rev. 10], the true preacher of [true] repent- 
ance, and with one [thunderclap and] bolt 
hurls both [those selling and those buying 
works] on one heap, and says: Repent! Matt. 
3, 2. Now, the former [the poor wretches] 
imagine: Why, we have repented! The lat- 
ter [the rest] say: We need no repentance. 
John says: Repent ye, both of you, for ye are 
false penitents; so are these [the rest] false 
saints [or hypocrites], and all of you on 
either side need the forgiveness of sins, be- 
cause neither of you know what true sin is, 
not to say anything about your duty to re- 
pent of it and shun it. For no one of you is 
good; you are full of unbelief, stupidity, and 
ignorance of God and God’s will. For here 
He is present of whose fulness have all we re- 
ceived, and grace for grace, John 1, 16, and 
without Him no man can be just before God. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 489.] 
Therefore, if you wish to repent, repent 
aright; your penance will not accomplish 
anything [is nothing]. And you hypocrites, 
who do not need repentance, you serpents’ 
brood, who has assured you that you will es- 
cape the wrath to come? etc. Matt. 3, 7; 
Luke 3, 7. 

In the same way Paul also preaches, Rom. 
3, 10—12: There is none righteous, there is 
none that understandeth, there is none that 
seeketh after God, there is none that doeth 
good, no not one; they are all gone out of 
the way; they are together become unprofit- 
able. And Acts 17,30: God now commandeth 
alk men everywhere to repent. “All men,” he 
says; no one excepted who is a man. This 
repentance teaches us to discern sin, namely, 
that we are altogether lost, and that there is 
nothing good in us from head to foot [both 
within and without], and that we must abso- 
lutely become new and other men. 

This repentance is not piecemeal [partial] 
and beggarly [fragmentary], like that which 
does penance for actual sins, nor is it uncer- 
tain like that. For it does not debate what 
is or is not sin, but hurls everything on a 
heap, and says: All in us is nothing but sin 
[affirms that, with respect to us, all is simply 
sin (and there is nothing in us that is not sin 
and guilt) ]. What is the use of [For why do 
we wish] investigating, dividing, or distin- 
guishing a long time? For this reason, too, 
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this contrition is not [doubtful or] uncertain. 
For there is nothing left with which we can 
think of any good thing to pay for sin, but 
there is only a sure despairing concerning all 
that we are, think, speak, or do [all hope must 
be cast aside in respect of everything], etc. 

In like manner confession, too, cannot be 
false, uncertain, or piecemeal [mutilated or 
fragmentary]. For he who confesses that all 
in him is nothing but sin comprehends all sins, 
excludes none, forgets none. Neither can the 
satisfaction be uncertain, because it is not our 
uncertain, sinful work, but it is the suffering 
and blood of the [spotless and] innocent Lamb 
of God who taketh away the sin of the world. 

Of this repentance John preaches, and after- 
wards Christ in the Gospel, and we also. By 
this [preaching of] repentance we dash to the 
ground the Pope and everything that is built 
upon our good works. For all is built upon 
a rotten and vain foundation, which is called 
a good work or law, even though no good work 
is there, but only wicked works, and no one 
does the Law (as Christ, John 7, 19, says), 
but all transgress it. Therefore the building 
[that is raised upon it] is nothing but false- 
hood and hypocrisy, even [in the part] where 
it is most holy and beautiful. 

And in Christians this repentance continues 
until death, because, through the entire life 
it contends with sin remaining in the flesh, as 
Paul, Rom. 7, 14—25, [shows] testifies that he 
wars with the law in his members, ete.; and 
that, not by his own powers, but by the gift 
of the Holy Ghost that follows the remission 
of sins. This gift daily cleanses and sweeps 
out the remaining sins, and works so as to 
render man truly pure and holy. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 491.] 

The Pope, the theologians, the jurists, and 
every other man know nothing of this [from 
their own reason], but it is a doctrine from 
heaven, revealed through the Gospel, and must 
suffer to be called heresy by the godless saints 
{or hypocrites]. 

On the other hand, if certain sectarists 
would arise, some of whom are perhaps al- 
ready extant, and in the time of the insur-- 
rection [of the peasants] came to my own 
view, holding that all those who had once re- 
ceived the Spirit or the forgiveness of sins, 
or had become believers, even though they 
should afterwards sin, would still remain in 
the faith, and such sin would not harm them, 
and [hence] crying thus: “Do whatever you 
please; if you believe, it all amounts to 
nothing; faith blots out all sins,” ete. — they 
say, besides, that if any one sins after he has 
received faith and the Spirit, he never truly 
had the Spirit and faith: I have had before 
me [seen and heard] many such insane men, 
and I fear that in some such a devil is still 
remaining [hiding and dwelling]. 

It is, accordingly, necessary to know and 
to teach that when holy men, still having and 
feeling original sin, also daily repertting of 
and striving with it, happen to fall into mani- 
fest sins, as David into adultery, murder, and 
blasphemy, that then faith and the Holy 


10 


\ 


146 


Ghost has departed from them [they cast out 
faith and the Holy Ghost]. 
Ghost does not permit sin to have dominion, 
to gain the upper hand so as to be accom- 
plished, but represses and restrains it so that 
it must not do what it wishes. But if it does 
what it wishes, the Holy Ghost and faith are 
[certainly] not present. For St. John says, 
1 Ep. 3,9: Whosoever is born of God doth not 
commit sin,... and he cannot sin. And yet 
it is also the truth when the same St. John 
says, 1 Ep. 1, 8: If we say that we have no 
sin, we deceive ourselves and the truth is not 
im Us. 


IV. Of the Gospel. 


We will now return to the Gospel, which 
not merely in one way gives us counsel and 
aid against sin; for God is superabundantly 
rich [and liberal] in His grace [and good® 
ness]. First, through the spoken Word by 
which the forgiveness of sins is preached 
[He commands to be preached] in the whole 
world; which is the peculiar office of the 
Gospel. Secondly, through Baptism. Thirdly, 
through the holy Sacrament of the Altar. 
Fourthly, through the power of the keys, and 
also through the mutual conversation and 
consolation of brethren, Matt. 18,20: Where 
two or three are gathered together, etc. 


V. Of Baptism. 


Baptism is nothing else than the Word of 
God in the water, commanded by His insti- 
tution, or, as Paul says, a@ washing in the 
Word; as also Augustine says: Let the Word 
come to the element, and it becomes a Sacra- 
ment. And for this reason we do not hold 
with Thomas and the monastic preachers [or 
Dominicans] who forget the Word (God’s in- 
stitution) and say that God has imparted to 
the water a spiritual power, which through 
the water washes away sin. Nor [do we 
agree] with Scotus and the Barefooted monks 
{Minorites or Franciscan monks], who teach 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 493.] 
that, by the assistance of the divine will, Bap- 
tism washes away sins, and that this ablution 
occurs only through the will of God, and by 
no means through the Word or water. 

Of the baptism of children we hold that 
children ought to be baptized. For they be- 
long to the promised redemption made 
through Christ, and the Church should ad- 
minister it [Baptism and the announcement 
of that promise] to them. 


VI. Of the Sacrament of the Altar. 


Of the Sacrament of the Altar we hold that 
bread and wine in the Supper are the true 
body and blood of Christ, and are given and 
received not only by the godly, but also by 
wicked Christians. 

And that not only one form is to be given. 
[For] we do not need that high art [specious 
wisdom] which is to teach us that under the 
one form there is as much as under both, as 
the sophists and the Council of Constance 
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teach. For even if it were true that there is 
as much under one as under both, yet the one 
form only is not the entire ordinance and in- 
stitution [made] ordained and commanded by 
Christ. And we especially condemn and in 
God’s name execrate those who not only omit 
both forms, but also quite autocratically 
[tyrannically] prohibit, condemn, and blas- 
pheme them as heresy, and so exalt them- 
selves against and above Christ, our Lord and 
God [opposing and placing themselves ahead 
of Christ], etc. 

As regards transubstantiation, we care 
nothing about the sophistical subtlety by 
which they teach that bread and wine leave 
or lose their own natural substance, and that 
there remain only the appearance and color 
of bread, and not true bread. For it is in 
perfect agreement with Holy Scriptures that 
there is, and remains, bread, as Paul himself 
calls it, 1 Cor. 10,16: The bread which we 
break. And 1 Cor. 11,28: Let him so eat of 
that bread. 


VII. Of the Keys. 


The keys are an office and power given by 
Christ to the Church for binding and loosing 
sin, not only the gross and well-known sins, 
but, also the subtle, hidden, which are known 
only to God, as it is written in Ps. 19, 13: 
Who can understand his errors? And in 
Rom. 7, 25 St. Paul himself complains that 
with the flesh he serves the law of sin. For 
it is not in our power, but belongs to God 
alone, to judge which, how great, and how 
many the sins are, as it is written in Ps. 
143, 2: EHnter not into judgment with Thy 
servant; for in Thy sight shall no man living 
be justified. And Paul, 1 Cor. 4,4, says: For 
I know nothing by myself; yet am I not 
hereby justified. 


VIII. Of Confession. 


Since Absolution or the Power of the Keys 
is also an aid and consolation against sin and 
a bad conscience, ordained by Christ [Him- 
self] in the Gospel, Confession or Absolution 
ought by no means to be abolished in the 
Church, especially on account of [tender and] 
timid consciences and on account of the un- 
trained [and capricious] young people, in 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 495.] 
order that they may be examined, and in- 
structed in the Christian doctrine. 

But the enumeration of sins ought to be 
free to every one, as to what he wishes to 
enumerate or not to enumerate. For as long 
as we are in the flesh, we shall not lie when 
we say: “I am a poor man [I acknowledge 
that 1 am a miserable sinner], full of sin.” 
Rom. 7, 23: I see another law in my mem- 
bers, ete. For since private absolution origi- 
nates in the Office of the Keys, it should not 
be despised [neglected], but greatly and highly 
esteemed [of the greatest worth], as [also] all 
other offices of the Christian Church. 

And in those things which concern the 
spoken, outward Word, we must firmly hold 
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that God grants His Spirit or grace to no one, 
except through or with the preceding outward 
Word, in order that we may [thus] be pro- 
tected against the enthusiasts, 7. ¢., spirits 
who boast that they have the Spirit without 
and before the Word, and accordingly judge 
Scripture or the spoken Word, and explain 
and stretch it at their pleasure, as Muenzer 
did, and many still do at the present day, who 
wish to be acute judges between the Spirit 
and the letter, and yet know not what they 
say or declare. For [indeed] the Papacy also 
is nothing but sheer enthusiasm, by which the 
Pope boasts that all rights exist in the shrine 
of his heart, and whatever he decides and 
commands with [in] his church is spirit and 
right, even though it is above and contrary 
to Seripture and the spoken Word. 


All this is the old devil and old serpent, 
who also converted Adam and Eve into en- 
thusiasts, and led them from the outward 
Word of God to spiritualizing and self-conceit, 
and nevertheless he accomplished this through 
other outward words. Just as also our en- 
thusiasts [at the present day] condemn the 
outward Word, and nevertheless they them- 
selves are not silent, but they fill the world 
with their pratings and writings, as though, 
indeed, the Spirit could not come through the 
writings and spoken word of the apostles, but 
[first] through their writings and words. he 
must come. Why [then] do not they also 
omit their own sermons and writings, until 
the Spirit Himself come to men, without their 
writings and before them, as they boast that 
He has come into them without the preaching 
of the Scriptures? But of these matters there 
is not time now to dispute at greater length; 
we have elsewhere sufficiently urged this sub- 
ject. 

For even those who believe before Bap- 
tism, or become believing in Baptism, believe 
through the preceding outward Word, as the 
adults, who have come to reason, must first 
have heard: He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved, even though they are at first 
unbelieving, and receive the Spirit and Bap- 
tism ten years afterwards. Cornelius, Acts 
10, 1 ff., had heard long before among the Jews 
of the coming Messiah, through whom he was 
righteous before God, and in such faith his 
prayers and alms were acceptable to God (as 
Luke calls him devout and God-fearing), and 
without such preceding Word and _ hearing 
could not have believed or been righteous. 
But St. Peter had to reveal to him that the 
Messiah (in whom, as one that was to come, 
he had hitherto believed) now had come, lest 
his faith concerning the coming Messiah hold 
him captive among the hardened and unbeliev- 
ing Jews, but know that he was now to be 
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saved by the present Messiah, and must not, 
with the [rabble of the] Jews deny nor perse- 
eute Him. 

In a word, enthusiasm inheres in Adam and 
his children from the beginning [from the 
first fall] to the end of the world, [its poison ] 
having been implanted and infused into them 
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by the old dragon, and is the origin, power 
[life], and strength of all heresy, especially 
of that of the Papacy and Mahomet. There- 
fore we ought and must constantly maintain 
this point, that God does not wish to deal 
with us otherwise than through the spoken 
It is the devil 
himself whatsoever is extolled as Spirit with- 
out the Word and Sacraments. For God 
wished to appear even to Moses through the 
burning bush and spoken Word; and no 
prophet, neither Elijah nor Elisha, received 
the Spirit without the Ten Commandments 
{or spoken Word]. Neither was John the 
Baptist conceived without the preceding word 
of Gabriel, nor did he leap in his mother’s 
womb without the voice of Mary. And Peter 
says, 2.Ep.1,21: The prophecy came not by 
the will of man; but holy men of God spake 
as they were moved by the Holy Ghost. With- 
out the outward Word, however, they were not 
holy, much less would the Holy Ghost have 
moved them to speak when they still were un- 
holy [or profane]; for they were holy, says 
he, since the Holy Ghost spake through them. 


IX. Of Excommunication. 


The greater excommunication, as the Pope 
calls it, we regard only as a civil penalty, and 
it does not concern us ministers of the Church. 
But the lesser, that is, the true Christian ex- 
communication, consists in this, that mani- 
fest and obstinate sinners are not admitted to 
the Sacrament and other communion of the 
Church until they amend their lives and avoid 
sin. And ministers ought not to mingle secu- 
lar punishments with this ecclesiastical pun- 
ishment, or excommunication. 


X. Of Ordination and the Call. 


If the bishops would be true bishops [would 
rightly discharge their office], and would de- 
vote themselves to the Church and the Gospel, 
it might be granted to them for the sake of 
love and unity, but not from necessity, to or- 
dain and confirm us and our preachers; omit- 
ting, however, all comedies and spectacular 
display [deceptions, absurdities, and appear- 
ances] of unchristian [heathenish] parade 
and pomp. But because they neither are, 
nor wish to be, true bishops, but worldly 
lords and princes, who will neither preach, 
nor teach, nor baptize, nor administer the 
Lord’s Supper, nor perform any work or 
office of the Church, and, moreover, perse- 
cute and condemn those who discharge these 


' functions, having been called to do so, the 


Church ought not on their account to re- 
main without ministers [to be forsaken by or 
deprived of ministers]. 

Therefore, as the ancient examples of the 
Church and the Fathers teach us, we ourselves 
will and ought to ordain suitable persons to 
this office; and, even according to their own 
laws, they have not the right to forbid or pre- 
vent us. For their laws say that those or- 
dained even by heretics should be declared 
[truly] ordained and stay ordained [and 
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that such ordination must not be changed], 
as St. Jerome writes of the Church at Alex- 
andria, that at first it was governed in 
common by priests and preachers, without 
bishops. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 499.] 
XI. Of the Marriage of Priests. 


To prohibit marriage, and to burden the 
divine order of priests with perpetual celib- 
acy, they have had neither authority nor right 
[they have done out of malice, without any 
honest reason], but have acted like antichris- 
tian, tyrannical, desperate scoundrels [have 
performed the work of antichrist, of tyrants 
and the worst knaves], and have thereby 


caused all kinds of horrible, abominable, in-’ 


numerable sins of unchastity [depraved lusts], 
in which they still wallow. Now, as little a 

we or they have been given the power to make a 
woman out of aman or a man out of a woman, 
or to nullify either sex, so little have they had 
the power to [sunder and] separate such crea- 
tures of God, or to forbid them from living 
{and cohabiting] honestly in marriage with 
one another. Therefore we are unwilling to 
assent to their abominable celibacy, nor will 
we [even] tolerate it, but we wish to have 
marriage free as God has instituted [and or- 
dained] it, and we wish neither to rescind nor 
hinder His work; for Paul says, 1 Tim. 4, 1 ff., 
that this [prohibition of marriage] is a doc- 
trine of devils. 


XII. Of the Church. 


We do not concede to them that they are 
the Church, and [in truth] they are not [the 
Church]; nor will we listen to those things 
which, under the name of Church, they en- 
join or forbid. For, thank God, [to-day] 
a child seven years old knows what the Church 
is, namely, the holy believers and lambs who 
hear the voice of their Shepherd. For the 
children pray thus: J believe in one holy 
[catholic or] Christian Church. This holiness 
does not consist in albs, tonsures, long gowns, 
and other of their ceremonies devised by them 
beyond Holy Scripture, but in the Word of 
God and true faith. 


XIII. How One is Justified before God, 
and of Good Works. 


What I have hitherto and constantly taught 
concerning this I know not how to change in 
the least, namely, that by faith, as St. Peter 
says, we acquire a new and clean heart, and 
God will and does account us entirely right- 
eous and holy for the sake of Christ, our 
Mediator. And although sin in the flesh has 
not yet been altogether removed or become 
dead, yet He will not punish or remember it. 

And such faith, renewal, and forgiveness of 
sins is followed by good works. And what 
there is still sinful or imperfect also in them 
shall not be accounted as sin or defect, even 
[and that, too] for Christ’s sake; but the en- 
tire man, both as to his person and his works, 
is to be called and to be righteous and holy 
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from pure grace and mercy, shed upon us [un- 
folded] and spread over us in Christ. There- 
fore we cannot boast of many merits and 
works, if they are viewed apart from grace 


and mercy, but as it is written, 1 Cor. 1,31: §& 


He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord, 
namely, that he has a gracious God. For thus 
all is well. We say, besides, that if good 
works do not follow, faith is false and not 
true. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 501.) 


XIV. Of Monastic Vows. 


As monastic vows directly conflict with the 
first chief article, they must be absolutely 
abolished. For it is of them that Christ says, 
Matt. 24, 5. 23 ff.: I am Christ, etc. For he 
who makes a vow to live as a monk believes 
that he will enter upon a mode of life holier 
than ordinary Christians lead, and wishes to 
earn heaven by his own works not only for 
himself, but also for others; this is to deny 
Christ. And they boast from their St. Thomas 
that a monastic vow is equal to Baptism. 


. This is blasphemy [against God]. 


XV. Of Human Traditions. 


The declaration of the Papists that human 
traditions serve for the remission of sins, or 


‘merit salvation, is [altogether] unchristian 


and condemned, as Christ says Matt. 15,9: 
In vain they do worship Me, teaching for doc- 
trines the commandments of men. Again, 
Titus 1, 14: That turn from_..the truth. 
Again, when they declare that it is a mortal 
sin if one breaks these ordinances [does not 
keep these statutes], this, too, is not right. 


These are the articles on which I must 
stand, and, God willing, shall stand even to 
my death; and I do not know how to change 
or to yield anything in them. If any one 
wishes to yield anything, let him do it at the 
peril of his, conscience. 

Lastly, there still remains the Pope’s bag 
of impostures concerning foolish and childish 
articles, as, the dedication of churches, the 
baptism of bells, the baptism of the altar- 
stone, and the inviting of sponsors to these 
rites, who would make donations towards 
them. Such baptizing is a reproach and 
mockery of Holy Baptism, hence should not 
be tolerated. Furthermore, concerning the 
consecration of wax-tapers, palm-branches, 
cakes, oats, [herbs,] spices, ete., which in- 
deed, cannot be called consecrations, but are 
sheer mockery and fraud. And such de- 
ceptions there are without number, which 
we commend for adoration to their god and 
to themselves, until they weary of it. We will 
[ought to] have nothing to do with them. 
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Niclas Ambsdorf of Magdeburg subscribed. 

George Spalatin of Altenburg subscribed. 
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I, Philip Melanchthon, also regard [approve] 
the above articles as right and Chris- 
tian. But regarding the Pope I hold 
that, if he would allow the Gospel, his 
superiority over the bishops which he 
has otherwise, is conceded to him by 
human right also by us, for the sake of 
the peace and general unity of those 
Christians who are also under him, and 
may be under him hereafter. 

John Agricola of Hisleben subscribed. 

Gabriel Didymus subscribed. 

I, Dr. Urban Rhegius, Superintendent of the 
churches in the Duchy of Lueneburg, 
subseribe in my own name and in the 
name of my brethren, and of the Church 
of Hannover. 

I, Stephen Agricola, Minister at Hof, sub- 
seribe. 

Also I, John Draconites, Professor and Min- 
ister at Marburg, subscribe. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 503.] 

I, Conrad Figenbotz, for the glory of God 
subscribe that I have thus believed, and 
am still preaching and firmly believing 
as above. 

I, Andrew Osiander of Nuernberg, subscribe. 

I, Magister Veit Dieterich, Minister at 
Nuernberg, subscribe. 

I, Erhard Schnepf, Preacher at Stuttgart, 
subscribe. 

Conrad Oetinger, Preacher of Duke Ulrich 
at Pforzheim. 

Simon Schnevveis, Pastor of the Church at 
Crailsheim. 

I, John Schlainhauffen, Pastor of the 
Church at Koethen, subscribe. 

The Reverend Magister George Helt of 
Forchheim. 

The Reverend Magister Adam of Fulda, 
Preacher in Hesse. 

The Reverend Magister Anthony Corvinus, 
Preacher in Hesse. 


OF THE POWER AND PRIMACY 
OF THE POPE. 


Treatise Compiled by the Theologians 
Assembled at Smalcald, in the 
Year 1537. 


The Roman Pontiff claims for himself [in 
the first place] that by divine right he is 
[supreme] above all bishops and pastors [in 
all Christendom]. 

Secondly, he adds also that by divine right 
he has both swords, 1. e., the authority also 
of bestowing and transferring kingdoms [en- 
throning and deposing kings, regulating secu- 
lar dominions, ete.]. 

And thirdly, he says that to believe this is 
necessary for salvation. And for these reasons 
the Roman bishop calls himself [and boasts 
that he is] the vicar of Christ on earth. 

These three articles we hold to be false, god- 
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I, Doctor John Bugenhagen, Pomeranus, 
again subscribe in the name of Magister 
John Brentz, as on departing from Smal- 
cald he directed me orally and by a let- 
ter, which I have shown to these breth- 
ren who have subscribed. 

I, Dionysius Melander, subscribe to the Con- 
fession, the Apology, and the Concordia 
on the subject of the Eucharist. 

Paul Rhodius, Superintendent of Stettin. 

Gerard Oeniken, Superintendent of the 
Church at Minden. 

I, Brivius Northanus, Minister of the 
Church of Christ which is at Soest, sub- 
scribe to the Articles of the Reverend 
Father Martin Luther, and confess that 
hitherto I have thus believed and taught, 
and by the Spirit of Christ I shall con- 
tinue thus~to believe and teach. 

Michael Coelius, Preacher~at Mansfeld, sub- 
scribed. 

The Reverend Magister Peter Geltner, 
Preacher at Frankfort, subscribed. 

Wendal Faber, Pastor of Seeburg in Mans- 
feld. 

I, John Aepinus, subscribe. _ 

Likewise, I, John Amsterdam of Bremen. 

I, Frederick Myconius, Pastor of the Church 
at Gotha in Thuringia, subscribe in my 
own name and in that of Justus Menius 
of Eisenach. 

I, Doctor John Lang, Preacher of the Church 
at Erfurt, subscribe with my own hand 
in my own name, and in that of my 
other coworkers in the Gospel, namely: 

The Reverend Licentiate Ludwig Platz of 
Melsungen. 

The Reverend Magister Sigismund Kirchner. 

The Reverend Wolfgang Kismetter. 

The Reverend Melchior Weitmann. 

The Reverend John Tall. 

The Reverend John Kilian. 

The Reverend Nicholas Faber. 

The Reverend Andrew Menser. 

And I, Lgidiws Mechler, have subscribed 
with my own hand. 


less, tyrannical, and [quite] pernicious to the 
Church. 

Now, in order that our proof [reason and 
opinion] may be [better] understood, we shall 
first define what they call being above all 
[what it means that he boasts of being su- 
preme] by divine right. For they mean that 
he is universal [that the Pope is the general 
bishop over the entire Christian Church], or, 
as they say, ecumenical bishop, 7. e., from 
whom all bishops and pastors throughout the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 505.] 
entire world ought to seek ordination and 
confirmation, who [alone] is to have the 
right of electing, ordaining, confirming, de- 
posing all bishops [and pastors]. Besides 
this, he arrogates to himself the authority to 
make [all kinds of] laws concerning acts of 
worship, concerning changing the Sacraments, 
[and] concerning doctrine, and wishes his 
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articles, his decrees, his laws [his statutes 
and ordinances] to be considered equal to the 
divine laws [to other articles of the Chris- 
tian Creed and the Holy Scriptures], 7. ¢., he 
holds that by the papal laws the consciences 
of men are so bound that those who neglect 
them, even without public offense, sin mor- 
tally [that they cannot be omitted without 
sin. For he wishes to found this power upon 
divine right and the Holy Scriptures; yea, he 
wishes to have it preferred to the Holy Scrip- 
tures and God’s commands]. And what he 
adds is still more horrible, namely, that it is 
necessary to believe all these things in order 
to be saved [all these things shall and must 
be believed at the peril of forfeiting salva- 
tion]. 

In the first place, therefore, let us show 
from the [holy] Gospel that the Roman bishoy 
is not by divine right above [cannot arrogate 
to himself any supremacy whatever over] 
other bishops and pastors. 


I. Luke 22,25. Christ expressly prohibits 
lordship among the apostles [that no apostle 
should have any supremacy over the rest]. 
For this was the very question, namely, that 
when Christ spake of His passion, they were 
disputing who should be at the head, -and as 
it were the vicar of the absent Christ. There 
Christ reproves this error of the apostles, and 
teaches that there shall not be lordship or 
superiority among them, but that the apostles 
should be sent forth as equals to the common 
ministry of the Gospel. Accordingly, He 
says: The kings of the Gentiles exercise lord- 
ship over them, and they that exercise author- 
ity wpon them are called benefactors, but ye 
shall not be so; but he that is greatest among 
you, let him be as the younger; and he that 
is chief, as he that doth serve. The antithesis 
here shows [By holding these matters against 
one another, one sees] that lordship [among 
the apostles] is disapproved. 


II. Matt. 18,2. The same is taught by the 
parable when Christ in the same dispute con- 
cerning the kingdom places a little child in 
the midst, signifying that among ministers 
there is not to be sovereignty, just as a child 
neither takes nor seeks sovereignty for him- 
self. 


Ill. John 20, 21. Christ sends forth His 
disciples on an equality, without any distinc- 
tion [so that no one of them was to have more 
or less power than any other], when He says: 
As My Father hath sent Me, even so send 
I you. [These words are clear and plain:] 
He says that He sends them individually in 
the same manner as He Himself was sent; 
hence He grants to no one a prerogative or 
lordship above the rest. 

IV. Gal. 2,7f. St.Paul manifestly affirms 
that he was neither ordained nor confirmed 
{and endorsed] by Peter, nor does he acknowl- 
edge Peter to be one from whom confirmation 
should be sought. And he expressly contends 
concerning this point that his call does not de- 
pend upon the authority of Peter. But he 
ought to have acknowledged Peter as a su- 
perior if Peter was superior by divine right 
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[if Peter, indeed, had received such supremacy 
from Christ]. Paul accordingly says that he 
had at once preached the Gospel [freely for 
a long time] without consulting Peter. Also: 
Of those who seemed to be somewhat (what- 
soever they were, it maketh no matter to me ; 
God accepteth no man’s person). And: They 


[Concordia Triglotta, p.507.] 

who seemed to be somewhat in conference 
added nothing to me. Since Paul, then, 
clearly testifies that he did not even wish to 
seek for the confirmation of Peter [for per- 
mission to preach] even when he had come to 
him, he teaches that the authority of the 
ministry depends upon the Word of God, and 
that Peter was not superior to the other 
apostles, and that it was not from this one 
individual Peter that ordination or confirma- 
tion was to be sought [that the office of the 
ministry proceeds from the general call of the 
apostles, and that it is not necessary for all 
to have the call or confirmation of this one 
person, Peter, alone]. 

Vv. In 1 Cor. 3, 6, Paul makes ministers 
equal; and teaches that,the Church is above 
the ministers. Hence superiority or lordship 
over the Church or the rest of the ministers 
is not ascribed to Peter [in preference to other 
apostles]. For he says thus: All things are 


‘yours, whether Paul, or Apollos, or Cephas, 


1.@., let neither the other ministers nor Peter 
assume for themselves lordship or superiority 
over the Church; let them not burden the 
Church with traditions; let not the authority 
of any avail more than the Word [of God]; 
let not the authority of Cephas be opposed 
to the authority of the other apostles, as they 
reasoned at that time: “Cephas, who is an 
apostle of higher rank, observes this; there- 
fore, both Paul and the rest ought to observe 
this.” Paul removes this pretext from Peter, 
and denies [Not so, says Paul, and makes 
Peter doff his little hat, namely, the claim] 
that his authority is to be preferred to the 
rest or to the Church. 


_VI. The Council of Nice resolved that the 
bishop of Alexandria should administer the 
churches in the East, and the Roman bishop 
the suburban, 7.¢., those which were in the 
Roman provinces in the West. From this 
start by a human law, i. e., the resolution of 
the Council, the authority of the Roman 
bishop first arose. If the Roman bishop al- 
ready had the superiority by divine law, it 
would not have been lawful for the Council 
to take any right from him and transfer it 
to the bishop of Alexandria; nay, all the 
bishops of the East ought perpetually to have 
sought ordination and confirmation from the 
bishop of Rome. 

VII. Again the Council of Nice determined 
that bishops should be elected by their own 
churches, in the presence of some neighboring 
bishop or of several. The same was observed 
[for a long time, not only in the East, but] 
also in the West and in the Latin churches 
as Cyprian and Augustine testify. For Cyp- 
rian says in his fourth letter to Cornelius: 
Accordingly, as regards the divine observance 
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and apostolic practise, you must diligently 
keep and practise what is also observed among 
us and in almost all the provinces, that for 
celebrating ordinations properly, whatever 
bishops of the same province live nearest 
should come together with the people for 
whom a pastor is being appointed, and the 
bishop should be chosen in the presence of the 
people, who most fully know the life of each 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 509.] 
one, which we also have seen done among us 
at the ordination of our colleague Sabinus, 
that by the suffrage of the entire brotherhood, 
and by the judgment of the bishops who had 
assembled in their presence, the episcopate 
was conferred and hands laid on him. 
Cyprian calls this custom a divine tradition 
and an apostolic observance, and affirms that 
it is observed in almost all the provinces. 
Since, therefore, neither ordination nor con- 
firmation was sought from a bishop of Rome 
in the greater part of the world in the Latin 
and Greek churches, it is sufficiently appar- 
ent that the churches did not then accord 
superiority and domination to the bishop of 
Rome. 


Such superiority is impossible. For it is 


impossible for one bishop to be the overseer. 


‘of the churches of the whole world, or for 
churches situated in the most distant lands 
to seek ordination [for all their ministers] 
from one. For it is manifest that the king- 
dom of Christ is scattered throughout the 
whole world; and to-day there are many 
churches in the East which do not seek ordi- 
nation or confirmation from the Roman bishop 
[which have ministers ordained neither by the 
Pope nor his bishops]. Therefore, since such 
superiority [which the Pope, contrary to all 
Scripture, arrogates to himself] is impossible, 
and the churches in the greater part of the 
world have not acknowledged [nor made use 
of] it, it is sufficiently apparent that it was 
not instituted [by Christ, and does not spring 
from divine law]. 

VIII. Many ancient synods have been pro- 
claimed and held in which the bishop of Rome 
did not preside; as that of Nice and most 
others, This, too, testifies that the Church 
did not then acknowledge the primacy or 
superiority of the bishop of Rome. 

IX. Jerome says: If the question is con- 
cerning authority, the world is greater than 
the city. Wherever there has been a bishop, 
whether at Rome, or Hugubium, or Constan- 
tinople, or khegium, or Alexandria, he is of 
the same dignity and priesthood. 

X. Gregory, writing to the patriarch at 
Alexandria, forbids that he be called universal 
bishop. And in the Records he says that in 
the Council of Chaleedon the primacy was 
offered to the bishop of Rome, but was not 
accepted. 

XI. Lastly, how can the Pope be over the 
entire Church by divine right when the 
Church has the election, and the custom grad- 
ually prevailed that bishops of Rome were 
confirmed by the emperors? Also, when for 


a long time there had been contests concern- , 


ing the primacy between the bishops of Rome 


- 
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and Constantinople, the Emperor Phocas 
finally determined that the primacy should 
be assigned to the bishop of Rome. But if 
the ancient Church had acknowledged the 
primacy of the Roman Pontiff, this conten- 
tion could not have occurred, neither would 
there have been need of the decree of the em- 
peror. 
(Concordia Triglotta, p. 511.] 

But they cite against us certain passages, 
namely, Matt. 16, 18 f.: Thow art Peter, and 
upon this rock I will build My Church; also: 
I will give wnto thee the keys; also John 
21,15: Feed My sheep, and some others. But 
since this entire controversy has been fully 
and accurately treated elsewhere in the books 
of our theologians, and everything cannot be 
reviewed in this place, we refer to those writ- 
ings, and wish them to be regarded as re- 
peated. Yet we shall reply briefly concerning 
the interpretation [of the passages quoted]. 

In all these passages Peter is the represen- 
tative of the entire assembly of apostles [and 
does not speak for himself alone, but for all 
the apostles], as appears from the text itself. 
For Christ asks not Peter alone, but says: 
Whom do ye say that I am? And what is 
here said [to Peter alone] in the singular 
number: I will give unto thee the keys; and 
whatsoever thou shalt bind, etc., is elsewhere 
expressed [to their entire number], in the 
plural Matt. 18,18: Whatsoever ye shall 
bind, ete. And in John 20,23: Whosesoever 
sins ye remit, etc. These words testify that 
the keys are given alike to all the apostles, 
and that all the apostles are alike sent forth 
[to preach]. 

In addition to this, it is necessary to ac- 
knowledge that the keys belong not to the 
person of one particular man, but to the 
Church, as many most clear and firm argu- 
ments testify. For Christ, speaking concern- 
ing the keys, Matt. 18,19, adds: Jf two or 
three of you shall agree on earth, ete. There- 
fore he grants the keys principally and im- 
mediately to the Church, just as also for this 
reason the Church has principally the right 
of calling. [For just as the promise of the 
Gospel belongs certainly and immediately to 
the entire Church, so the keys belong immedi- 
ately to the entire Church, because the keys 
are nothing else than the office whereby this 
promise is communicated to every one who 
desires it, just as it is actually manifest that 
the Church has the power to ordain ministers 
of the Church. And Christ speaks in these 
words: Whatsoever ye shall bind, etc., and in- 
dicates to whom He has given the keys, 
namely, to the Church: Where two or three 
are gathered together in My name. Likewise 
Christ gives supreme and final jurisdiction to 
the Church, when He says: Tell it unto the 
Church. | 

Therefore it is necessary that in these pas- 
sages Peter is the representative of the entire 
assembly of the apostles, and for this reason 
they do not accord to Peter any prerogative, 
or superiority, or lordship [which he had, or 
was to have had, in preference to the other 
apostles]. 
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However, as to the declaration: Upon this 
rock I will build My Church, certainly the 
Church has not been built upon the authority 
of man, but upon the ministry of the confes- 
sion which Peter made, in which he proclaims 
that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. He 
accordingly addresses him as a minister: 
Upon this rock, 7. ¢., upon this ministry. 
[Therefore he addresses him as a minister of 
this office in which this confession and doc- 
trine is to be in operation, and says: Upon 
this rock, i.e., this preaching and ministry.] 

Furthermore, the ministry of the New Tes- 
tament is not bound to places and persons as 
the Levitical ministry, but it is dispersed 
throughout the whole world, and is there 
where God gives His gifts, apostles, prophets, 
pastors, teachers; neither does this ministry 
avail on account of the authority of any pery 
son, but on account of the Word given by 
Christ. [Nor does the person of a teacher add 
anything to this word and office; it matters 
not who is preaching and teaching it; if 
there are hearts who receive and cling to it, 
to them it is done as they hear and believe.] 
And in this way, not as referring to the person 
of Peter, most of the holy Fathers, as Origen, 
Cyprian, Augustine, Hilary, and Bede, inter- 
pret this passage: Upon this rock. Chrys- 
ostom says thus: “Upon this rock,” not upon 
Peter. For He built His Church not upon 
man, but upon the faith of Peter. But what 
was his faith? “Thou ert the Christ, the Son 


[Concordia Triglotta, p.513.] 
of the living God.” And Hilary says: To 
Peter the Father revealed that he should say, 
“Thou art the Son of the living God.” There- 
fore the building of the Church is upon this 
rock of confession; this faith is the fownda- 
tion of the Church. 

And as to that which is said John 21, 15 ff,: 
Feed My sheep, and, Lovest thou Me more 
than these? it does not as yet follow hence 
that a peculiar superiority was given Peter. 
He bids him “feed,” 7. e., teach the Word [the 
Gospel], or rule the Church with the Word 
[the Gospel], which Peter has in common with 
the other apostles. 

The second article is still clearer, that 
Christ gave to the apostles only spiritual 
power, 7. e., the command to teach the Gospel, 
to announce the forgiveness of sins, to ad- 
minister the Sacraments, to excommunicate 
the godless without bodily force [by the 
Word], and that He did not give the power 
of the sword, or the right to establish, occupy, 
or confer kingdoms of the world [to set up or 
depose kings]. For Christ says, Matt. 28, 
19. 20: Go ye, teaching them to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you; 
also John 20,21: As My Father hath sent 
Me, even so send I you. 

Now, it is manifest that Christ was not 
sent to bear the sword or possess a worldly 
kingdom [rule in a worldly fashion], as He 
Himself says, John 18,36: My kingdom is not 
of this world. And Paul says, 2 Cor. 1, 24: 
Not for that we have dominion over your 
faith; and 2 Cor.10,4: The weapons of our 
warfare are not carnal, ete. 
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Accordingly, that Christ in His passion is 
crowned with thorns and led forth to be de- 
rided in royal purple, this signified that in 
the future, after His spiritual kingdom was 
despised, 7. ¢., the Gospel was suppressed, an- 
other kingdom of a worldly kind would be set 
up [in its place] with the pretext of ecclesi- 
astical power. Therefore the Constitution of 
Boniface VIII and the chapter Omnes, Dist. 22, 
and similar opinions which contend that the 
Pope is by divine right the ruler of the king- 
doms of the world, are [utterly] false and 
godless. From this persuasion horrible dark- 
ness has been brought into the Church, and 
after that also great commotions have arisen 
in Europe. For the ministry of the Gospel 
was neglected, the knowledge of faith and the 


spiritual kingdom became extinct, Christian © 


righteousness was supposed to be that external 
governmént which the Pope had established. 


Next, the Popes began to seize upon king- 
doms for themselves; they transferred king- 
doms, they vexed with unjust excommunica- 
tions and wars the kings of almost all nations 
in Europe, but especially the German em- 
perors, sometimes for the purpose of occupy- 
ing cities of Italy, at other times for the pur- 
pose of reducing to subjection the bishops of 
Germany, and wresting from the emperors the 
conferring of episcopates. Yea, in the Clemen- 
tines it is even written: When the empire is 
vacant, the Pope is the legitimate successor. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 515.] 

Thus the Pope has not only usurped do- 
minion, contrary to Christ’s command, but 
has also tyrannically exalted himself above 
all kings. And in this matter the deed itself 
is not to be reprehended as much as it is to 


be detested, that he assigns as a pretext the 


authority of Christ; that he transfers the 
keys to a worldly government; that he binds 
salvation to these godless and execrable opin- 
ions, when he says it is necessary to salvation 
for men to believe that this dominion belongs 
to him by divine right. 

Since these great errors obscure [the doc- 
trine of] faith and [of] the kingdom of Christ, 
they are in no way to be concealed. For the 
result shows that they have been great pests 
to the Church. 


In the third place, this must be added: 
Even though the bishop of Rome had the 
primacy and superiority by divine right, 
nevertheless obedience would not be due those 
pontiffs who defend godless services, idolatry, 
and doctrine conflicting with the Gospel. 
Nay; such pontiffs and such a government 
ought to be held accursed, as Paul clearly 
teaches, Gal. 1,8: Though an angel from 
heaven preach any other gospel unto you 
than that which we have preached unto you, 
let him be accursed. And in Acts 5, 29: We 
ought to obey God rather than men. Like- 
wise the canons also clearly teach that a he- 
retical Pope is not to be obeyed. 

The Levitical high priest was the chief 
priest by divine right, and yet godless high 
priests were not to be obeyed, as Jeremiah 
and other prophets dissented from the high 
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priests, the apostles dissented from Caiaphas, 
and did not have to obey them. 
Now, it is manifest that the Roman pontiffs, 


with their adherents, defend [and practise] © 


godless doctrines and godless services. And 
the marks [all the vices] of Antichrist plainly 
agree with the kingdom of the Pope and his 
adherents. For Paul, 2 Ep. 2,3, in describing 
to the Thessalonians Antichrist, calls him an 
adversary of Christ, who opposeth and ew- 
alteth himself above all that is called God, 
or that is worshiped, so that he as God sit- 
teth in the temple of God. He speaks there- 
fore of one ruling in the Church, not of 
heathen kings, and he calls this one the ad- 
versary of Christ, because he will devise doc- 
trine conflicting with the Gospel, and will as- 
sume to himself divine authority. 

Moreover, it is manifest, in the first place, 
that the Pope rules in the Church, and by the 
pretext of ecclesiastical authority and of the 
ministry has established for himself this king- 
dom. For he assigns as a pretext these words: 
I will give to thee the keys. Secondly, the 
doctrine of the Pope conflicts in many ways 
with the Gospel, and [thirdly] the Pope 
assumes to himself divine authority in a 
threefold manner. First, because he takes 
to himself the right to change the doctrine 
of Christ and services instituted by God, 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 517.] 
and wants his own doctrine and his own 
services to be observed as divine; secondly, 
because he takes to himself the power not 
only of binding and loosing in this life, 
but also the jurisdiction over souls after 
this life; thirdly, because the Pope does not 
want to be judged by the Church or by any 
one, and puts his own authority ahead of the 
decision of Councils and the entire Church. 
But to be unwilling to be judged by the 
Church or by any one is to make oneself God. 
Lastly, these errors so horrible, and this im- 
piety, he defends with the greatest cruelty, 
and puts to death those dissenting. 

This being the case, all Christians ought to 
beware of becoming partakers of the godless 
doctrine, blasphemies, and unjust cruelty of 
the Pope. On this account they ought to de- 
sert and execrate the Pope with his adherents 
as the kingdom of Antichrist; just as Christ 
has commanded, Matt.7,15: Beware of false 
prophets. And Paul commands that godless 
teachers should be avoided and execrated as 
cursed, Gal. 1, 8; Titus 3, 10. And 2 Cor. 
6,14 he says: Be ye not wnequally yoked to- 
gether with unbelievers; for what communion 
hath light with darkness? 

To dissent from the agreement of so many 
nations and to be called schismatics is a 
grave matter. But divine authority com- 
mands all not to be allies and defenders of 
impiety and unjust cruelty. 

On this account our consciences are suf- 
ficiently excused; for the errors of the king- 
dom of the Pope are manifest. And Scrip- 
ture with its entire voice exclaims that these 
errors are a teaching of demons and of Anti- 
christ. The idolatry in the profanation of 
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the masses is manifest, which, besides other 
faults [besides being altogether useless] are 
shamelessly applied to most shameful gain 
[and trafficking]. The doctrine of repentance 
has been utterly corrupted by the Pope and 
his adherents. For they teach that sins are 
remitted because of the worth of our works. 
Then they bid us doubt whether the remission 
takes place. They nowhere teach that sins 
are remitted freely for Christ’s sake, and that 
by this faith we obtain remission of sins. 

Thus they obscure the glory of Christ, and 
deprive consciences of firm consolation, and 
abolish true divine services, namely, the ex- 
ercises of faith struggling with [unbelief 
and] despair [concerning the promise of the 
Gospel]. 

They have obscured the doctrine concerning 
sin, and have invented a tradition concerning 
the enumeration of offenses, producing many 
errors and despair. 

They have devised, in addition, satisfactions, 
whereby they have also obscured the benefit 
[and merit] of Christ. 

From these, indulgences have been born, 
which are pure lies, fabricated for the sake 
of gain. 

Then, how many abuses and what horrible 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 519.] 
idolatry the invocation of saints has pro- 
duced! 

What shameful acts have arisen from the 
tradition concerning celibacy! 
~ What darkness the doctrine concerning 
vows has spread over the Gospel! There they 
feigned that vows are righteousness before 
God, and merit the remission of sins.. Thus 
they have transferred the benefit of Christ 
to human traditions, and have altogether ex- 
tinguished the doctrine concerning faith. 
They have feigned that the most trifling tra- 
ditions are services of God and perfection, 
and have preferred these to the works of call- 
ings which God requires and has ordained. 
Neither are these errors to be regarded as 
light; for they detract from the glory of 
Christ and bring destruction to souls, neither 
can they be passed by unnoticed. 

Then to these errors two great sins are 
added: The first, that he defends these errors 
by unjust cruelty and death-penalties. The 
second, that he wrests the decision from the 
Church, and does not permit ecclesiastical 
controversies [such matters of religion] to be 
judged according to the prescribed mode; yea, 
he contends that he is above the Council, and 
can rescind the decrees of Councils, as the 
canons sometimes impudently speak. But 
that this was much more impudently done 
by the pontiffs, examples testify. 

Quest. 9, canon 3, says: No one shall judge 
the first seat; for the judge is judged neither 
by the emperor, nor by all the clergy, nor by 
the kings, nor by the people. 

The Pope exercises a twofold tyranny: he 
defends his errors by force and by murders, 
and forbids judicial examination. The latter 
does even more injury than any executions, 
because, when the true judgment of the 
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Church is removed, godless dogmas and god- 
less services cannot be removed, and for many 
- ages they destroy innumerable souls. 

Therefore let the godly consider the great 
errors of the kingdom of the Pope and his 
tyranny, and let them ponder, first, that the 
errors must be rejected and the true doctrine 
embraced, for the glory of God and to the 
salvation of souls. Then let them ponder also 
how great a crime it is to aid unjust cruelty 
in killing saints, whose blood God will un- 
doubtedly avenge. 

But especially the chief members of the 
Church, kings and princes, ought to guard 
the interests of the Church, and to see to it 
that errors be removed and consciences be 
healed [rightly instructed], as God expressly 
exhorts kings, Ps. 2,10: Be wise, now, there- 
fore, O ye kings; be instructed, ye judges of 
the earth. For it should be the first care of 
kings [and great lords] to advance the glory 
of God. Therefore it would be very shameful 
for them to lend their influence and power to 
confirm idolatry and infinite other crimes, and 
to slaughter saints. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 521.] 

And even though the Pope should hold 
Synods [a Council], how can the Church be 
healed if the Pope suffers nothing to be de- 


% 


creed contrary to his will, if he allows no one. 


to express his opinion except his adherents, 
whom he has bound by dreadful oaths and 
curses to the defense of his tyranny and 
wickedness without any exception concerning 
God’s Word [not even the Word of God being 
excepted] ? 

But since the decisions of Synods are the 
decisions: of the Church, and not of the Popes, 
it is especially incumbent on kings to check 
the license of the Popes [not allow such wan- 
tonness], and to act so that the power of judg- 
ing and decreeing from the Word of God is 
not wrested from the Church. And as the 
rest of the Christians must censure all other 
errors of the Pope, so they must also rebuke 
the Pope when he evades and impedes the true 
investigation and true decision of the Church. 

Therefore, even though the bishop of Rome 
had the primacy by divine right, yet since he 
defends godless services and doctrine conflict- 
ing with the Gospel, obedience is not due him; 
yea, it is necessary to resist him as Antichrist. 
The errors of the Pope are manifest and not 
trifling. 

Manifest also is the cruelty [against godly 
Christians] which he exercises. And it is 
clear that it is God’s command that we flee 
idolatry, godless doctrine, and unjust cruelty. 
On this account all the godly have great, com- 
pelling, and manifest reasons for not obeying 
the Pope. And these compelling reasons com- 
fort the godly against all the reproaches 
which are usually cast against them concern- 
ing offenses, schism, and discord [which they 
are said to cause]. 

But those who agree with the Pope, and de- 
fend his doctrine and [false] services, defile 
themselves with idolatry and blasphemous 
opinions, become guilty of the blood of the 
godly, whom the Pope [and his adherents] 
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persecutes, detract from the glory of God, and 
hinder the welfare of the Church, because they | 
strengthen errors and crimes to all posterity 
[in the sight of all the world and to the in- 
jury of all descendants]. 


Of the Power and Jurisdiction of Bishops. 


[In our Confession and the Apology we have 
in general recounted what we have had to say 
concerning ecclesiastical power. For] The 
Gospel assigns to those who preside over 
churches the command to teach the Gospel, ' 
to remit sins, to administer the Sacraments, 
and besides jurisdiction, namely, the command 
to excommunicate those whose crimes are 
known, and again to absolve those who re- 
pent. 

And by the confession of all, even of the 
adversaries, it is clear that this power by 
divine right is common to all who preside over 
churches, whether they are called pastors, 
or elders, or bishops. And accordingly Jerome 
openly teaches in the apostolic letters that all 
who preside over churches are both bishops 
and elders, and cites from Titus 1,5 f.: For 
this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 523.] 
shouldest ordain elders in every city [and 
afterwards calls these persons bishops]. Then 
he adds: A bishop must be the husband of 
one wife. Likewise Peter and John call them- 
selves elders [or priests], 1 Pet. 5,1; 2 John 1. 
And he then adds: But that afterwards one 
was chosen to be placed over the-rest, this 
was done as a remedy for schism, lest each 
one by attracting [a congregation here or 
there] to himself might rend the Church of 
Christ. For at Alexandria, from Mark the 
evangelist to the bishops Heracles and Dio- 
nysius, the elders always elected one from 
among themselves, and placed him in a higher 
station, whom they called bishop; just as an 
army would make a commander for itself. 
The deacons, moreover, may elect from among 
themselves one whom they know to be active, 
and name him archdeacon. For with the ea- 
ception of ordination, what does the bishop — 
that the elder does not? 

Jerome, therefore, teaches that it is by 
human authority that the grades. of bishop 
and elder or pastor are distinct. And the sub- 
ject itself declares this, because the power [the 
office and command] is the same, as he has 
said above. But one matter afterwards made: 
a distinction between bishops and_ pastors, 
namely, ordination, because it was [so] ar- 
ranged that one bishop should ordain minis- 
ters in a number of churches. 

But since by divine authority the grades of 
bishop and pastor are not diverse, it is mani- 
fest that ordination administered by a pastor 
in his own church is valid by divine law [if 
a pastor in his own church ordains certain 
suitable persons to the ministry, such ordina- 
tion is, according to divine law, undoubtedly 
effective and right]. 

Therefore, when the regular bishops become 
enemies of the Church, or are unwilling to 
administer ordination, the churches retain 
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their own right. [Because the regular bishops 
persecute the Gospel and refuse to ordain 
suitable persons, every church has in this case 
full authority to ordain its own ministers. ] 


For wherever the Church is, there is the 
authority [command] to administer the Gos- 
pel. Therefore it is necessary for the Church 
to retain the authority to call, elect, and 
ordain ministers. And this authority is a 
gift which in reality is given to the Church, 
which no human power can wrest from the 
Church, as Paul also testifies to the Ephe- 
sians, 4,8, when he says: He ascended, He 
gave gifts to men. And he enumerates among 
the gifts specially belonging to the Church 
pastors and teachers, and adds that such are 
given for the ministry, for the edifying of the 
body of Christ. Hence, wherever there is a 
true church, the right to elect and ordain 
ministers necessarily exists. Just as in a case 
of necessity even a layman absolves, and be- 
comes the minister and pastor of another; as 
Augustine narrates the story of two Chris- 
tians in a ship, one of whom baptized the 
catechumen, who after Baptism then absolved 
the baptizer. : 

Here belong the statements of Christ which 
testify that the keys have been given to the 
Church, and not merely to certain persons, 
Matt. 18, 20: Where two or three are gath- 
ered together in My name, ete. 

Lastly, the statement of Peter also confirms 
this, 1 Ep. 2,9: Ye are a royal priesthood. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 525.] 

These words pertain to the true Church, which 
certainly has the right to elect and ordain 
ministers since it alone has the priesthood. 

And this also a most common custom of the 
Church testifies. For formerly the people 
elected pastors and bishops. Then came a 
bishop, either of that church or a neighboring 
one, who confirmed the one elected by the lay- 
ing on of hands; and ordination was nothing 
else than such a ratification. Afterwards new 
ceremonies were added, many of which Dio- 
nysius describes. But he is a recent and 
fictitious author, whoever he may be [this 
book of Dionysius is a new fiction under a 
false title], just as the writings of Clement 
also are spurious [have a false title and have 
been manufactured by a wicked scoundrel long 
after Clement]. Then more modern writers 
added [that the bishop said to those whom he 
was ordaining]: J give thee the power to 
sacrifice for the living and the dead. But not 
even this is in Dionysius. 

From all these things it is clear that the 
* Church retains the right to elect and ordain 
ministers. And the wickedness and tyranny 
of bishops afford cause for schism and discord 
[therefore, if the bishops either are heretics, 
or will not ordain suitable persons, the 
churches are in duty bound before God, ac- 
cording to divine law, to ordain for them- 
selves pastors and ministers. Even though 
this be now called an irregularity or schism, 
it should be known that the godless doctrine 
and tyranny of the bishops is chargeable 
with it], because Paul, Gal. 1,7 f., enjoins 
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that bishops who teach and defend a godless 
doctrine and godless services should be re- 
garded as accursed. 

We have spoken of ordination, which alone, 
as Jerome says, distinguished bishops from 
other elders. Therefore there is need of no 
discussion concerning the other duties of 
bishops. Nor is it indeed necessary to speak 
of confirmation, nor of the consecration of 
bells [nor other tomfoolery of this kind], 
which are almost the only things which they 
have retained. Something must be said con- 
cerning jurisdiction. 

It is certain that the common jurisdiction 
of excommunicating those guilty of manifest 
crimes belongs to all pastors. This they have 
tyrannically transferred to themselves alone, 
and have applied it to the acquisition of gain. 
For it is certain that the officials, as they are 
called, employed a license not to be tolerated, 
and either on account of avarice or because of 
other wanton desires tormented men and ex- 
communicated them without any due process 
of law. But what tyranny is it for the 
officials in the states to have arbitrary power 
to condemn and excommunicate men without 
due process of law! And in what kind of 
affairs did they abuse this power? Indeed, 
not in punishing true offenses, but in regard 
to the violation of fasts or festivals, or like 
trifles! Only, they sometimes punished adul- 
teries; and in this matter they often vexed 
[abused and defamed] innocent and honorable 
men. Besides, since this is a most grievous 
offense, nobody certainly is to be condemned 
without due process of law. 

Since, therefore, bishops have tyrannically 
transferred this jurisdiction to themselves 
alone, and have basely abused it, there is no 
need, because of this jurisdiction, to obey 
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bishops. But since there are just reasons 
why we do not obey, it is right also to re 
store this jurisdiction to godly pastors [to 
whom, by Christ’s command, it belongs], and 
to see to it that it is legitimately exercised 
for the reformation of morals and the glory 
of God. 

There remains the jurisdiction in those 
cases which, according to canonical law, per- 
tain to the ecclesiastical court, as they call 
it, and especially in cases of matrimony. 
This, too, the bishops have only by human 
right, and that, not a very old one, as ap- 
pears from the Oodew and Novellae of Jus- 
tinian that decisions concerning marriage at 
that time belonged to the magistrates. And 
by divine right worldly magistrates are com- 
pelled to make these decisions if the bishops 
[judge unjustly or] are negligent. The 
canons also concede the same. Therefore, 
also on account of this jurisdiction it is not 
necessary to obey bishops. And, indeed, since 
they have framed certain unjust laws con- 
cerning marriages, and observe them in their 
courts, there is need also for this reason to 
establish other courts. For the traditions 
concerning spiritual relationship [the pro- 
hibition of marriage between sponsors] are 
unjust. Unjust also is the tradition which 
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forbids an innocent person to marry after 
divorce, Unjust also is the law which in gen- 
eral approves all clandestine and under- 
handed betrothals in violation of the right of 
parents. Unjust also is the law concerning 
the celibacy of priests. There are also other 
snares of consciences in their laws, to recite 
all of which is of no profit. It is sufficient 
to have recited this, that there are many un- 
just laws of the. Pope concerning matrimonial 
subjects on accotnt of which the magistrates 
ought to establish other courts. 

Since, therefore, the bishops, who are de- 
voted to the Pope, defend godless doctrine 
and godless services, and do not ordain godly 
teachers, yea, aid the cruelty of the Pope, 
and, besides, have wrested the jurisdiction 
from pastors, and exercise it only tyrannic- 
ally [for their own profit]; and lastly, since 
in matrimonial cases they observe many un- 
just laws, there are reasons _ sufficiently 
numerous and necessary why the churches 
should not recognize these as bishops. 

But they themselves should remember that 


Of the Power and Jurisdiction of Bishops. 


riches [estates and revenues] have been given 
to bishops as alms for the administration and 
advantage of the churches [that they may 
serve the Church, and perform their office the 
more efficiently], as the rule says: The bene- 
fice is given because of the office. © Therefore 
they cannot with a good conscience possess 
these alms, and meanwhile defraud the 
Church, which has need of these means for 
supporting ministers, and aiding studies [edu- 
cating learned men], and caring for the poor, 
and establishing courts, especially matrimo- 
nial. For so great is the variety and extent 
of matrimonial controversies that there is 
need of a special tribunal for these, and for 
establishing this, the endowments of the 
Church are needed. Peter predicted, 2 Ep. 
2, 13, that there would be godless bishops, 
who would abuse the alms of the Church for 


‘% luxury and neglect the ministry. Therefore 


[since the Holy Spirit in that connection 
utters dire threats] let those who defraud the 
Church know that they will pay God the 
penalty for this crime. 


DOCTORS AND PREACHERS 


Who Subscribed the Augsburg Confession 
and Apology, A. D. 1537. 


According to the command of the most illus- 
trious princes and of the orders and states 
professing the doctrine of the Gospel, we have 
reread the articles of the Confession presented 
to the Emperor in the Assembly at Augsburg, 
and by the favor of God all the preachers who 
have been present in this Assembly at Smal- 
cald harmoniously declare that they believe 
and teach in their churches according to the 
articles of the Confession and Apology. They 
also declare that they approve the article con- 
cerning the primacy of the Pope and his 
power, and the power and jurisdiction of 
bishops, which was presented to the princes 
in this Assembly at Smalcald. Accordingly, 
they subscribe their names. 


I, Dr. John Bugenhagen, Pomeranus, sub- 
scribe the Articles of the Augsburg Con- 
fession, the Apology, and the Article pre- 
sented to the princes at Smalcald con- 
cerning the Papacy. 

I also, Dr. Urban Rhegius, Superintendent 
of the churches in the Duchy of Luene- 
burg, subscribe. 

Nicolaus Amsdorf of Magdeburg subscribed. 

George Spalatin of Altenburg subscribed. 

I, Andrew Osiander, subscribe. 

Magister Veit Dieterich of Nuernberg sub- 
scribed. 

Stephen Agricola, Minister at Hof, sub- 
scribed with his own hand. 

John* Draconites of Marburg subscribed. 

Conrad Figenbotz subscribed to all through- 
out. 

Martin Bucer. 

I, Erhard Schnepf, subscribe. 

Paul Rhodius, Preacher in Stettin. 

Gerhard Oemken, Minister of the Church at 
Minden. 

Brixius Northanus, Minister at Soest. 

Simon Schnevveis, Pastor of Crailsheim. 

I, Pomeranus, again subscribe in the name 
of Magister John Brentz, as he ordered 
me. 

Philip Melanchthon subscribes with his own 
hand. 

Anthony Oorvinmus subscribes with his own 
hand, as well as in the name of Adam 
a Fulda. 
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Subscriptions. 


John Schlainhauffen subscribes with his 
own hand. 

Magister George Helt of Forchheim. 

Michael Coelius, Preacher at Mansfeld. 

Peter Geltner, Preacher of the Church of 
Frankfort. 

Dionysius Melander subscribed. 

Paul Fagius of Strassburg. 

Wendel Faber, Pastor of Seeburg in Mans- 
feld. 

Conrad Oettinger of Pforzheim, Preacher of 
Ulric, Duke of Wuerttemberg. 

Boniface Wolfart, Minister of the Word of 
the Church at Augsburg. 

John Aepinus, Superintendent of Hamburg, 
subscribed with his own hand. 

John Amsterdam of Bremen does the same. 

John Fontanus, Superintendent of Lower 
Hesse, subscribed. 

Frederick Myconius subscribed for himself 
and Justus Menus. 

Ambrose Blawurer. 


I have read, and again and again reread, 
the Confession and Apology presented at Augs- 
burg by the Most Illustrious Prince, the 
Elector of Saxony, and by the other princes 
and estates of the Roman Empire, to his Im- 
perial Majesty. I have also read the Formula 
of Coneord concerning the Sacrament, made 
at Wittenberg with Dr. Bucer and others. 
I have also read the articles written at the 
Assembly at Smalcald in the German language 
by Dr. Martin Luther, our most revered pre- 
ceptor, and the tract concerning the Papacy 
and the Power and Jurisdiction of Bishops. 
And in my humble opinion I judge that all 
these agree with Holy Scripture, and with the 
belief of the true and genuine catholic Church. 
But although in so great a number of most 
learned men who have now assembled at Smal- 
cald I acknowledge that I am of all the least, 
yet, as I am not permitted to await the end 
of the assembly, I ask you, most renowned 
man, Dr. John Bugenhagen, most revered 
Father in Christ, that your courtesy may add 
my name, if it be necessary, to all that I have 
above mentioned. For I testify in this my 
own handwriting that I thus hold, confess, 
and constantly will teach, through Jesus 
Christ, our Lord. 

John Brentz, Minister of Hall. 


Done at Smaleald, 
February 23, 1537. 


‘sets 
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Preface of Dr. Martin Luther. 


Martin Luther to All Faithful and Godly 
Pastors and Preachers: Grace, Mercy, 
and Peace in Jesus Christ,’our Lord. 


The deplorable, miserable condition which 
I discovered lately when I, too, was a visitor, 
has forced and urged me to prepare [publish] 
this Catechism, or Christian doctrine, in this 
small, plain, simple form. Mercy! Good God! 
what manifold misery I beheld! The common 
people, especially in the villages, have no 
knowledge whatever of Christian doctrine, 
and, alas! many pastors are altogether in- 
capable and incompetent to teach [so much 
so, that one is ashamed to speak of it]. Never- 
theless, all maintain that they are Christians, 
have been baptized and receive the [common] 
holy Sacraments. Yet they [do not under- 
stand and] cannot [even] recite either the 
Lord’s Prayer, or the Creed, or the Ten Com- 
mandments; they live like dumb brutes and 
irrational hogs; and yet, now that the Gospel 


*% 


has come, they have nicely learned to abuse* 


all liberty like experts. 

O ye bishops! [to whom this charge has 
been committed by God,] what will ye ever 
answer to Christ for having so shamefully 
neglected the people and never for a moment 
discharged your office? [You are the persons 
* to whom alone this ruin of the Christian re- 
ligion is due. You have permitted men to 
err sovshamefully; yours is the guilt;- for 
you have ever done anything rather than what 
your office required you to do.]_ May all mis- 
fortune flee you! [I do not wish at this place 
to invoke evil on your heads.] You command 
the Sacrament in one form [but is not this the 
highest ungodliness coupled with the greatest 
impudence that you are insisting on the ad- 
ministration of the Sacrament in one form 
only, and on your traditions] and insist on 
your human laws, and yet at the same time 
you do not care in the least [while you are 
utterly without scruple and concern] whether 
the people know the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, 
the Ten Commandments, or any part of the 
Word of God. Woe, woe, unto you forever! 

Therefore I entreat [and adjure] you all 
for God’s sake, my dear sirs and brethren, 
who are pastors or preachers, to devote your- 
selves heartily to your office, to have pity on 
the people who are entrusted to you, and to 
help us inculeate the Catechism upon the 
people, and especially upon the young. And 
let those of you who cannot do better [If any 
of you are so unskilled that you have abso- 
lutely no knowledge of these matters, let them 
not be ashamed to] take these tables and 
forms and impress them, word for word, on 
the people, as follows: — 

In the first place, let the preacher above 
all be careful to avoid many kinds of or vari- 


ous texts and forms of the Ten Command- . 
ments, the Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, the Sac- 
raments, etc., but choose one form to which he 
adheres, and which he inculcates all the time, 
year after year. For [I give this advice, how- 
ever, because I know that] young and. simple 
people must be taught by uniform, settled 
texts and forms, otherwise they easily become 
confused when the teacher to-day teaches them 
thus, and in a year some other way, as if he 
wished to make improvements, and thus all 
effort and labor [which has been expended in 
teaching] is lost. 

Also our blessed fathers understood this 
well; for they all used the same form of the 
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Lord’s Prayer, the Creed, and the Ten Com- 
mandments. Therefore we, too, should [imi- 
tate their diligence and be at pains to] teach 
the young and simple people these parts in 
such a way as not to change a syllable, or set 
them forth and repeat them one year differ- 
ently than in another [no matter how often 
we teach the Catechism]. 

Hence, choose whatever’ form you please, 
and adhere to it forever. But when you 
preach in the presence of learned and intelli- 
gent men, you may exhibit your skill, and 
may present these parts in as varied,and in- 
tricate ways and give them as masterly turns 
as you are able. But with the young people 
stick to one fixed, permanent form and man- 
ner, and teach them, first of all, these parts, 
namely, the Ten Commandments, the Creed, 
the Lord’s Prayer, ete., according to the text, 
word for word, so that they, too, can repeat 
it in the same manner after you and commit 
it to memory. 

But those who are unwilling to learn it 
should be told that they deny Christ and are 
no Christians, neither should they be admitted 
to the Sacrament, accepted as sponsors at bap- 
tism, nor exercise any part of Christian lib- 
erty, but should simply be turned back to the 
Pope and his officials, yea, to the devil him- 
self. Moreover, their parents and employers 
should refuse them food and drink, and [they 
would also do well if they were to] notify 
them that the prince will drive such rude 
people from the country, ete. 

For although we cannot and should not 
force any one to believe, yet we should insist 
and urge the people that they know what is 
right and wrong with those among whom they 
dwell and wish to make their living. For 
whoever desires to reside in a town must know 
and observe the town laws, the protection of 
which he wishes to enjoy, no matter whether 
he is a believer or at heart and in private 
a rogue or knave. 

In the second place, after they have well 
learned the text, then teach them the sense 
also, so that they know what it means, and 
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again choose the form of these tables, or some 
other brief uniform method, whichever you 
like, and adhere to it, and do not change a 
single syllable, as was just said regarding the 
text; and take your time to it. For it is not 
necessary that you take up all the parts at 
once, but one after the other. After they 
understand the First Commandment well, then 
take up the Second, and so on, otherwise they 
will be overwhelmed, so as not to be able to 
retain any well. 

In the third place, after you have thus 
taught them this Short Catechism, then take 
up the Large Catechism, and give them also 
a richer and fuller knowledge. Here explain 
at large every commandment, [article,] peti- 
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tion, and part with its various works, uses, 
benefits, dangers, and injuries, as you find 
these abundantly stated in many books writ- 
ten about these matters. And particularly, 
urge that commandment or part most which 
suffers the greatest neglect among your people. 
For instance, the Seventh Commandment, con- 
cerning stealing, must be strenuously urged 
among mechanics and merchants, and even 
farmers and servants, for among these people 
many kinds of dishonesty and thieving pre- 
vail. So, too, you must urge well the Fourth 
Commandment among the children and the 
common people, that they may be quiet and 
faithful, obedient and peaceable, and you must 
always adduce many examples from the Scrip- 
tures to show how God has punished or blessed 
such persons. ; 


Especially should you here urge magistrates 


and ‘parents to rule well and to send their 
children to school, showing them why it is 
their duty to do this, and what a damnable 
sin they are committing if they do not do it. 
For by such neglect they overthrow and de- 
stroy both the kingdom of God and that of 
the world, acting as the worst enemies both 
of God and of men. And make it very plain 
to them what an awful harm they are doing 
if they will not help to train children to be 
pastors, preachers, clerks [also for other 
offices, with which we cannot dispense in this 
life], etc., and that God will punish them ter- 
ribly for it. For such preaching is needed. 
[Verily, I do not know of any other topic 
that deserves to be treated as much as this.] 
Parents and magistrates are now sinning un- 
speakably in this respect. The devil, too; aims 
at something cruel because of these things 
[that he may hurl Germany into the greatest 
distress]. 

Lastly, since the tyranny of the Pope has 
been abolished, people are no longer willing 
to go to the Sacrament and despise it [as 
something useless and unnecessary]. Here 
again urging is necessary, however, with this 
understanding: We are to force no one to 
believe, or to receive the Sacrament, nor fix 
any law, nor time, nor place for it, but are 
to preach in such a manner that of their own 
accord, without our law, they will urge them- 
selves and, as it were, compel us pastors to 
administer the Sacrament. This is done by 
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telling them: Whoever does not seek or de- 
sire the Sacrament at least some four times 
a year, it is to be feared that he despises the 
Sacrament and is no Christian, just as he is 
no Christian who does not believe or hear the 
Gospel; for Christ did not say, This omit, or, 
This despise, but, This do ye, as oft as ye 
drink it, etc. Verily, He wants it done, and 
not entirely neglected and despised. This do 
ye, He says. 

Now, whoever does not highly value the 
Sacrament thereby shows that he has no sin, 
no flesh, no devil, no world, no death, no 
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danger, no hell; that is, he does not believe 
any such things, although he is in them over 
head and ears and is doubly the devil’s own. 
On the other hand, he needs no grace, life, 
Paradise, heaven, Christ, God, nor anything 
good. For if he believed that he had so'\much 
that is evil, and needed so much that is good, 
he would not thus neglect the Sacrament, by 
which such evil is remedied and so much good 
is bestowed. Neither will it be necessary to 
force him to the Sacrament by any law, but 
he will come running and racing of his own 
accord, will force himself and urge you that 
you must give him the Sacrament. 


Hence, you must not make any law in this 
matter, as the Pope does. Only set forth 
clearly the benefit and harm, the need and 
use, the danger and the blessing, connected 
with this Sacrament, and the people will come 
of themselves without your compulsion. But 
if they do not come, let them go and tell them 
that such belong to the devil as do not regard 
nor feel their great need and the gracious 
help of God. But if you do not urge this, or 
make a law or a bane of it, it is your fault 
if they despise the Sacrament. How could 
they be otherwise than slothful if you sleep 
and are silent? Therefore look to it, ye pas- 
tors and preachers. Our office is now become 
a different thing from what it was under the 
Pope; it is now become serious and salutary. 
Accordingly, it now involves much more 
trouble and labor, danger and trials, and, in 
addition thereto, little reward and gratitude 
in the world. But Christ Himself will be our 
reward if we labor faithfully. To this end 
may the Father of all grace help us, to whom 
be praise and thanks forever through Christ, 
our Lord! Amen. 


I. THE TEN COMMANDMENTS, 


as the Head of the Family Should Teach 
Them in a Simple Way to His 
Household. 


The First Commandment. 
Thou shalt have no other gods. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 


We should fear, love, and trust in God 
above all things. 
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The Second Commandment. 


Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, 
thy God, in vain. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that we may 
not curse, swear, use witchcraft, lie, or de- 
ceive by/His name, but call upon it in every 
trouble, pray, praise, and give thanks. 
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The Third Commandment. 


Thou shalt sanctify the holy-day. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 
We should fear and love God that we may 
not despise preaching and His Word, but hold 
it sacred, and gladly hear and learn it. 


The Fourth Commandment. ‘ 


Thou shalt honor thy father and thy 
mother [that it may be well with thee and 
thou mayest live long upon the earth]. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that we may 
not despise nor anger our parents and mas- 
ters, but give them honor, serve, obey, and 
hold them in love and esteem. 


The Fifth Commandment. 
Thou shalt not kill. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that we may 
not hurt nor harm our neighbor in his body, 
but help and befriend him in every bodily 
need [in every need and danger of life and 
body]. 


The Sixth Commandment. 
Thou shalt not commit adultery. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 
We should fear and love God that we may 
lead a chaste and decent life in words and 
deeds, and each love and honor his spouse. 


The Seventh Commandment. 
Thou shalt not steal. 


What floes this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that) we may 
not take our neighbor’s money or property, 
nor get them by false ware or dealing, but 
help him to improve and protect his property 
and business [that his means are preserved 
and his condition is improved]. 


The Highth Commandment. 


Thou shalt not bear false witness against 
thy neighbor. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that we may 
not deceitfully belie, betray, slander, or de- 
fame our neighbor, but defend him, [think 
and] speak well of him, and put the best con- 
struction on everything. 
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The Ninth Commandment. 
Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s house. 


What does this mean? — Answer. A 
We should fear and love God that we may 
not craftily seek to get our neighbor’s inherit- 
ance or house, and obtain it by a show of 
[justice and] right, etc., but help and be of 
service to him in keeping it. 
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The Tenth Commandment. 


Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s wife, 
nor his man-servant, nor his maid-servant, 
nor his cattle, nor anything that is his. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We should fear and love God that we may 
not estrange, force, or entice away our neigh- 
bor’s wife, servants, or cattle, but urge them 
to stay and [diligently] do their duty. 


What Does God Say of All These 
Commandments? 


Answer. 


He says thus [Exod. 20, 5 f.]: I the Lord, 
thy God, am a jealous God, visiting the 
iniquity of the fathers upon the children unto 
the third and fourth generation of them that 
hate Me, and showing mercy unto thousands 
of them that love Me and keep My command- 
ments. 

What does this mean? — Answer. 

‘God threatens to punish all that transgress 
these commandments. Therefore we should 
dread His wrath and not act contrary to these 
commandments. But He promises grace and 
every blessing to all that keep these command- 
ments. Therefore we should also love and 
trust in Him, and gladly do [zealously and 
diligently order our whole life] according to 
His commandments. 


II. THE CREED, 


as the Head of the Family Should Teach 
It in the Simplest Way to His Household. 


The First Article. 
Of Creation. 


I believe in God the Father Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth. 


What does this mean? — Answer. — 

I believe that God has made me and all 
creatures; that He has given me my body 
and soul, eyes, ears, and all my limbs, my 
reason, and all my senses, and still preserves 
them; in addition thereto, clothing and shoes, 
meat and drink, house and homestead, wife 
and children, fields, cattle, and all my goods; 
that He provides me richly and daily with all 
that I need to support this body and life, pro- 
tects me from all danger, and guards me and 
preserves me from all evil; and all this out 
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of pure, fatherly, divine goodness and mercy, 
without any merit or worthiness in me; for 
all which I owe it to Him to thank, praise, 
serve, and obey Him. This is most certainly 
true. ; 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 545.) 
The Second Article. 
Of Redemption. 


And in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our 
Lord; who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, 
born of the Virgin Mary; suffered under Pon- 
tius Pilate; was crucified, dead, and buried; 
He descended into hell; the third day He 
rose again from the dead; He ascended into 
heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of God 
the Father Almighty; from thence He shall 
come to judge the quick and the dead. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

I believe that Jesus Christ, true God, be- 
gotten of the Father from eternity, and also 
true man, born of the Virgin Mary, is my 
Lord, who has redeemed me, a lost and con- 
demned creature, purchased and won [deliv- 
ered] me from all sins, from death, and from 
the power of the devil, not, with gold or silver, 
but with His holy, precious blood and with 
His innocent suffering and death, in order that 
I may be [wholly] His own, and live under 
Him in His kingdom, and serve Him in ever- 
lasting righteousness, innocence, and blessed- 
ness, even as He is risen from the dead, lives 
and reigns to all eternity. This is most cer- 
tainly true. 


The Third Article. 
Of Sanctification. 


I believe in the Holy Ghost; one holy 
Christian Church, the communion of saints; 
the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of 
the body; and the life everlasting. Amen. 


What does this mean? — Auswer. 

I believe that I cannot by my own reason 
or strength believe in Jesus Christ, my Lord, 
or come to Him; but the Holy Ghost has 
called me by the Gospel, enlightened me with 
His gifts, sanctified and kept me in the true 
faith; even as He calls, gathers, enlightens, 
and sanctifies the whole Christian Church on 
earth, and keeps it with Jesus Christ in the 
one true faith; in which Christian Church 
He forgives daily and richly all sins to me 
and all believers, and at the last day will 
raise up me and all the dead, and will give 
to me and to all believers in Christ everlasting 
life. This is most certainly true. 


° Ill. THE LORD’S PRAYER, 


as the Head of the Family Should Teach 
It in the Simplest Way to His Household. 


Our Father who art in heaven. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 
God would thereby [with this little intro- 
duction ] tenderly urge us to believe that He 
is our true Father, and that we are His true 
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children, so that we may ask Him confidently, 
with all assurance, as dear children ask their 
dear father. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 547.) 
The First Petition. 
Hallowed be Thy name. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 
God’s name is indeed holy in itself; but we 
pray in this petition that it may become holy 
among us also. 


How is this done? — Answer. « 


When the Word of God is taught in its 
truth and purity, and we as the children of 
God also lead holy lives in accordance with it. 
To this end help us, dear Father in heaven. 
But he that teaches and lives otherwise than 
God’s Word teaches profanes the name of God 
among us. From this preserve us, Heavenly 
Father. 


The Second Petition. 
Thy kingdom come. 
What does this mean? — Answer. 
The kingdom of God comes indeed without 
our prayer, of itself; but we pray in this 
petition that it may come unto us also. 


\ How is this done? — Answer. 

When our heavenly Father gives us His 
Holy Spirit, so that by His grace we believe 
His holy Word and lead a godly life here in 
time and yonder in eternity. 


The Third Petition. 
Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

The good and gracious will of God is done 
indeed without our prayer; but we pray in 
this petition that it may be done among 
us also. 

How is this done? — Answer. 

When God breaks and hinders every evil 
counsel and will which would not let us hal- 
low the name of God nor let His kingdom 
come, such as the will of the devil, the world, 
and our flesh; but strengthens and keeps us 
steadfast in His Word and in faith unto our 
end. This is His gracious and good will. 


The Fourth Petition. 
Give us this day our daily bread. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

God gives daily bread, even without our 
prayer, to all wicked men; but we pray in 
this petition that He would lead us to know it, 
and to receive our daily bread with thanks- 
giving. 


What is meant by daily bread? — Answer. 


Everything that belongs to the support 
and wants of the body, such as meat, drink, 
clothing, shoes, house, homestead, field, cattle, 
money, goods, a pious spouse, pious children, 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 549.] 
pious servants, pious and faithful magistrates, 
good government, good weather, peace, health, 
discipline, honor, good friends, faithful neigh- 
bors, and the like. 


The Fifth Petition. 


And forgive us our trespasses, as we for- 
give those who trespass against us. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We pray in this petition that our Father 
in heaven would not look upon our sins, nor 
deny such petitions on account of them; for 
we are worthy of none of the things for which 
we pray, neither have we deserved them; but 
that He would grant them all to us by grace; 
for we daily sin much, and indeed deserve 
nothing but punishment. So will we verily, 


on our part, also heartily forgive and also® 


readily do good to those who sin against us. 


The Sixth Petition. 
And lead us not into temptation. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

God, indeed, tempts no one; but we pray 
in this petition that God would guard and 
keep us, so that the devil, the world, and our 
flesh may not deceive us, nor seduce us into 
misbelief, despair, and other great shame and 
vice; and though we be assailed by them, 
that still we may finally overcome and gain 
the victory. 


The Seventh Petition. 
But deliver us from evil. 


What does this mean? — Answer. 

We pray in this petition, as in a summary, 
that our Father in heaven would deliver us 
from all manner of evil, of body and soul, 
property and honor, and at last, when our 
last hour shall come, grant us a blessed end, 
and graciously take us from this vale of tears 
to Himself into heaven. 


Amen. 
What does this mean? — Answer. 


That I should be certain that these peti- 
tions are acceptable to our Father in heaven 
and heard; for He Himself has commanded 
us so to pray, and has promised that He will 
hear us. Amen, Amen; that is, Yea, yea, it 
shall be so. 
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IV. THE SACRAMENT OF HOLY 
BAPTISM, 


as the Head of the Family Should Teach 
It in a Simple Way to His Household. 


First. 
What is Baptism? — Answer. 
Baptism is not simple water only, but it is 


the water comprehended in God’s command 
and connected with God’s Word. 


The Small Catechism. The Sacrament of Holy Baptism. — Confession. 


Which is that word of God? — Answer. 
Christ, our Lord, says in the last chapter 
of Matthew: Go ye into all the world and 
teach all nations, baptizing them in the name 
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy 
Ghost. ; 


Secondly. 


What does Baptism give or profit? — Answer. 

It works forgiveness of sins, delivers from 
death and the devil, and gives eternal salva- 
tion to all who believe this, as the words and 
promises of God declare. 


Which are such words and promises of God? 
Answer. 

Christ, our Lord, says in the last chapter 
of Mark: He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved; but he that believeth not shall 
be damned. 

Thirdly. 
How can water do such great things? — Answer. 

It is not the water indeed that does them, 
but the word of God which is in and with 
the water, and faith, which trusts such word 
of God in the water. For without the word 
of God the water is simple water and no bap- 
tism. But with the word of God it is a bap- 
tism, that is, a gracious water of life and 
a washing of regeneration in the Holy Ghost, 
as St. Paul says, Titus, chapter three: By the 
washing of regeneration and renewing of the 
Holy Ghost, which He shed on us abundantly 
through Jesus Christ, our Savior, that, bemg 
justified by His grace, we should be made 
heirs according to the hope of eternal lfe. 
This is a faithful saying. 


Fourthly. 
What does such baptizing with water signify? 
Answer. 

It signifies that the old Adam in us should, 
by daily contrition and repentance, be drowned 
and die with all sins and evil lusts, and, 
again, a new man daily come forth and arise, 
who shall live before God in righteousness and 
purity forever. 
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Where is this written? — Answer. 

St. Paul says Romans, chapter 6: We are 
buried with Christ by Baptism into death, 
that, like as He was raised wp from the dead 
by the glory of the Father, even so we also 
should walk in newness of life. 


V. HOW THE UNLEARNED SHOULD BE 
TAUGHT TO CONFESS. 


[What is Confession? — Answer.] 
Confession embraces two parts: the one is, 
that we confess our sins; the other, that we 
receive absolution, or forgiveness, from the 
confessor, as from God Himself, and in no 
wise doubt, but firmly believe, that our sins 
are thereby forgiven before God in heaven. 


The Small Catechism. The Sacrament of the Altar. 


What sins should we confess? — [Answer.] 


Before God we should plead guilty of all 
sins, even of those which we do not know, as 
we do in the Lord’s Prayer. But before the 
confessor we should confess those sins alone 
which we know and feel in our hearts. 


Which are these? — [Answer.] 


Here consider your station according to the 
Ten Commandments, whether you are a father, 
mother, son, daughter, master, mistress, a 
man-servant or maid-servant; whether you 
have been disobedient, unfaithful, slothful; 
whether you have grieved any one by words 
or deeds; whether you have stolen, neglected, 
or wasted aught, or done other injury. 


Pray, Propose to Me a Brief Form of 
Confession. 


Answer. 


You should speak to the confessor thus: 
Reverend and dear sir, I beseech you to hear 
my confession, and to pronounce forgiveness 
to me for God’s sake. 


Proceed! 


I, a poor sinner, confess myself before God 
guilty of all sins; especially I confess be- 
fore you that I am a man-servant, a maid- 
servant, etc. But, alas, I serve my master 
unfaithfully; for in this and in that I have 
not done what they commanded me; I have 
provoked them, and caused them to curse, 
have been negligent [in many things] and per- 
mitted damage to be done; have also been im- 
modest in words and deeds, have quarreled 
with my equals, have grumbled and sworn at 
my mistress, etc. For all this I am sorry, and 
pray for grace; I want to do better. 


A master or mistress may say thus: 


In particular I confess before you that 
I have not faithfully trained my children, 
domestics, and wife [family] for God’s glory. 
I have cursed, set a bad example by rude 
words and deeds, have done my neighbor harm 
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and spoken evil of him, have overcharged and 
given false ware and short measure. 

And whatever else he has done against 
God’s command and his station, ete. 

But if any one does not find himself bur- 
dened with such or greater sins, he should 
not trouble himself or search for or invent 
other sins, and thereby make confession a 
torture, but mention one or two that he 
knows. Thus: In particular I confess that 
I once cursed; again, I once used improper 
words, I have once neglected this or that, etc. 
Let this suffice. 

But if you know of none at all (which, how- 
ever, is scarcely possible), then mention none 
in particular, but receive thé forgiveness upon 
the general confession which you make before 
God to the confessor. 
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Then shall the confessor say: 


God be merciful to thee and strengthen thy 
faith! Amen. 
Furthermore: 


Dost thou believe that my forgiveness is 
God’s forgiveness? 
Answer. 
Yes, dear sir. 


Then let him say: 


As thou believest, so be it done unto thee. 
And by the command of our Lord Jesus Christ 
I forgive thee thy sins, in the name of the 
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. 
Amen. Depart in peace. 

But those who have great burdens upon 
their consciences, or are distressed and 
tempted, the confessor will know how to com- 
fort and to encourage to faith with more pas- 
sages of Scripture. This is to be merely a 
general form of confession for the unlearned. 


VI. THE SACRAMENT OF THE ALTAR, 


as the Head of a Family Should Teach 
It in a Simple Way to His Household. 


What is the Sacrament of the Altar? — Answer. 
It is the true body and blood of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, under the bread and wine, for 
us Christians to eat and to drink, instituted 
by Christ Himself. 


Where is this written? — Answer. 

The holy Evangelists, Matthew, Mark, Luke, 
and St. Paul, write thus: 

Our Lord Jesus Christ, the same night in 
which He was betrayed, took bread: and when 
He had given thanks, He brake it, and gave 
it to His disciples, and said, Take, eat; this 
is My body, which is given for you. This do 


im remembrance of Me. 


After the same manner also He took the cup, 
when He had supped, gave thanks, and gave 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 557.] 
it to them, saying, Take, drink ye all of it. 
This cup is the new testament in My blood, 
which is shed for you for the remission of 
sins. This do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in 

remembrance of Me. 


What is the benefit of such eating and drinking? 
Answer. 

That is shown us in these words: Given, 
and shed for you, for the remission of sins; 
namely, that in the Sacrament forgiveness of 
sins, life, and salvation are given us through 
these words. For where there is forgiveness 
of sins, there is also life and salvation. 


How can bodily eating and drinking do such great 
things? — Answer. 

It is not the eating and drinking, in- 
deed, that does them, but the words which 
stand here, namely: Given, and shed for you, 
for the remission of sins. Which words are, 
beside the bodily eating and drinking, as the 
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chief thing in the Sacrament; and he that 
believes these words has what they say and 
express, namely, the forgiveness of sins. 


Who, then, receives such Sacrament worthily? 
Answer. 

Fasting and bodily preparation is, indeed, 
a fine outward training; but he is truly 
worthy and well prepared who has faith in 
these words: Given, and shed for you, for the 
remission of sins. 

But he that does not believe these words, 
or doubts, is unworthy and unfit; for the 
words For you require altogether believing 
hearts. 


[Appendix I.] 


HOW THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 


Should Teach His Household to Bless 
Themselves in the Morning and 
in the Evening. 


| Morning Prayer. 


In the morning, when you rise, you shall 
bless yourself with the holy cross and say: 


In the name of God the Father, Son, and_ 


Holy Ghost. Amen. 


Then, kneeling or standing, repeat the Creed 
and the Lord’s Prayer. If you choose, you 
may, in addition, say this little prayer: 

I thank Thee, my Heavenly Father, through 
Jesus Christ, Thy dear Son, that Thou hast 
kept me this night from all harm and danger; 
and I pray Thee to keep me this day also 
from sin and all evil, that all my doings and 
life may please Thee. For into Thy hands 
I commend myself, my body and soul, and all 
things. Let Thy holy angel be with me, that 
the Wicked Foe may have no power over me. 
Amen. 

Then go to your work with joy, singing a 
hymn, as the Ten Commandments, or what 
your devotion may suggest. 
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Evening Prayer. 


In the evening, when you go to bed, you 
shall bless yourself with the holy cross and 
say: 

In the name of God the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost. Amen. 


Then, kneeling or standing, repeat the Creed 
and the Lord’s Prayer. If you choose, you 
may, in addition, say this little prayer: 

I thank Thee, my Heavenly Father, through 
Jesus Christ, Thy dear Son, that Thou hast 
graciously kept me this day, and I pray Thee 
to forgive me all my sins, where I have done 
wrong, and graciously keep me this night. 
For into Thy hands I commend myself, my 
body and soul, and all things. Let Thy holy 
angel be with me, that the Wicked Foe may 
have no power over me. Amen. 

Then go to sleep promptly and cheerfully. 


The Small Catechism. Prayers. — Table of Duties. 


HOW THE HEAD OF THE FAMILY 


Should Teach His Household to Ask 
a Blessing and Return Thanks. 


[Asking a Blessing. ] 


The children and servants shall go to the 
table with folded hands and reverently, and 
say: 

The eyes of all wait upon’ Thee, O Lord; 
and Thou givest them their meat in due 
season; Thou openest Thine hand, and satis- 
fiest the desire of every living thing. 


Note. 


To satisfy the desire means that all ani- 
mals receive so much to eat that they are on 
this account joyful and of good cheer; for 


% care and avarice hinder such satisfaction. 


Then the Lord’s Prayer, and the prayer here 
following: 

Lord God, Heavenly Father, bless us and 
these Thy gifts, which we take from Thy 
bountiful goodness, through Jesus Christ, our 
Lord. Amen. 


Returning Thanks. 


Likewise also after the meal they shall 
reyerently and with folded hands say: 

O give thanks unto the’Lord, for He is 
good; for His mercy endureth forever. He 
giveth food to all flesh; He giveth to the 
beast his food, and to the young ravens which 
cry. He delighteth not in the strength of the 
horse; He taketh not pleasure in the legs of 
aman. The Lord taketh pleasure in them 
that fear Him, in those that hope in His 
mercy. 

Then the Lord’s Prayer and the prayer here 
following: 

We thank Thee, Lord God, Father, through 
Jesus Christ, our Lord, for all Thy benefits, 
who livest and reignest forever and ever. 
Amen. 
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[Appendix II.] 


TABLE OF DUTIES, 


Consisting of Certain Passages of Scrip- 

ture for Various Holy Orders and Sta- 

tions, Whereby These are to be Admon- 

ished, as by a Special Lesson, Regarding 
Their Office and Service. 


For Bishops, Pastors, and Preachers. 


A bishop must be blameless, the husband 
of one wife, vigilant, sober, of good behavior, 
given to hospitality, apt to teach; not giv 
to wine, no striker, not greedy of filthy 4Ivére; 
but patient, not a brawler, not covetous; one 
that ruleth well his own house, having his 
children in subjection with all gravity; not 
a novice; holding fast the faithful Word as 
he hath been taught, that he may be able by 
sound doctrine both to exhort and to convince 
the gainsayers. 1 Tim. 3, 2 ff.; Titus 1, 6. 


given“ 


The Small Catechism. 


[What the Hearers Owe to Their Pastors. 


Even so hath the Lord ordained that they 
which preach the Gospel should live of the 
Gospel. 1 Cor. 9,14. Let him that is taught 
in the Word communicate unto him that 
teacheth in all good things. Gal. 6, 6. Let 
the elders that rule well be counted worthy 
of double honor, especially they who labor in 
the Word and doctrine. For the Scripture 
saith, Thou shalt not muzzle the ox that 
treadeth out the corn; and the laborer is 
worthy of his reward. 1 Tim. 5,17.18. Obey 
them that have the rule over you, and submit 
yourselves; for they watch for your souls as 
they that must give account, that they may 
do it with joy and not with grief; for that 
is unprofitable for you. Heb. 13, 17.] 


Concerning Civil Government. 


Let every soul be subject unto the higher 
powers. For the power which exists any- 
where is ordained of God. Whosoever re- 
sisteth the power resisteth the ordinance of 
God; and they that resist shall receive to 
themselves damnation. For he beareth not 
the sword in vain; for he is the minister of 
God, a revenger to execute wrath upon him 
that doeth evil. Rom. 13, 1—4. 


[What Subjects Owe to the Magistrates. 


Render unto Caesar the things which are 
Caesar’s. Matt. 22,21. Let every soul be sub- 
ject unto the higher powers, etc. Wherefore 
ye must needs be subject, not only for wrath, 
but also for conscience’ sake. For, for this 
cause pay ye tribute also; for they are God’s 
ministers, attending continually upon this 
very thing. Render therefore to all their 
dues: tribute to whom tribute is due; cus- 
tom, to whom custom; fear, to whom fear; 
honor, to whom honor. Rom. 13, 1.5 ff. I ex- 
hort, therefore, that, first of all, supplications, 
prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks 
be made for all men, for kings and for all 
that are in authority, that we may lead a 
quiet and peaceable life in all godliness and 
honesty. 1 Tim.2,1f. Put them in mind to 
be subject to principalities and powers, ete. 
Titus 3, 1. Submit yourselves to every ordi- 
nance of man for the Lord’s sake, whether it 
be to the king as supreme, or unto governors 
as unto them that are sent by him, etc. 1 Pet. 
2, 13 f.] 

For Husbands. 

Ye husbands, dwell with your wives accord- 
ing to knowledge, giving honor unto the wife, 
as unto the weaker vessel, and as being heirs 
together of the grace of life, that your prayers 
be not hindered. 1 Pet. 3,7. And be not bitter 
against them. Col. 3, 9. 
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For Wives. 


Wives, submit yourselves unto your own 
husbands, as unto the Lord, even as Sarah 
obeyed Abraham, calling him lord; whose 
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daughters ye are, as long as ye do well, and 
are not afraid with any amazement. 1 Pet. 
3, 6; Eph. 5, 22. 


For Parents. 


Ye fathers, provoke not your children to 
wrath, but bring them up in the nurture and 
admonition of the Lord. Eph. 6, 4. 


For Children. 


Children, obey your parents in the Lord; 
for this is right. Honor thy father and 
mother; which is the first commandment 
with promise: that it may be well with thee, 
and thou mayest live long on the earth. 
Eph. 6, 1—3. 


For Male and Female Servants, Hired 
Men, and Laborers. 


Servants, be obedient to them that are your 
masters according to the flesh, with fear and 
trembling, in singleness of your heart, as unto 
Christ; not with eye-service, as men-pleasers, 
but as the servants of Christ, doing the will 
of God from the heart; with good will doing 
service as to the Lord, and not to men; know- 
ing that whatsoever good thing any man 
doeth, the same shall he receive of the Lord, 
whether he be bond or free. Eph. 6, 5 ff.; 
Colma wee 


_For Masters and Mistresses. 


Ye masters, do the same things unto them, 
forbearing threatening, knowing that your 
Master also is in heaven; neither is there 
respect of persons with Him. Eph. 6, 9; 
Col. 4, 1. 


For Young Persons in General. 


Likewise, ye younger, submit yourselves 
unto the elder. Yea, all of you be subject one 
to another, and be clothed with humility; for 
God resisteth the proud, and giveth grace to 
the humble. Humble yourselves, therefore, 
under the mighty hand of God that He may 
exalt you in due time. 1 Pet. 5, 5. 6. 


™ For Widows. 

She that is a widow indeed, and desolate, 
trusteth in God, and continueth in supplica- 
tions and prayers night and day. But she 
that liveth in pleasure is dead while she 
liveth. 1 Tim. 5, 5. 6. 


For All in Common. 


Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself. 
Herein are comprehended all the command- 
ments. Rom. 13,8 ff. And persevere in prayer 
for all men. 1 Tim. 2, 1. 2. 


Let each his lesson learn with care, 
And all the household well shall fare. 


The Large Catechism. 


A Christian, Profitable, and Necessary Preface, 
and Faithful, Earnest Exhortation of Dr. Mar- 
tin Luther to All Christians, but Especially to 
All Pastors and Preachers, that They Should 
Daily Exercise Themselves in the Catechism, 
which is a Short Summary and Epitome of 
the Entire Holy Scriptures, and that They 
May Always Teach the Same. 


We have no slight reasons for treating the 
Catechism so constantly [in sermons] and for 
both desiring and beseeching others to teach 
it, since we see to our sorrow that many pas- 
tors and preachers are very negligent in this, 
and slight both their office and this teaching; 
some from great and high art [giving their 
mind, as they imagine, to much higher mat- 
ters], but others from sheer laziness and care 
for their paunches, assuming no other relation 
to this business than if they were pastors and 
preachers for their bellies’ sake, and had noth- 


ing to do but to [spend and] consume their” 


emoluments as long as they live, as they have 
been accustomed to do under the Papacy. 


And although they have now everything 
that they are to preach and teach placed be- 
fore them so abundantly, clearly, and easily, 
in so many [excellent and] helpful books, and 
the true Sermones per se loquentes, Dormi 
secure, Paratos et Thesauros, as they were 
called in former times; yet they are not so 
godly and honest as to buy these books, or 
even when they have them, to look at them or 
read them. Alas! they are altogether shame- 
ful gluttons and servants of their own bellies 
who ought to be more properly swineherds and 
dog-tenders than care-takers of souls and pas- 
tors. 

And now that they are delivered from the 
unprofitable and burdensome babbling of the 
Seven Canonical Hours, oh, that, instead 
thereof, they would only, morning, noon, and 
evening, read a page or two in the Catechism, 
the Prayer-book, the New Testament, or else- 
where in the Bible, and pray the Lord’s 
Prayer for themselves and their parishioners, 
so that they might render, in return, honor 
and thanks to the Gospel, by which they have 
been delivered from burdens and troubles so 
manifold, and might feel a little shame be- 
cause like pigs and dogs they retain no more 
of the Gospel than such a lazy, pernicious, 
shameful, carnal liberty! For, alas! as it is, 
the common people regard the Gospel alto- 
gether too lightly, and we accomplish nothing 
extraordinary even though we use all dili- 
gence. What, then, will be achieved if we 
shall be negligent and lazy as we were under 
the Papacy? 

To this there is added the shameful vice 
and secret infection of security and satiety, 


that is, that many regard the Catechism as 
a poor, mean teaching, which they can read 
through at one time, and then immediately 
know it, throw the book into a corner, and 
be ashamed, as it were, to read in it again. 
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Yea, even among the nobility there may be 
found some louts and scrimps, who declare 
that there is no longer any need either of. 


pastors or preachers; that we have everything 


in books, and every one can easily learn it by 
himself; and so they are content to let the 
parishes decay and become desolate, and pas- 
tors and preachers to suffer distress and 
hunger a plenty, just as it becomes crazy 
Germans to do. For we Germans have such 
disgraceful people, and must endure them. 

But for myself I say this: I am also a 
doctor and preacher, yea, as learned and ex- 
perienced as all those may be who have such 
presumption and security; yet I do as a child 
who is being taught the Catechism, and every 
morning, and whenever I have time, I read 
and say, word for word, the Ten Command- 
ments, the Creed, the Lord’s Prayer, the 
Psalms, ete. And I must still read-and study 
daily, and yet I cannot master it as I wish, 
but must remain a child and pupil of the 
Catechism, and am glad so to remain. And 
yet these delicate, fastidious fellows would 
with one reading promptly be doctors above 
all doctors, know everything and be in need 
of nothing. Well, this, too, is indeed a sure 
sign that they despise both their office and 
the souls of the people, yea, even God and His 
Word. They do not have to fall, they are 
already fallen all too horribly; they would 
need to become children, and begin to learn 
their alphabet, which they imagine that they 
have long since outgrown. 

Therefore I beg such lazy paunches or pre- 
sumptuous saints to be persuaded and believe 
for God’s sake that they are verily, verily! 
not so learned or such great doctors as they 
imagine; and never to presume that they have 
finished learning this [the parts of the Cate- 
chism], or know it well enough in all points, 
even though they think that they know it ever 
so well. For though they should know and 
understand it perfectly (which, however, is 
impossible in this life), yet there are mani- 
fold benefits and fruits still to be obtained, 
if it be daily read and practised in thought 
and speech; namely, that the Holy Ghost is 
present in such reading and repetition and 
meditation, and bestows ever new and more 
light and devoutness, so that it is daily rel- 
ished and appreciated better, as Christ prom- 
ises, Matt. 18,20: Where two or three are 
gathered together in My name, there am I in 
the midst of them. 


The Large Catechism. 


Besides, it is an exceedingly effectual help 
against the devil, the world, and the flesh and 
all evil thoughts to be occupied with the Word 
of God, and to speak of it, and meditate upon 
it, so that the First Psalm declares those 
blessed who meditate upon the Law of God 
day and night. Undoubtedly, you will not 
start a stronger incense or other fumigation 
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against the devil than by being engaged upon 
God’s commandments and words, and speak- 
ing, singing, or thinking of them. For this 
is indeed the true holy water and holy sign 
from which he flees, and by which he may be 
driven away. 

Now, for this reason alone you ought gladly 
to read, speak, think, and treat of these things, 
if you had no other profit and fruit from them 
than that by doing so you can drive away the 
devil and evil thoughts. For He cannot hear 
or endure God’s Word; and Ged’s Word is 
not like some other silly prattle, as that about 
Dietrich of Berne, ete., but as St. Paul says, 
Rom. 1, 16, the power of God. Yea, indeed, 
the power of God which gives the devil burn- 
ing pain, and strengthens, comforts, and helps 
us beyond measure. 

And what need is there of many words? 
If I were to recount all the profit and fruit 
which God’s Word produces, whence would 
I get enough paper and time? The devil is 
called the master of a thousand arts. But 
what shall we call God’s Word, which drives 
away and brings to naught this master of 
a thousand arts with all his arts and power? 
It must indeed be the master of more than 
a hundred thousand arts. And shall we frivo- 
lously despise such power, profit, strength, 
and fruit — we, especially, who claim to be 
pastors and preachers? If so, we should not 
only have nothing given us to eat, but be 
driven out, being baited with dogs, and pelted 
with dung, because we not only need all this 
every day as we need our daily bread, but 
must also daily use it against the daily and 
unabated attacks and lurking of the devil, the 
master of a thousand arts. 

And if this were not sufficient to admonish 
us to read the Catechism daily, yet we should 
feel sufficiently constrained by the command 
of God alone, who solemnly enjoins in Deut. 
6, 6 ff. that we should always meditate upon 
His precepts, sitting, walking, standing, lying 
down, and rising, and have them before our 
eyes and in our hands as a constant mark and 
sign. Doubtless He did not so solemnly re- 
quire and enjoin this without a purpose; but 
because He knows our danger and need, as well 
as the constant and furious assaults and temp- 
tations of devils, He wishes to warn, equip, 
and preserve us against them, as with a good 
armor against their fiery darts and with good 
medicine against their evil infection and sug- 
gestion. 

Oh, what mad, senseless fools are we that, 
while we must ever live and dwell among such 
mighty enemies as the devils are, we never- 
theless despise our weapons and defense, and 
are too lazy to look at or think of them! 
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Preface. 


And what else are such supercilious, pre- 
sumptuous saints, who are unwilling to read 
and study the Catechism daily, doing than 
esteeming themselves much more learned than 
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God Himself with all His saints, angels, 
[patriarchs], prophets, apostles, and all Chris- 
tians? For inasmuch as God Himself is not 
ashamed to teach these things daily, as know- 
ing nothing better to teach, and always keeps 
teaching the same thing, and does not take up 
anything new or different, and all the saints 
know nothing better or different to learn, and 
cannot finish learning this, are we not the 
finest of all fellows to imagine, if we have once 
read or heard it, that we know it all, and have 
no further need to read and learn, but can 
finish learning in one hour what God Himself 
cannot finish teaching, although He is engaged 


‘in teaching it from the beginning to the end 


of the world, and all prophets, together with 
all saints, have been occupied with learning it, 
and have ever remained pupils, and must con- 
tinue to be such? 


For it needs must be that whoever knows 
the Ten Commandments perfectly must know 
all the Scriptures, so that, in all affairs and 
cases, he can advise, help, comfort, judge, and 
decide both spiritual and temporal matters, 
and is qualified to sit in judgment upon all 
doctrines, estates, spirits, laws, and whatever 
else is in the world. And what, indeed, is the 
entire Psalter but thoughts and exercises upon 
the First Commandment? Now I know of a 
truth that such lazy paunches and presump- 
tuous spirits do not understand a single 
psalm, much less the entire Holy Scriptures; 
and yet they pretend to know and despise the 
Catechism, which is a compend and brief sum- 
mary of all the Holy Scriptures. 


Therefore I again implore all Christians, 
especially pastors and preachers, not to be 
doctors too soon, and imagine that they know 
everything (for imagination and cloth un- 
shrunk [and false weights] fall far short of 
the measure),‘ but that they daily exercise 
themselves well in these studies and constantly 
treat them; moreover, that they guard with 
all care and diligence against the poisonous 
infection of such security and vain imagina- 
tion, but steadily keep on reading, teaching, 
learning, pondering, and meditating, and do 
not cease until they have made a test and are 
sure that they have taught the devil to death, 
and have become more learned than God Him- 
self and all His saints. 


If they manifest such diligence, then I will 
promise them, and they shall also perceive, 
what fruit they will obtain, and what ex- 
cellent men God will make of them, so that 
in due time they themselves will acknowledge 
that the longer and the more they study the 
Catechism, the less they know of it, and the 
more they find yet to learn; and then only, 
as hungry and thirsty ones, will they truly 
relish that which now they cannot endure, 
because of great abundance and satiety. To. 
this end may God grant His grace! Amen. 
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SHORT PREFACE 
OF DR. MARTIN LUTHER. 


This sermon is designed and undertaken 
‘that it might be an instruction for children 
and the simple-minded. Hence of old it was 
called in Greek Catechism, 7%. e., instruction 
for children, what every Christian must needs 
know, so that he who does not know this 
could not be numbered with the Christians 
nor be admitted to any Sacrament, just as 
a mechanic who does not understand the rules 
and customs of his trade is expelled and con- 
sidered. incapable. Therefore we must have 
the young learn the parts which belong to 
the Catechism or instruction for children well 
and fluently and diligently exercise themselves 
in them and keep them occupied with them. 


Therefore it is the duty of every father ofy 


a family to question and examine his children 
and servants at least once a week and to ascer- 
tain what they know of it, or are learning, 
and, if they do not know it, to keep them 
faithfully at it. For I well remember the 
time, indeed, even now it is a daily occurrence 
that one finds rude, old persons who knew 
nothing and still know nothing of these 
things, and who, nevertheless, go to Baptism 
and the Lord’s Supper, and use everything 


belonging to Christians, notwithstanding that. 


those who come to the Lord’s Supper ought 
to know more and have a fuller understanding 
of all Christian doctrine than children and 
new scholars. However, for the common 
people we are satisfied with the three parts, 
which have remained in Christendom from of 
old, though little of it has been taught and 
treated correctly until both young and old, 
who are called and wish to be Christians, are 
well trained in them and familiar with them. 
These are the following: 


First. 

THE TEN COMMANDMENTS OF GOD. 

1. Thou shalt have no other gods before Me. 

2. Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, 
thy God, in vain [for the Lord will not hold 
him guiltless that taketh His name in vain]. 

3. Thou shalt sanctify the holy-day. [Re- 
member the Sabbath-day to keep it holy.] 

4. Thou shalt honor thy father and mother 
[that thou mayest live long upon the earth]. 

5. Thou shalt not kill. 

6. Thou shalt not commit adultery. 

7. Thou shalt not steal. 

8. Thou shalt not bear false witness against 
thy neighbor. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 577.) 
9. Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s 


house. 

10. Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s 
wife, nor his man-servant, nor his maid- 
servant, nor his cattle [ox, nor his ass], nor 
anything that is his. 
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Secondly. 
THE CHIEF ARTICLES OF OUR FAITH. 


1. I believe in God the Father Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth. 

2. And in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our 
Lord; who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, 
born of the Virgin Mary; suffered under Pon- 
tius Pilate, was crucified, dead and buried; 
He descended into hell; the third day He 
rose again from the dead; He ascended into 
heaven, and sitteth on the right hand of God 
the Father Almighty; from thence He shall 
come to judge the quick and the dead. 

3. I believe in the Holy Ghost, the holy 
Christian Church, the communion of saints, 
the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the 
body, and the life everlasting. Amen. 


Thirdly. 


THE PRAYER, OR “OUR FATHER,” 
WHICH CHRIST TAUGHT. 


Our Father who art in heaven. 

1. Hallowed be Thy name. 
-“2* Thy kingdom come. 

3. Thy will be done on earth as it is in 
heaven. 

4. Give us this day our daily bread. 

5. And forgive us our trespasses as we for- 
give those who trespass against us. 

6. And lead us not into temptation. 

7. But deliver us from evil. [For Thine is 
the kingdom and the power and the glory, 
forever and ever.] Amen. 


These are the most necessary parts which 
one should first learn to repeat word for word, 
and which our children should be accustomed 
to recite daily when they arise in the morning, 
when they sit down to their meals, and when 
they retire at night; and until they repeat 
them, they should be given neither food nor 
drink. Likewise every head of a household 
is obliged to do the same with respect to his 
domestics, man-servants and maid-servants, 
and not to keep them in his house if they do 
not know these things and are unwilling to 
learn them. For a person who is so rude and 
unruly as to be unwilling to learn these things 
is not to be tolerated; for in these three 
parts everything that we have in the Scrip- 
tures is comprehended in short, plain, and 
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simple terms. For the holy Fathers or 
apostles (whoever they were) have thus em- 
braced in a summary the doctrine, life, wis- 
dom, and art of Christians, of which they 
speak and treat, and with which they are 
occupied. 

Now, when these three parts are appre- 
hended, it behooves a person also to know 
what to say concerning our Sacraments, which 


* 
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Christ Himself instituted, Baptism and the 
holy body and blood of Christ, namely, the 
text which Matthew [28, 19 ff.] and Mark 
[16, 15 f.] record at the close of their Gos- 
pels when Christ said farewell to His dis- 
ciples and sent them forth. 


OF BAPTISM. 


Go ye and teach all nations, baptizing them 
in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghost. He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved; but he that be- 
lieveth not shall be damned. . 


So much is sufficient for a simple person to 
know from the Scriptures concerning Bap- 
tism. In like manner, also, concerning the 
other Sacrament, in short, simple words, 
namely, the text of St. Paul [1 Cor. 11, 23f.]. 


OF THE SACRAMENT. 


Our Lord Jesus Christ, the same night in 
which He was betrayed, took bread; and 
when He had given thanks, He brake it, and 
gave it to His disciples and said, Take, eat; 
this is My body, which is given for you: this 
do in remembrance of Me. 

After the same manner also He took the 
cup, when He had supped, gave thanks, and 
gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it; 
this cup is the new testament in My blood, 
which is shed for you for the remission of 
sins: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in 
remembrance of Me. 


Thus we would have, in all, five parts of the 
entire Christian doctrine which should be con- 
stantly treated and required [of children], 
and heard recited word for word. For you 
must not rely upon it that the young people 
will learn and retain these things from the 
sermon alone. When these parts have been 
well learned, you may, as a supplement and 
to fortify them, lay before them also some 
psalms or hymns, which have been composed 
on these parts, and thus lead the young into 
the Scriptures, and make~daily progress 
therein. 

However, it is not enough for them to com- 
prehend and recite these parts according to 
the words only, but the young people should 
also be made to’attend the preaching, es- 
pecially during the time which is devoted to 
the Catechism, that they may hear it ex- 
plained, and may learn to understand what 
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every part contains, so as to be able to recite 
it as they have heard it, and, when asked, 
may give a correct answer, so that the preach- 
ing may not be without profit and fruit. For 
the reason why we exercise such diligence in 
‘preaching the Catechism so often is that it 
may be inculcated on our youth, not in a high 
and subtile manner, but briefly and with the 
greatest simplicity, so as to enter the mind 
readily and be fixed in the memory. 


The First Commandment. 


- 
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Therefore we shall now take up the above- 
mentioned articles one by one and in the 
plainest manner possible say about them as 
much as is necessary. 


Part First. 


The First Commandment. 
Thou shalt have no other gods before Me. 


That is: Thou shalt have [and worship] 
Me alone as thy God. What is the force of 
this, and how is it to be understood? What 
does it mean to have a god? or, what is God? 
Answer: A god means that from which we 
are to expect all good and to which we are to 
take refuge in all distress, so that to have 
a God is nothing else than to trust and be- 
lieve Him from the [whole] heart; as I have 
often said that the confidence and faith of 
the heart alone make both God and an idol. 
If your faith and trust be right, then is your 
god also true; and, on the other hand, if your 


_trust be false and wrong, then you have not 


the true God; for these two belong together, 
faith and God. That now, I say, upon which 
you set your heart and put your trust is prop- 
erly your god. 

Therefore it is the intent of this command- 
ment to require true faith and trust of the 
heart which settles upon the only true God, 
and clings to Him alone. That is as much as 
to say: “See to it that you let Me alone be 
your God, and never seek another,” 7. e.: 
Whatever you lack of good things, expect it 
of Me, and look to Me for it, and whenever 
you suffer misfortune and distress, creep and 
cling to Me. I, yes, I, will give you enough 
and help you out of every need; only let not 
your heart cleave to or rest in any other. 

This I must unfold somewhat more plainly, 
that it may be understood and perceived by 
ordinary examples of the contrary. Many a 
one thinks that he has God and everything in 
abundance when he has money and _ posses- 
sions; he trusts in them and boasts of them 
with such firmness and assurance as to care 
for no one. Lo, such a man also has a god, 
Mammon by name, 7. e., money and _ posses- 
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sions, on which he sets all his heart, and 
which is also the most common idol on earth. 
He who has money and possessions feels se- 
cure, and is joyful and undismayed as though 
he were sitting in the midst of Paradise. On 
the other hand, he who has none doubts and 
is despondent, as though he knew of no God. 
For very few are to be found who are of good 
cheer, and who neither mourn nor complain 
if they have not Mammon. This [care and 
desire for money] sticks and clings to our 
nature, even to the grave. 

So, too, whoever trusts and boasts that he 
possesses great skill, prudence, power, favor, 
friendship, and honor has also a god, but not 
this true and only God. This appears again 
when you notice how presumptuous, secure, 
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and proud people are because of such posses- 


sions, and how despondent when they no . 


longer exist or are withdrawn. Therefore 
I repeat that the chief explanation of this 
point is that to have a god is to have some- 
thing in which the heart entirely trusts. 

Besides, consider what, in our blindness, we 
have hitherto been practising and doing under 
the Papacy. If any one had toothache, he 
fasted and honored St. Apollonia [macerated 
his flesh by voluntary fasting to the honor of 
St. Apollonia]; if he was afraid of fire, he 
chose St. Lawrence as his helper in need; if 
he dreaded pestilence, he made a vow to 
St. Sebastian or Rochio, and a countless num- 
ber of such abominations, where every one 
selected his own saint, worshiped him, and 
called for help to him in distress. Here be- 
long those also, as, e. g., sorcerers and ma- 
gicians, whose idolatry is most gross, and who 
make a covenant with the devil, in order that 
he may give them plenty of money or help 
them in love-affairs, preserve their cattle, re- 
store to them lost possessions, ete. For all 
these place their heart and trust elsewhere 
than in the true God, look for nothing good 
to Him nor seek it from Him. 

Thus you can easily understand what and 
how much this commandment requires, namely, 
that man’s entire heart and all his confidence 
be placed in God alone, and in no one else. 
For to have God, you can easily perceive, is 
not to lay hold of Him with our hands or to 
put Him in a bag [as money], or to lock Him 
in a chest [as silver vessels]. But to appre- 
hend Him means when the heart lays hold of 
Him and clings to Him. But to cling to Him 
with the heart is nothing else than to trust 
in Him entirely. For this reason He wishes 
to turn us away from everything else that ex- 
ists outside of Him, and to draw us to Him- 
self, namely, because He is the only eternal 
good. As though He would say: Whatever 
you have heretofore sought of the saints, or 
for whatever [things] you have trusted in 
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Mammon or anything else, expect it all of 
Me, and regard Me as the one who will help 
you and pour out upon you richly all good 
things. 

Lo, here you have the meaning of the true 
honor and worship of God, which pleases God, 
and which He commands under penalty of eter- 
nal wrath, namely, that the heart know no 
other comfort or confidence than in Him, and 
do not suffer itself to be torn from Him, but, 
for Him, risk and disregard everything upon 
earth. On the other hand, you can easily 
see and judge how the world practises only 
false worship and idolatry. For no people 
has ever been so Ge eas as not to institute 
and observe some divine worship; every one 
has set up as his special god whatever he 
looked to for blessings, help, and comfort. 

Thus, for example, the heathen who put 
their trust in power and dominion elevated 
Jupiter as the supreme iba; the others, who 
were bent upon riches, happiness, or pleasure, 
and a life of ease, Hercules, Mercury, Venus, 
or others; women with child, Diana or Lu- 
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cina, and so on; thus every one made that his 
god to which his heart was inclined, so that 
even in the mind of the heathen to have a god 
means to trust and believe. But their error 
is this, that their trust is false and wrong; 
for it is not placed in the only God, besides 
whom there is truly no God in heaven or upon 
earth. Therefore the heathen really make 
their self-invented notions and dreams of God 
an idol, and put their trust in that which is 
altogether nothing. Thus it is with all idol- 
atry; for it consists not merely in erecting 
an image and worshiping it, but rather in the 
heart, which stands gaping at something else, 
and seeks help and consolation from creatures, 
saints, or devils, and neither cares for God, 
nor looks to Him for so much good as to be- 
lieve that He is willing to help, neither be- 
lieves that whatever good it experiences comes 
from God. 

Besides, there is also a false worship and 
extreme idolatry, which we have hitherto 
practised, and is still prevalent in the world, 
upon which also all ecclesiastical orders are 
founded, and which concerns the conscience 
alone, that seeks in its own works help, con- 
solation, and salvation, presumes to wrest 
heaven from God, and reckons how many be- 
quests it has made, how often it has fasted, 
celebrated Mass, etc. Upon such things ‘it 
depends, and of them boasts, as though un- 
willing to receive anything from God as a 
gift, but desires itself to earn or merit it 
superabundantly, just as though He must 
serve us and were our debtor, and we His 
liege lords. What is this but reducing God to 
an idol, yea, [a fig image or] an apple-god, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 587.] 
and elevating and regarding ourselves as God? 
But this is slightly too subtile, and is not for 
young pupils. 

But let this be said to the simple, that they 
may well note and remember the meaning of 
this commandment, namely, that we are to 
trust in God alone, and look to Him and ex-' 
pect from Him naught but good, as from one 
who gives us body, life, food, drink, nourish- 
ment, health, protection, peace, and all neces- 
saries of both temporal and eternal things. 
He also preserves us from misfortune, and if 
any evil befall us, delivers and rescues us, so 
that it is God alone (as has been sufficiently 
said) from whom we receive all good, and by 
whom we are delivered from all evil. Hence 
also, I think, we Germans from ancient times 
call God (more elegantly and appropriately 
than any other language) by that name from 
the word Good, as being an eternal fountain 
which gushes forth abundantly nothing but 
what is good, and from which flows forth all 
that is and is called good. 

For even though otherwise we experience 
much good from men, still whatever we re- 
ceive by His command or arrangement is all 
received from God. For our parents, and all 
rulers, and every one besides with respect to 
his neighbor, have received from God the com- 
mand that they should do us all manner of 
good, so that we receive these blessings not 
from them, but, through them, from God. 
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For creatures are only the hands, channels, 
and means whereby God gives all things, as 
He gives to the mother breasts and milk to 
offer to her child, and corn and all manner 
of produce from the earth for nourishment, 
none of which blessings could be produced by 
any creature of itself. 

Therefore no man should presume to take 
or give anything except as God has com- 
manded, in order that it may be acknowledged 
as God’s gift, and thanks may be rendered 
Him for it, as this commandment requires. 
On this account also these means of receiving 
good gifts through creatures are not to be re- 
jected, neither should we in presumption seek 
other ways and means than God has com- 
manded. For that would not be receiving 
from God, but seeking of ourselves. 

Let every one, then, see to it that he esteem 
this commandment great and high above all 
things, and do not regard it as a joke. Ask 
and examine your heart diligently, and you 
will find whether it cleaves to God. alone or 
not. If you have a heart that can expect of 
Him nothing but what is good, especially in 
want and distress, and that, moreover, re- 
nounces and forsakes everything that is not 
God, then you have the only true God. If, 
on the contrary, it cleaves to anything else, 
of which it expects more good and help than 
of God, and does not take refuge in Him, but 
in adversity flees from Him, then you have an 
idol, another god. 

(Coneordia Triglotta, p. 589.] 

In order that it may be seen that God will 
not have this commandment thrown to the 
winds, but will most strictly enforce it, He 
has attached to it first a terrible threat, and 
then a beautiful, comforting promise which 
is also to be urged and impressed upon young 
people, that they may take it to heart and 
retain it: 


[Exposition of the Appendix to the 
First Commandment. ] 


For I am the Lord, thy God, strong and 
jealous, visiting the iniquity of the fathers 
upon the children unto the third and fourth 
generation of them that hate Me; and show- 
ing mercy unto thousands of them that love 
Me and keep My commandments. 


Although these words relate to all the com- 
mandments (as we shall hereafter learn), yet 
they are joined to this chief commandment 
because it is of first importance that men have 
a right head; for where the head is right, 
the whole life must be right, and vice versa. 
Learn, therefore, from these words how angry 
God is with those who trust in anything but 
Him, and again, how good and gracious He 
is to those who trust and believe in Him 
alone with the whole heart; so that His 
anger does not cease until the fourth, genera- 
tion, while, on the other hand, His blessing 
and goodness extend to many thousands, lest 
you live in such security and commit your- 
self to chance, as men of brutal heart, who 
think that it makes no great difference [how 
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they live]. He is a God who will not leave it 
unavenged if men turn from Him, and will 
not cease to be angry until the fourth genera- 
tion, even until they are utterly exterminated. 
Therefore He is to be feared, and not to be 
despised. 

He has also demonstrated this in all his- 
tory, as the Scriptures abundantly show and 
daily experience still teaches. For from the 
beginning He has utterly extirpated all idol- 
atry, and, on account of it, both heathen and 
Jews; even as at the present day He over- 
throws all false worship, so that all who re- 
main therein must finally perish. Therefore, 
although proud, powerful, and rich worldlings 
[Sardanapaluses and Phalarides, who surpass 
even the Persians in wealth] are now to’ be 
found, who boast defiantly of their Mammon, 
with utter disregard whether God is angry at 
or smiles on them, and dare to withstand His 
wrath, yet they shall not succeed, but before 
they are aware, they shall be wrecked, with 
all in which they trusted; as all others have 
perished who have thought themselves more 
secure or powerful. 

And just because of such hardened heads 
who imagine because God connives and allows 
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them to rest in security, that He either is 
entirely ignorant or cares nothing about such 
matters, He must deal a smashing blow and 
punish them, so that He cannot forget it unto 
children’s children; so that every one may 
take note and see that this is no joke to Him. 
For they are those whom He means when He 
says: Who hate Me, 1. e., those who persist in 
their defiance and pride; whatever is preached 
or said to them, they will not listen; when 
they are reproved, in order that they may 
learn to know themselves and amend before 
the punishment begins, they become mad and 
foolish so as to fairly merit wrath, as now we 
see daily in bishops and princes. 

But terrible as are these threatenings, so 
much the more powerful is the consolation in 
the promise, that those who cling to God alone 
should be sure that He will show them mercy, 
that is, show them pure goodness and bless- 
ing, not only for themselves, but also to their 
children and children’s children, even to the 
thousandth generation and beyond that. This 
ought certainly to move and impel us to risk 
our hearts in all confidence with God, if we 
wish all temporal and eternal good, since the 
Supreme Majesty makes such sublime offers 
and presents such cordial inducements and 
such rich promises. 

Therefore let every one seriously take this 
to heart, lest it be regarded as though a 
man had spoken it. For to you it is a ques- 
tion either of eternal blessing, happiness, and 
salvation, or of eternal wrath, misery, and 
woe. What more would you have or desire 
than that He so kindly promises to be yours 
with every blessing, and to protect and help 
you in all need? 

But, alas! here is the failure, that the 
world believes nothing of this, nor regards it 
as God’s Word, because it sees that those who 
trust in God and not in Mammon suffer care 
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and want, and the devil opposes and resists 
them, that they have neither money, favor, 
nor honor, and, besides, can scarcely support 
life; while, on the other hand, those who 
serve Mammon have power, favor, honor, pos- 
sessions, and every comfort in the eyes of the 
world. For this reason, these words must be 
grasped as being directed against such ap- 
pearances; and we must consider that they 
do not lie or deceive, but must come true. 
Reflect for yourself or make inquiry and 
tell me: Those who have employed all their 
care and diligence to accumulate great pos- 
sessions and wealth, what have they finally 
attained? You will find that they have wasted 
their toil and labor, or even though they have 
amassed great treasures, they have been dis- 
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persed and scattered, so that they themselyes, 
have never found happiness in their wealth, 
and afterwards it never reached the third gen- 
eration. 

Instances of this you will find a plenty in 
all histories, also in the memory of aged and 
experienced people. Only observe and ponder 
them. 

Saul was a great king, chosen of God, and 
a godly man; but when he was established 
on his throne, and let his heart decline from 
God, and put his trust in his crown and 
power, he had to perish with all that he had, 
so that none even of his children remained. 

David, on the other hand, was a poor, de- 
spised man, hunted down and chased, so that 
he nowhere felt secure of his life; yet he had 
to remain in spite of Saul, and become king. 
For these words had to abide and come true, 
since God cannot lie or deceive. Only let not 
the devil and the world deceive you with their 
show, which indeed remains for a time, but 
finally is nothing. 

Let us, then, learn well the First Command- 
ment, that we may see how God will tolerate 
no presumption nor any trust in any other 
object, and how He requires nothing higher 
of us than confidence from the heart for every- 
thing good, so that we may proceed right and 
straightforward and use all the blessings 
which God gives no farther than as a shoe- 
maker uses his needle, awl, and thread for 
work, and then lays them aside, or as a 
traveler uses an inn, and food, and his bed 
only for temporal necessity, each one in his 
station, according to God’s order, and with- 
out allowing any of these things to be our 
lord or idol. Let this suffice with respect to 
the First Commandment, which we have had 
to explain at length, since it is of chief im- 
portance, because, as before said, where the 
heart is rightly disposed toward God and 
this commandment is observed, all the others 
follow. 


The Second Commandment. 
Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, 
thy God, in vain. 


As the First Commandment has instructed 
the heart and taught [the basis of] faith, so 
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this commandment leads us forth and directs 
the mouth and tongue to God. For the first 
objects that spring from the heart and mani- 
fest themselves are words. Now, as I have 
taught above how to answer the question, 
what it is to have a god, so you must learn 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 595.] 
to comprehend simply the meaning of this 
and all the commandments, and to apply it 
to yourself. 

If, then, it be asked: How do you under- 
stand the Second Commandment, or what is 
meant by taking in vain, or misusing God’s 
name? answer briefly thus: It is misusing 
God’s name when we call upon the Lord God, 
no matter in what way, for purposes of false- 
hood or wrong of any kind. Therefore this 
commandment enjoins this much, that God’s 
name must not be appealed to falsely, or taken 
upon the lips, while the heart knows well 
enough, or should know, differently; as 
among those who take oaths in court, where 
one side lies against the other. For God’s 
name cannot be misused worse than for the 
support of falsehood and deceit. Let this re- 
main the exact German and simplest mean- 
ing of this commandment. 

From this every one can readily infer when 
and in how many ways God’s name is mis- 
used, although it is impossible to enumerate 
all its misuses. Yet, to tell it in a few words, 
all misuse of the divine name occurs, first, in 
worldly business and in matters which con- 
cern money, possessions, honor, whether it be 
publicly in court, in the market, or wherever 
else men make false oaths in God’s name, or 
pledge their souls in any matter. And this 
is especially prevalent in marriage affairs, 
where two go and secretly betroth themselves 
to one another, and afterward abjure [their 
plighted troth]. 

But the greatest abuse occurs in spiritual 
matters, which pertain to the conscience, when 
false preachers rise up and offer their lying 
vanities as God’s Word. 

Behold, all this is decking one’s self out 
with God’s name, or making a pretty show, 
or claiming to be right, whether it occur in 
gross, worldly business or in sublime, subtile 
matters of faith and doctrine. And among 
liars belong also blasphemers, not alone the 
very gross, well known to every one, who dis- 
grace God’s name without fear (these are not 
for us, but for the hangman to discipline) ; 
but also those who publicly traduce the truth 
and God’s Word and consign it to the devil. 
Of this there is no need now to speak further. 

Here, then, let us learn and take to heart 
the great importance of this commandment, 
that with all diligence we may guard against 
and dread every misuse of the holy name, as 
the greatest sin that can be outwardly com- 
mitted. For to lie and deceive is in itself 
a great sin, but is greatly aggravated when 
we attempt to justify it, and seek to confirm 
: [Concordia Triglotta, p. 597. | 
it by invoking the name of God and using it 
as a cloak for shame, so that from a single 
lie a double lie, nay, manifold lies, result. 
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For this reason, too, God has added a 
solemn threat to this commandment, to wit: 
For the Lord will not hold him guiltless that 
taketh His name in vain. That is: It shall 
not be condoned to any one nor pass un- 
punished. For as little as He will leave it 
unavenged if any one turn his heart from 
Him, as little will He suffer His name to be 
employed for dressing up a lie. Now, alas! 
it is a common calamity in all the world that 
there are as few who are not using the name 
of God for purposes of lying and all wicked- 
ness as there are those who with their heart 
trust alone in God. 

For by nature we all have within us this 
beautiful virtue, to wit, that whoever has 
committed a wrong would like to cover up and 
adorn his disgrace, so that no one may see it 
or know it; and no one is so bold as to boast 
to all the world of the wickedness he has per- 
petrated; all wish to act by stealth and with- 
out any one being aware of what they do. 
Then, if any one be arraigned, the name of 
God is dragged into the affair and must make 
the villainy look like godliness, and the shame 
like honor, This is the common course of 
the world, which, like a great deluge, has 
flooded all lands. Hence we have also as our 
reward what we seek and deserve: pestilences, 
wars, famines, conflagrations, floods, wayward 
wives, children, servants, and all sorts of de- 
filement. Whence else should so much misery 
come? It is still a great mercy that the earth 
bears and supports us. 

Therefore, above all things,-our young people 
should have this commandment earnestly en- 
forced upon them, and they should be trained 
to hold this and the First Commandment in 
high regard; and whenever they transgress, 
we must at once be after them with the rod, 
and hold the commandment before them, and 
constantly inculcate it, so as to bring them 
up not only with punishment, but also in the 
reverence and fear of God. 

Thus you now understand what it is to take 
God’s name in vain, that is (to recapitulate 
briefly), either simply for purposes of false- 
hood, and to allege God’s name for something 
that is not so, or to curse, swear, conjure, 
and, in short, to practise whatever wicked- 
ness one may. 

Besides this you must also know how to 
use the name [of God] aright. For when say- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 599.) 
ing: Thou shalt not take the name of the 
Lord, thy God, in vain, He gives us to under- 
stand at the same time that it is to be used 
properly. For it has been revealed and given 
to us for the very purpose that it may be of 
constant use and profit. Hence it is a natural 
inference, since using the holy name for false- 
hood or wickedness is here forbidden, that we 
are, on the other hand, commanded to employ 
it for truth and for all good, as when one 
“swears truly where there is need and it is de- 
manded. “So also when there is right teach- 
ing, and when the name is invoked in trouble 
or praised and thanked in prosperity, etc.; 
all of which is comprehended summarily and 


The Second Commandment. 


173 


commanded in the passage Ps. 50,15: Cali 
upon Me in the day of trouble; I will deliver 
thee, and thou shalt glorify Me. For all this 

is bringing it into the service of truth, and 
using it in a blessed way, and thus His name 
is hallowed, as we pray in the Lord’s Prayer. 

Thus you have the sum of the entire com- 
mandment explained. And with this under- 
standing the question with which many 
teachers have troubled themselves has been 
easily solved, to wit, why swearing is pro- 
hibited in the Gospel, and yet Christ, St. Paul, 
and other saints often swore. The explana- 
tion is briefly this: We are not to swear in 
support of evil, that is, of falsehood, and 
where there is no need or use; but for the sup- 
port of good and the advantage of our neigh- 
bor we should swear. For it is a truly good 
work, by which God is praised, truth and 
right are established, falsehood is refuted, 
peace is made among men, obedience is ren- 
dered, and quarrels are settled. For in this 
way God Himself interposes and separates be- 
tween right and wYong, good and evil. If one 
part swears falsely, he has his sentence that he 
shall not escape punishment, and though it be 
deferred a long time, he shall not succeed; 
so that all that he may gain thereby will slip 
out of his hands, and he will never enjoy it; 
as I have seen in the case of many who per- 
jured themselves in their marriage-vows, that 
they have never had a happy hour or a health- 
ful day, and thus perished miserably in body, 
soul, and possessions. 

Therefore I advise and exhort as before 
that by means of warning and threatening, 
restraint and punishment, the children be 
trained betimes to shun falsehood, and es- 
pecially to avoid the use of God’s name in its 
support. For where they are allowed to do 
as they please, no good will result, as is even 
now evident that the world is worse than it 
has ever been, and that there is no govern- 
ment, no obedience, no fidelity, no faith, but 
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only daring, unbridled men, whom no teach- 
ing or reproof helps; all of which is God’s 
wrath and punishment for such wanton con- 
tempt of this commandment. 

On the other hand, they should be con- 
stantly urged and incited to honor God’s 
name, and to have it always upon their lips 
in everything that may happen to them or 
come to their notice. For that is the true 
honor of His name, to look to it and implore 
it for all consolation, so that (as we have 
heard above) first the heart by faith gives 
God the honor due Him, and afterwards the 
lips by confession. 

This is also a blessed and useful habit and 
very effectual against the devil, who is ever 
about us, and lies in wait to bring us into sin 
and shame, calamity and trouble, but who is 
very loath to hear God’s name, and cannot 
remain long where it is uttered and called 
upon from the heart. And, indeed, many a 
terrible and shocking calamity would befall 
us if, by our calling upon His name, God did 
not preserve us. I have myself tried it, and 
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learned by experience that often sudden great 
calamity was immediately averted and re- 
moved during such invocation. To vex the 
devil, I say, we should always have this holy 
name in our mouth, so that he may not be 
able to injure us as he wishes. 

For this end it is also of service that we 
form the habit of daily commending ourselves 
to God, with soul and body, wife, children, 
servants, and all that we have, against every 
need that may occur; whence also the bless- 
ing and thanksgiving at meals, and other 
prayers, morning and evening, have originated 
and remain in use. Likewise the practise of 
children to cross themselves when anything 
monstrous or terrible is seen or heard, and to 
exclaim: “Lord God, protect us!” “Help, 
dear Lord Jesus!” etc. Thus, too, if any one 
meets with unexpected good fortune, however 
trivial, that he say: “God be praised andy 
thanked; this God has bestowed on me!” etc., 
as formerly the children were accustomed to 
fast and pray to St. Nicholas and other saints. 
This would be more pleasing and acceptable 
to God than all monasticism and Carthusian 
sanctity. 

Behold, thus we might train our youth in 
a childlike way and playfully in the fear and 
honor of God, so that the First and Second 
Commandments might be well observed and 
in constant practise. Then some good might. 
take root, spring up and bear fruit, and men 
grow up whom an entire land might relish 
and enjoy. Moreover, this would be the true 
way to bring up children well as long as they 
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can become trained with kindness and delight. 
For what must be enforced with rods and 
blows only will not develop into a good breed, 
and at best they will remain godly under such 
treatment no longer than while the rod is 
upon their back. 

But this [manner of training] so spreads 
its roots in the heart that they fear God more 
than rods and clubs. This I say with such 
- simplicity for the sake of the young, that it 
may penetrate their minds. For since we are 
preaching to children, we must also prattle 
with them. Thus we have prevented the 
abuse and have taught the right use of the 
divine name, which should consist not only 
in words, but also in practise and life, so that 
we may know that God is well pleased with 
this, and will as richly reward it as He will 
terribly punish the abuse. 


The Third Commandment. 


Thou shalt sanctify the holy day. [Re- 
member the Sabbath day to keep it holy.] 


The word holy day (Feiertag) is rendered 
from the Hebrew word sabbath which prop- 
erly signifies to rest, that is, to abstain from 
labor. Hence we are accustomed to say, 
Feierabend machen [that is, to cease work- 
ing], or heiligen Abend geben [sanctify the 
Sabbath]. Now, in the Old Testament, God 
separated the seventh day, and appointed it 
for rest, and commanded that it should be 
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regarded as holy above all others. As regards 
this external observance, this commandment 
was given to the Jews alone, that they should 
abstain from toilsome work, and rest, so that 
both man and beast might recuperate, and 
not be weakened by unremitting labor. Al- 
though they afterwards restricted this too 
closely, and grossly abused it, so that they 
traduced and could not endure in Christ those 
works which they themselves were accustomed 
to do on that day, as we read in the Gospel; 
just as though the commandment were ful- 
filled by doing no external [manual] ~work 
whatever, which, however, was not the mean- 
ing, but, as we shall hear, that they sanctify 
the holy day or day of rest. 

This commandment, therefore, according to 
its gross sense, does not concern, us Chris- 
tians; for it is altogether an external mat- 
ter, like other ordinances of the Old Testa- 
ment, which were attached to particular cus- 
toms, persons, times, and places, and now have 
been made free through Christ. 

But to grasp a Christian meaning for the 
simple as to what God requires in this com- 
mandment, note that we keep holy days not 
for the sake of intelligent and learned Chris- 
tians (for they have no need of it [holy 
days]), but first of all for bodily causes and 
necessities, which nature teaches and requires; 
for ‘the common people, man-servants and 
maid-servants, who have been attending to 
their work and trade the whole week, that 
for a day they may retire in order to rest 
and be refreshed. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 605.] 

Secondly, and most especially, that on such 
day of rest (since we can get no other oppor- 
tunity) freedom and time be taken to attend 
divine service, so that we come together to 
hear and treat of God’s Word, and then to 
praise God, to sing and pray. 

However, this, I say, is not so restricted 
to any time, as with the Jews, that it must 
be just on this or that day; for in itself no 
one day is better than another; but this 
should indeed be done daily; however, since 
the masses cannot give such attendance, there 
must be at least one day in the week set 
apart. But since from of old Sunday [the 
Lord’s Day] has been appointed for this pur- 
pose, we also should continue the same, in 
order that everything be done in harmonious 
order, and no one create disorder by unneces- 
sary innovation. 

Therefore this is the simple meaning of the 
commandment: since holidays are observed 
anyhow, such observance should be devoted to 
hearing God’s Word, so that the special func- 
tion of this day should be the ministry of 
the Word for the young and the mass of poor 
people; yet that the resting be not so strictly 
interpreted as to forbid any other incidental 
work that cannot be avoided. 

Accordingly, when asked, What is meant by 
the commandment: Thow shalt sanctify the 
holy day? answer: To sanctify the holy day 
is the same as to keep it holy. But what is 
meant by keeping it holy? Nothing else than 
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to be occupied in holy words, works, and life. 
For the day needs no sanctification for itself; 
for in itself it has been created holy [from 
the beginning of the creation it was sancti- 
fied by its Creator]. But God desires it to be 
holy to you. Therefore it becomes holy or 
unholy on your account, according as you are 
occupied on the same with things that are 
holy or unholy. 

How, then, does such sanctification take 
place? Not in this manner, that [with folded 
hands] we sit behind the stove and do no 
rough [external] work, or deck ourselves with 
a wreath and put on our best clothes, but (as 
has been said) that we occupy ourselves with 
God’s Word, and exercise ourselves therein. 

And, indeed, we Christians ought always to 
keep such a holy day, and be occupied with 
nothing but holy things, 7. e., daily be engaged 
upon God’s Word, and carry it in our hearts 
and upon our lips. But (as has been said) 
since we do not at all times have leisure, we 
must devote several hours a week for the sake 
of the young, or at least a day for the sake of 
the entire multitude, to being concerned about 
this alone, and especially urge the Ten Com- 
mandments, the Creed, and the Lord’s Prayer, 
and thus direct our whole life and being ac- 
cording to God’s Word. At whatever time, 
then, this is being observed and practised, 
there a true holy day is being kept; other- 
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wise it shall not be called a Christians’ holy 
day. For, indeed, non-Christians can also 
cease from work and be idle, just as the en- 
tire swarm of our ecclesiastics, who stand 
daily in the churches, singing, and ringing 
bells but keeping no holy day holy, because 
they neither preach nor practise God’s Word, 
but teach and live contrary to it. 

For the Word of God is the sanctuary above 
all sanctuaries, yea, the only one which we 
Christians know and have. For though we 
had the bones of all the saints or all holy and 
consecrated garments upon a heap, still that 
would help us nothing; for all that is a dead 
thing which can sanctify nobody. But God’s 
Word is the treasure which sanctifies every- 
thing, and by which even all the saints them- 
selves were sanctified. At whatever hour, 
then, God’s Word is taught, preached, heard, 
read or meditated upon, there the person, day, 
and work are sanctified thereby, not because 
of the external work, but because of the Word, 
‘which makes saints of us all. Therefore 
I constantly say that all our life and work 
must be ordered according to God’s Word, if 
it is to be God-pleasing or holy. Where this 
is done, this commandment is in force and 
being fulfilled. 

On the contrary, any observance or work 
that is practised without God’s Word is un- 
holy before God, no matter how brilliantly 
it may shine, even though it be covered with 
relics, such as the fictitious spiritual orders, 
which know nothing of God’s Word and seek 
holiness in their own works. 

Note, therefore, that the force and power 
of this commandment lies not in the resting, 
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but in the sanctifying, so that to this day 
belongs a special holy exercise. For other 
works and occupations are not properly called 
holy exercises, unless the man himself be first 
holy. But here a work is to be done by which 
man is himself made holy, which is done (as 
we have heard) alone, through God’s Word. 
For this, then, fixed places, times, persons, 
and the entire external order of worship have 
been created and appointed, so that it may 
be publicly in operation. 

Since, therefore, so much depends upon 
God’s Word that without it no holy day can 
be sanctified, we must know that God insists 
upon a strict observance of this command- 
ment, and will punish all who despise His 
Word and are not willing to hear and learn 
it, especially at the time appointed for the 
purpose. 

Therefore not only those sin against this 
commandment who grossly misuse and dese- 
erate the holy day, as those who on account 
of their greed or frivolity neglect to hear 
God’s Word or lie in taverns and are dead 
drunk like swine; but also that other crowd, 
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who listen to God’s Word as to any other 
trifle, and only from custom come to preach- 
ing, and go away again, and at the end of 
the year know as little of it as at the begin: 
ning. For hitherto the opinion prevailed that 
you had properly hallowed Sunday when you 
had heard a mass or the Gospel read; but no 
one cared for God’s Word, as also no one 
taught it. Now, while we have God’s Word, 
we nevertheless do not correct the abuse; we 
suffer ourselves to be preached to and ad- 
monished, but we listen without seriousness 
and care. 

Know, therefore, that you must be con- 
cerned not only about hearing, but also about 
learning and retaining it in memory, and do 
not think that it is optional with you or of 
no great importance, but that it is God’s com- 
mandment, who will require of you how you 
have heard, learned, and honored His Word. 

Likewise those fastidious spirits are to be 
reproved who, when they have heard a ser- 
mon or two, find it tedious and dull, thinking 
that they know all that well enough, and need 
no more instruction. For just that is the sin 
which has been hitherto reckoned among mor- 
tal sins, and is called axnd/a, i. e., torpor or 
satiety, a malignant, dangerous plague with 
which the devil bewitches and deceives the 
hearts of many, that he may surprise us and 
secretly withdraw God’s Word from us. 

For let me tell you this, even though you 
know it perfectly and be already master in 
all things, still you are daily in the dominion 
of the devil, who ceases neither day nor night 
to steal unawares upon you, to kindle in your 
heart unbelief and wicked thoughts against 
the foregoing and all the commandments. 
Therefore you must always have God’s Word 
in your heart, upon your lips, and in your 
ears. But where the heart is idle, and the 
Word does not sound, he breaks in and has 
done the damage before we are aware. On 
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the other hand, such is the efficacy of the 
Word, whenever it is seriously contemplated, 
heard, and used, that it is bound never to be 
without fruit, but always awakens new under- 
standing, pleasure, and devoutness, and pro- 
duces a pure heart and pure thoughts. For 
these words are not inoperative or dead, but 
creative, living words. And even though no 
other interest or necessity impel us, yet this 
ought to urge every one thereunto, because 
thereby the devil is put to flight and driven 
away, and, besides, this commandment is ful- 
filled, and [this exercise in the Word] is more 
pleasing to God than any work of hypocrisy, 
however brilliant. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 611.] 
The Fourth Commandment. 


Thus far we have learned the first threéy 
commandments, which relate to God. First, 
that with our whole heart we trust in Him, 
and fear and love Him throughout all our 
life. Secondly, that we do not misuse His 
holy name in the support of falsehood or any 
bad work, but employ it to the praise of God 
and the profit and salvation of our neighbor 
and ourselves. Thirdly, that on holidays and 
when at rest we diligently treat and urge 
God’s Word, so that all our actions and our 
entire life be ordered according to it. Now 
follow the other seven, which relate to our 
neighbor, among which the first and great- 
est is: 


Thou shalt honor thy father and thy 
mother. 


To this estate of fatherhood and mother- 
hood God has given the special distinction 
above all estates that are beneath it that He 
not simply commands us to love our parents, 
but .to honor them. For with respect to 
brothers, sisters, and our neighbors in gen- 
eral He commands nothing higher than that 
we love them, so that He separates and dis- 
tinguishes father and mother above all other 
persons upon earth, and places them at His 
side. For it is a far higher thing to honor 
than to love one, inasmuch as it comprehends 
not only love, but also modesty, humility, and 
deference as to a majesty there hidden, and 
requires not only that they be addressed 
kindly and with reverence, but, most of all, 
that both in heart and with the body we so 
act as to show that we esteem them very 
highly, and that, next to God, we regard them 
as the very highest. For one whom we are to 
honor from the heart we must truly regard as 
high and great. 

We must, therefore, impress it upon the 
young that they should regard their parents 
as in God’s stead, and remember that however 
lowly, poor, frail, and queer they may be, 
nevertheless they are father and mother given 
them by God. They are not to be deprived 
of their honor because of their conduct or 
their failings. Therefore we are not to re- 
gard their persons, how they may be, but the 
will of God who has thus created and or- 
dained. In other respects we are, indeed, all 
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alike in the eyes of God; but among us there 
must -necessarily* be such inequality and 
ordered difference, and therefore God com- 
mands it to be observed, that you obey me as 
your father, and that I have the supremacy. 

Learn, therefore, first, what is the honor 
towards parents required by this command- 
ment, to wit, that they be held in distinction 
and esteem above all things, as the most pre- 
cious treasure on earth. Furthermore, that 
also in our words we observe modesty toward 
them, do not ac¢ost them roughly, haughtily, 
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and defiantly, but yield to them and be silent, 
even though they go too far. Thirdly, that 
we show them such honor also by works, that 
is, with our body and possessions, that we 
serve them, help them, and provide for them 
when they are old, sick, infirm, or poor, and 
all that not only gladly, but with humility 
and reverence, as doing it before God. For 
he who knows how to regard them in his 
heart will not allow them to suffer want or 
hunger, but will place them above him and 
at his side, and will share with them what- 
ever he has and possesses. 

Secondly, notice how great, good, and holy 
a work is here assigned children, which is, 
alas! utterly neglected and disregarded, and 
noone perceives that God has commanded it, 
or that it is a holy, divine Word and doc- 
trine. For if it had been regarded as such, 
every one could have inferred that they must 
be holy men who live according to these words. 
Thus there would have been no need of in- 
venting monasticism nor spiritual orders, but 
every child would have abided by this com- 
mandment, and could have directed his con- 
science to God and said: “If I am to do good 
and holy works, I know of none better than 
to render all honor and obedience to my par- 
ents, because God has Himself commanded it. 
For what God commands must be much and 
far nobler than everything that we may de- 
vise ourselves; and since there is no higher 
or better teacher to be found than God, there 
can be no better doctrine, indeed, than He 
gives forth. Now, He teaches fully what we 
should do if we wish to perform truly good 
works; and by commanding them, He shows 
that they please Him. If, then, it is God who 
commands this, and who knows not how to 
appoint anything better, I will never improve 
upon it.” 

Behold, in this manner we would have had 
a godly child properly taught, reared in true 
blessedness, and kept at home in obedience to 
his parents and in their service, so that men 
should have had blessing and joy from the 
spectacle. However, God’s commandment was 
not permitted to be thus [with such care and 
diligence] commended, but had to be neglected 
and trampled under foot, so that a child could 
not lay it to heart, and meanwhile gaped 
[like a panting wolf] at the devices which we 
set up,,without once [consulting or] giving 
reverence to God. 

Let us, therefore, learn at last, for God’s 
sake, that, placing all other things out of 
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sight, our youths look first to this command- 
ment, if. they wish to serve God with truly 
good works, that they do what is pleasing to 
their fathers and mothers, or to those to whom 
they may be subject in their stead. For every 
child that knows and does this has, in the 
first place, this great consolation in his heart, 
that he can joyfully say and boast (in spite 
of and against all who are occupied with 
works of their own choice): “Behold, this 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 615.] 

work .is well pleasing to my God in heaven, 
that I know for certain.” Let them all come 
together with their many great, distressing, 
and difficult works and make their boast; we 
will see whether they can show one that is 
greater and nobler than obedience to father 
and mother, to whom God ‘has appointed 
and commanded obedience next to His own 
majesty; so that if God’s Word and will are 
in force and being accomplished, nothing shall 
be esteemed higher than the will and word of 
parents; yet so that it, too, is subordinated 
to obedience toward God and is not opposed 
to the preceding commandments. 

Therefore you should be heartily glad and 
thank God that He has chosen you and made 
you worthy to do a work so precious and 
pleasing to Him. Only see that, although it 
be regarded as the most humble and despised, 
you esteem it great and precious, not on ac- 
eount of our worthiness, but because it is 
comprehended in, and controlled by, the jewel 
and sanctuary, namely, the Word and com- 
mandment of God. Oh, what a high price 
would all Carthusians, monks, and nuns pay, 
if in all their religious doings they could 
bring into God’s presence a ‘single work done 
by virtue of His commandment, and be able 
before His face to say with joyful heart: 
“Now I know that this work is well pleasing 
to Thee.” Where will these poor wretched 
persons hide when in the sight of God and all 
the world they shall blush with shame before 
a young child who has lived according to this 
commandment, and shall have to confess that 
with their whole life they are not worthy to 
give it a drink of water? And it serves them 
right for their devilish perversion in treading 
God’s commandment under foot that they 
must vainly torment themselves with works 
of their own device, and, in addition, have 
scorn and loss for their reward. 

Should not the heart, then, leap and melt 
-for joy when going to work and doing what 
is commanded, saying: Lo, this is better than 
all holiness of the Carthusians, even though 
they kill themselves fasting and praying 
upon their knees without ceasing? For here 
you have a sure text and a divine testimony 
that He has enjoined this; but concerning 
the other He did not command a word. But 
this is the plight and miserable blindness of 
the world that no one believes these things; 
to such an extent the devil has deceived us 
with false holiness and the glamour of our 
own works. 

Therefore I would be very glad (I say it 
again) if men would open their eyes and ears, 
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and take this to heart, lest some time we 
may again be led astray from the pure Word 
of God to the lying vanities of the devil. 
Then, too, all would be well; for parents 
would have more joy, love, friendship, and 
concord in their houses; thus the children 
could captivate their parents’ hearts. On the 
other hand, when they are obstinate, and will 
not do what they ought until a rod is laid 
upon their back, they anger both God and 
{Concordia Triglotta, p. 617.] 
their parents, whereby they deprive them- 
selves of this treasure and joy of conscience, 
and lay up for themselves only misfortune. 
Therefore, as every one complains, the course 
of the world now is such that both young and 
old are altogether dissolute and beyond con- 
trol, have no reverence nor sense of honor, do 
nothing except as they are driven to it by 
blows, and perpetrate what wrong and de- 
traction they can behind each other’s back; 
therefore God also punishes them, that they 
sink into all kinds of filth and misery. As 
a rule, the parents, too, are themselves stupid 
and ignorant; one fool trains [teaches] an- 
other, and as they have lived, so live their 
children after them. 

This, now, I say should be the first and most 
important consideration to urge us to the ob-- 
servance of this commandment; on which 
account, even if we had no father and mother, 
we ought to wish that God would set up wood 
and stone before us, whom we might call 
father and mother. How much more, since 
He has given us living parents, should we re- 
joice to show them honor and obedience, be- 
cause we know it is so highly pleasing to the 
Divine Majesty and to all angels, and vexes 
all devils, and is, besides, the highest work 
which we can do, after the sublime divine 
worship comprehended in the previous com- 
mandments; so that giving of alms and every 
other good work toward our neighbor are not 
equal to this. For God has assigned this 
estate the highest place, yea, has set it up in 
His own stead, upon earth. This will and 
pleasure of God ought to be a sufficient 
reason and incentive to us to do what we can 
with good will and pleasure. 

Besides this, it is our duty before the world 
to be grateful for benefits and every good 
which we have of our parents. But here 
again the devil rules in the world, so that the 
children forget their parents, as we all forget 
God, and no one considers how God nourishes, 
protects, and defends us, and bestows so much 
good on body and soul; especially when an 
evil hour comes, we are angry and grumble 
with impatience, and all the good which we 
have received throughout our life is wiped 
out [from our memory]. Just so we do also 
with our parents, and there is no child that 
understands and considers this [what the par- 
ents have endured while nourishing and fos- 
tering him], except the Holy Ghost grant him 
this grace. 

God knows very well this perverseness of 
the world; therefore He admonishes and 
urges by commandments that every one con- 
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sider what his parents have done for him, 
and he will find that he has from them body 
and life, moreover, that he has been fed and 
reared when otherwise he would have perished 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 619.) 

a hundred times in his own filth. Therefore 
it is a true and good saying of old and wise 
men: Deo, parentibus et magistris non pot- 
est satis gratiae rependi, that is, To God, to 
parents, and to teachers we can never render 
sufficient gratitude and compensation. He 
that regards and considers this will indeed 
without compulsion do all honor to his par- 
ents, and bear them up on his hands as those 
through whom God has done him all good. 

Over and above all this, another great 
reason that should incite us the more [to 
obedience to this commandment] is that God 
attaches to this commandment a temporal 
promise and says: That thou mayest lve 
long upon the land which the Lord, thy God, 
giveth thee. 

Here you can see yourself how much God 
is in earnest in respect to this commandment, 
inasmuch as He not only declares that it is 
well pleasing to Him, and that He has joy 
and delight therein; but also that it shall 
be for our prosperity and promote our highest 
good; so that we may have a pleasant and 
agreeable life, furnished with every good 
thing. Therefore also St. Paul greatly em- 
phasizes the same and rejoices in it when he 
says, Eph. 6,2.3: This is the first command- 
ment with promise: That it may be well with 
thee, and thou mayest live long on the earth. 
For although the rest also have their promises 
contained in them, yet in none is it so plainly 
and explicitly stated. 

Here, then, you have the fruit and the re- 
ward, that whoever observes this command- 
ment shall have happy days, fortune, and 
prosperity; and on the other hand, the pun- 
ishment, that whoever is disobedient shall the 
sooner perish, and never enjoy life. For to 
have long life in the sense of the Scriptures 
is not only to become old, but to have every- 
thing which belongs to long life, such as 
health, wife, and children, livelihood, peace, 
good government, etc., without which this life 
can neither be enjoyed in cheerfulness nor 
long endure. If, therefore, you will not obey 
father and mother and submit to their dis- 
cipline, then obey the hangman; if you will 
not obey him, then submit to the skeleton- 
man, t.¢., death [death the all-subduer, the 
teacher of wicked children]. For on this God 
insists peremptorily: Hither if you obey Him, 
rendering love and service, He will reward 
you abundantly with all good, or if you offend 
Him, He will send upon you both death and 
the hangman. 

Whence come so many knaves that must 
daily be hanged, beheaded, broken upon the 
wheel, but from disobedience [to parents], be- 
cause they will not submit to discipline in 
kindness, so that, by the punishment of God, 
they bring it about that we behold their mis- 
fortune and grief? For it seldem happens 
that such perverse people die a natural or 
timely death. 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 621.} : 

But the godly and obedient have this bless- 
ing, that they live long in pleasant quietness, 
and see their children’s children (as said 
above) to the third and fourth generation. 

Thus experience also teaches, that where 
there are honorable, old families who fare well 
and have many children, they owe their origin 
to the fact, to be sure, that some of them were 
brought up well and were regardful of their 
parents. On the other hand, it is written of 
the wicked, Ps. 109,13: Let his posterity be 
cut off; and in the generation following let 
their name be blotted out. Therefore heed well 
how great a thing in God’s sight obedience is, 
since He so highly esteems it, is so highly 
pleased with it, and rewards it so richly, and 
besides enforces punishment so rigorously on 
those who act contrariwise. ‘ 

All this I say that it may be well impressed 
upon the young. For no one believes how 
necessary this commandment is, although it 
has not been esteemed and taught hitherto 
under the papacy. These are simple and easy 
words, and everybody thinks he knew them 
afore; therefore men pass them lightly by, 
are gaping after other matters, and do not 
see and believe that God is so greatly offended 
if they be disregarded, nor that one does a 
work so well pleasing and precious if he fol- 
lows them. 

In this commandment belongs a further 
statement regarding all kinds of obedience to 
persons in authority who have to command 
and to govern. For all authority flows and is 
propagated from the authority of parents. 
For where a father is unable alone to educate 
his [rebellious and irritable] child, he em- 
ploys a schoolmaster to instruct him; if he 
be too weak, he enlists the aid of his friends 
and neighbors; if he departs this life, he 
delegates and confers his authority and gov- 
ernment upon others who are appointed for 
the purpose. Likewise, he must have domes- 
tics, man-servants and maid-servants, under 
himself for the management of the household, 
so that all whom we call masters are in the 
place of parents and must derive their power 


, and authority to govern from them. Hence 


also they are all called fathers in the Scrip- 
tures, as those who in their government per- 
form the functions of a father, and should 
have a paternal heart toward their subordi- 
nates. As also from antiquity the Romans 
and other nations called the masters and 
mistresses of the household patres- et matres- 
familiae, that is, housefathers and house- 
mothers. So also they called their national 
rulers and overlords patres patriae, that is, 
fathers of the entire country, for a great 
shame to us who would be Christians that 
we do not likewise call them so, or, at least, 
do not esteem and honor them as such. 
Now, what a child owes to father and 
mother, the same owe all who are embraced 
in the household. Therefore man-servants and 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 623.] 
maid-servants should be careful not only to 
be obedient to their masters and mistresses, 
but also to honor them as their own fathers 
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and mothers, and to do everything which they 
know is expected of them, not from compul- 
sion and with reluctance, but with pleasure 
and joy for the cause just mentioned, namely, 
that it is God’s.command and is pleasing to 
Him above all other works. Therefore they 
ought rather to pay wages in addition and be 
glad that they may obtain masters and mis- 
tresses to have such joyful consciences and 
to know how they may do truly golden works; 
a matter which has hitherto been neglected 
and despised, when, instead, everybody ran, 
in the devil’s name, into convents or to pil- 
grimages and indulgences, with loss [of time 
and money] and with an evil conscience. 

If this truth, then, could be impressed upon 
the poor people, a servant-girl would leap and 
praise and thank God; and with her tidy 
work for which she receives support and 
wages she would acquire such a treasufe as 
all that are esteemed the greatest saints have 
not obtained. Is it not an excellent boast to 
know and say that, if you perform your daily 
domestic task, this is better than all the 
sanctity and ascetic life of monks? And you 
have the promise, in addition, that you shall 
prosper in all good and fare well. How can 
you lead a more blessed or holier life as far 
as your works are concerned? For in the 
sight of God faith is what really renders a 
person holy, and alone serves Him, but the 
works are for the service of man. There you 
have everything good, protection and defense 
in the Lord, a joyful conscience and a gracious 
God besides, who will reward you a hundred- 
fold, so that you are even a nobleman if you 
be only pious and obedient. But if not, you 
have, in the first place, nothing but the wrath 
and displeasure of God, no peace of heart, and 
afterwards all manner of plagues and mis- 
fortunes. 

Whoever will not be influenced by this and 
inclined to godliness we hand over to the 
hangman and to the skeleton-man. Therefore 
let every one who allows himself to be advised 
remember that God is not making sport, and 
know that it is God who speaks with you and 
demands obedience. If you obey Him, you 
are His dear child; but if you despise to do 
it, then take shame, misery, and grief for 
your reward. 

The same also is to be said of obedience to 
civil government, which (as we have said) is 
all embraced in the estate of fatherhood and 
extends farthest of all relations. For here 
the father is not one of a single family, but 
- of as many people as he has tenants, citizens, 
or subjects. For through them, as through 
our parents, God gives to us food, house and 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 625.] 
home, protection and security. Therefore, 
since they bear such name and title with all 
honor as their highest dignity, it is our duty 
to honor them and to esteem them great as 
the dearest treasure and the most precious 
jewel upon earth. 

He, now, who is obedient here, is willing 
and ready to serve, and cheerfully does all 
that pertains to honor, knows that he is 
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pleasing God and that he will receive joy and 
happiness for his reward. If he will not do 
it in love, but despises and resists [authority] 
or rebels, let him also know, on the other 
hand, that he shall have no favor nor bless- 
ing, and where he thinks to gain a florin 
thereby, he will elsewhere lose ten times as 
much, or become a victim to the hangman, 
perish by war, pestilence, and famine, or ex- 
perience no good in his children, and be 
obliged to suffer injury, injustice, and vio- 
lence at the hands of his servants, neigh- 
bors, or strangers and tyrants; so that ioe 
we seek and deserve is paid back and comes 
home to us. 

If we would ever suffer ourselves to be per- 
suaded that such works are pleasing to God 
and have so rich a reward, we would be estab- 
lished in altogether abundant possessions and 
But because 
the word and command of God are so lightly 
esteemed, as though some babbler had spoken 
it, let us see whether you are the man to op- 
pose Him. How difficult, do you think, it will 
be for Him to recompense you! ‘Therefore 
you would certainly live much better with the 
divine favor, peace, and happiness than with 
His displeasure and misfortune. Why, think 
you, is the world now so full of unfaithful- 
ness, disgrace, calamity, and murder, but be- 
cause every one desires to be his own master 
and free from the emperor, to care nothing 
for any one, and do what pleases him? There- 
fore God punishes one knave by another, so 
that, when you defraud and despise your mas- 
ter, another comes and deals in like manner 
with you, yea, in your household you must 
suffer ten times more from wife, children, or 
servants. 

Indeed, we feel our misfortune, we murmur 
and complain of unfaithfulness, violence, and 
injustice, but will not see that we ourselves 
are knaves who have fully deserved this pun- 
ishment, and yet are not thereby reformed. 
We will have no favor and happiness, there- 
fore it is but fair that we have nothing but 
misfortune without mercy. There must still 
be somewhere upon earth some godly people 
because God continues to grant us so much 
good! On our own account we should not 
have a farthing in the house nor a straw in 
the field. All this I have been obliged to urge 
with so many words, in hope that some one 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 627.] 
may take it to heart, that we may be relieved 
of the blindness and misery in which we are 
steeped so deeply, and may truly understand 
the Word and will of God, and earnestly 
accept it. For thence we would learn how 
we could have joy, happiness, and salvation 
enough, both temporal and eternal. 

Thus we have two kinds of fathers pre- 
sented in this commandment, fathers in blood 
and fathers in office, or those to whom belongs 
the care of the family, and those to whom be- 
longs the care of the country. Besides these 
there are yet spiritual fathers; not like those 


-in the Papacy, who have indeed had them- 


selves called thus, but have performed no 
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function of the paternal office. For those only 
are called spiritual fathers who govern and 
guide us by the Word of God; as St. Paul 
boasts his fatherhood 1 Cor. 4, 15, where he 
says: In Ohrist Jesus I have begotten you 
through the Gospel. Now, since they are 
fathers they are entitled to their honor, even 
above all others. But here it is bestowed 
least; for the way which the world knows for 
honoring them is to drive them out of the 
country and to grudge them a piece of bread, 
and, in short, they must be (as says St. Paul, 
1 Cor. 4,13) as the filth of the world and 
everybody’s refuse and footrag. : 
Yet there is need that this also be urged 
upon the populace, that those who would be 
Christians are under obligation in the sight 
of God to esteem them worthy of double honor 
who minister to their souls, that they deal 
well with them and provide for them. For 
that, God is willing to add to you sufficient 
blessing and will not let you come to want. 
But in this matter every one refuses and re- 
sists, and all are afraid that they will perish 
from bodily want, and cannot now support 
one respectable preacher, where formerly they 
filled ten fat paunches. In this we also de- 
serve that God deprive us of His Word and 
blessing, and again allow preachers of lies to 
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arise to lead us to the devil, and, in addition, . 


to drain our sweat and blood. 

But those who keep in sight God’s will and 
commandment have the promise that every- 
thing which they bestow upon temporal and 
spiritual fathers, and whatever they do to 
honor them, shall be richly recompensed to 
them, so that they shall have, not bread, cloth- 
ing, and money for a year or two, but long 
life, support, and peace, and shall be eternally 
rich and blessed. Therefore only do what is 
your duty, and let God take care how He is to 
support you and provide for you sufficiently. 
Since He has promised it, and has never yet 
lied, He will not be found lying to you. 

This ought indeed to encourage us, and give 
us hearts that would melt in pleasure and 
love toward those to whom we owe honor, so 

that we would raise our hands and joyfully 
: {Concordia Triglotta, p. 629.] 
thank God who has given us such promises, 
for which we ought to run to the ends of the 
world [to the remotest parts of India]. For 
although the whole world should combine, it 
could not add an hour to our life or give us 
a single grain from the earth. But God wishes 
to give you all exceeding abundantly accord- 
ing to your heart’s desire. He who despises 
and casts this to the winds is not worthy ever 
to hear a word of God. This has now been 
stated more than enough for all who belong 
under this commandment. 

In addition, it would be well to preach to 
the parents also, and such as bear their office, 
as to how they should deport themselves 
toward those who are committed to them for 
their government. For although this is not 
expressed in the Ten Commandments, it is 
nevertheless abundantly enjoined in many 
places in the Scriptures. And God desires to 
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have it embraced in this commandment when 
He speaks of father and mother. For He does 
not wish to have in this office and government 
knaves and tyrants; nor does He assign to 
them this honor, that is, power and authority 
to govern, that they should have themselves 
worshiped; but they should consider that 
they are under obligations of obedience to 
God; and that, first of all, they should ear- 
nestly and faithfully discharge their office, 
not only to support and provide for the bodily 
necessities of their children, servants, sub- 
jects, etc., but, most of all, to train them to 
the honor and praise of God. Therefore do 
not think that this is left to your pleasure 
and arbitrary will, but that it is a strict com- 
mand and injunction of God, to whom also 
you must give account for it. 


But here again the sad plight arises that 
no one perceives or heeds this, and all live 
on as though God gave us children for our 
pleasure or amusement, and servants that we 
should employ them like a cow or ass, only 
for work, or as though we were only to gratify 
our wantonness with our subjects, ignoring 
them, as though it were no concern of ours 
what they learn or how they live; and no 
one is willing to see that this is the command 
of the Supreme Majesty, who will most 
strictly call us to account and punish us 
for it; nor that there is so great need to be 
so seriously concerned about the young. For 
if we wish to have excellent and apt persons 
both for civil and ecclesiastical government, 
we must spare no diligence, time, or cost in 
teaching and educating our children, that they 
may serve God and the world, and we must 
not think only how we may amass money and 
possessions for them. For God can indeed 
without us support and make them rich, as 
He daily does. But for this purpose He has 
given us children, and issued this command 
that we should train and govern them accord- 
ing to His will, else He would have no need 
of father and mother. Let every one know, 
therefore, that it is his duty, on peril of losing 
the divine favor, to bring up his children 
above all things in the fear and knowledge of 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 631.) : 
God, and if they are talented, have them learn 
and study something, that they may be em- 
ployed for whatever need there is [to have 
them instructed and trained in a liberal edu- 
cation, that men may be able to have their 
aid in government and in whatever is neces- 
sary]. 


If that were done, God would also richly 
bless us and give us grace to train men by 
whom land and people might be improved, 
and likewise well-educated citizens, chaste and 
domestic wives, who afterwards would rear 
godly children and servants. Here consider 
now what deadly injury you are doing if you 
be negligent and fail on your part to bring 
up your child to usefulness and piety, and 
how you bring upon yourself all sin and 
wrath, thus earning hell by your own chil- 
dren, even though you be otherwise pious and 
holy. And because this is disregarded, God 
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so fearfully punishes the world that there is 
no discipline, government, or peace, of which 
we all complain, but do not see that it is our 
fault; for as we train them, we have spoiled 
and disobedient children and subjects. Let 
this be sufficient exhortation; for to draw 
this out at length belongs to another time. 


The Fifth Commandment. 
Thou shalt not kill. 


We have now completed both the spiritual 
and the temporal government, that is, the 
divine and the paternal authority and obe- 
dience. But here now we go forth from our 
house among our neighbors to learn how we 
should live with one another, every one him- 
self toward his neighbor. Therefore God and 
government are not included in this command- 
ment, nor is the power to kill, which they 
have, taken away. For God has delegated His 
authority to punish evil-doers to the govern- 
ment instead of parents, who aforetime (as 
we read in Moses) were required to bring 
their own children to judgment and sentence 
them to death. Therefore, what is here for- 
bidden is forbidden to the individual in his 
relation to any one else, and not to the gov- 
ernment. 

Now this commandment is easy enough, 
and has been often treated, because we hear 
it annually in the Gospel of St. Matthew, 
5, 21ff., where Christ Himself explains and 
sums it up, namely, that we must not kill, 
neither with hand, heart, mouth, signs, ges- 
tures, help, nor counsel. Therefore it is here 
forbidden to every one to be angry, except 
those (as we said) who are in the place of 
God, that is, parents and the government. 
For it is proper for God and for every one 
who is in a divine estate to be angry, to re- 
prove and punish, namely, on account of those 
very persons who transgress this and the 
other commandments. 

But the cause and need of this command- 
ment is that God well knows that the world 
(Concordia Triglotta, p. 633.] 
is evil, and that this life has much unhappi- 
ness; therefore He has placed this and the 
other commandments between the good and 
the evil. Now, as there are many assaults 
upon all commandments, so it happens also 
in this commandment that we must live 
among many people who do us harm, so that 

we have cause to be hostile to them. 

As when your neighbor sees that you have 
a better house and home [a larger family and 
more fertile fields], greater possessions and 
fortune from God than he, he is sulky, envies 
you, and speaks no good of you. 

Thus by the devil’s incitement you will get 
many enemies who cannot bear to see you 
have any good, either bodily or spiritual. 
When we see such people, our hearts, in 
turn, would rage and bleed and take venge- 
ance. Then there arise cursing and blows, 
from which follow finally misery and murder. 
Here, now, God like a kind father steps in 
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ahead of us, interposes and wishes to have 
the quarrel settled, that no misfortune come 
of it, nor one destroy another. And briefly, 
He would hereby protect, set free, and keep 
in peace every one against the crime and 
violence of every one else; and would have 
this commandment placed as a wall, fortress, 
and refuge about our neighbor, that we do 
him no hurt nor harm in his body. 

Thus this commandment aims at this, that 
no one offend his neighbor on account of any 
evil deed, even though he have fully de- 
served it. For where murder is forbidden, 
all cause also is forbidden whence murder 
may originate. For many a one, although 
he does not kill, yet curses and utters a wish, 
which would stop a person from running far 
if it were to strike him in the neck [makes 
imprecations, which if fulfilled with respect 
to any one, he would not live long]. Now, 
since this inheres ‘in every one by nature and 
it is a common practise that no one is willing 
to suffer at the hands of another, God wishes 
to remove the root and source by which the 
heart is embittered against our neighbor, and 
to accustom us ever to keep in view this com- 
mandment, always to contemplate ourselves 
in it as in a mirror, to regard the will of 
God, and with hearty confidence and invoca- 
tion of His name to commit to Him the wrong 
which we suffer. Thus we shall suffer our 
enemies to rage and be angry, doing what 
they can, and we learn to calm our wrath, 
and to have a patient, gentle heart, especially 
toward those who give us cause to be angry, 
that is, our enemies. : 

Therefore the entire sum of what it means 
not to kill is to be impressed most explicitly 
upon the simple-minded. In the first place, 
that we harm no one, first, with our hand 
or by deed. Then, that we do not employ our 
tongue to instigate or counsel thereto. Fur- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 635.] 

ther, that we neither use nor assent to any 
kind of means or methods whereby any one 
may be injured, And finally, that the heart 
be not ill disposed toward any one, nor from 
anger and hatred wish him ill, so that body 
and soul may be innocent in regard to every 
one, but especially those who wish you evil 
or inflict such upon you. For to do evil to 
one who wishes and does you good is not 
human, but diabolical. 

Secondly, under this commandment not 
only he is guilty who does evil to his 
neighbor, but he also who can do him good, 
prevent, resist evil, defend and save him, so 
that no bodily harm or hurt happen to him, 
and yet does not do it. If, therefore, you send 
away one that is naked when you could clothe 
him, you have caused him to freeze to death; 
if you see one suffer hunger and do not give 
him food, you have caused him to starve. So 
also, if you see any one innocently sentenced 
to death or in like distress, and do not save 
him, although you know ways and means to 
do so, you have killed him. And it will not 
avail you to make the pretext that you did 
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not afford any help, counsel, or aid thereto, 
for you have withheld your love from him 
and deprived him of the benefit whereby his 
life would have been saved. 

Therefore God also rightly calls all those 
murderers who do not afford counsel and help 
in distress and danger of body and life, and 
will pass a most terrible sentence upon them in 
the last day, as Christ Himself has announced 
when He shall say, Matt. 25,42f.: I was an 
hungred, and ye gave Me no meat; I was 
thirsty, and ye gave Me no drink; I was 
a stranger, and ye took Me not in; naked, 
and ye clothed Me not; sick and im prison, 
and ye visited Me not. That is: You would 
have suffered Me and Mine to die of hunger, 
thirst, and cold, would have suffered the wild 
beasts to tear us to pieces, or left us to rot 
in prison or perish in distress. 
is that but to reproach them as murderers 
and bloodhounds? For although you have 
not actually done all this, you have never- 
theless, so far as you were concerned, suffered 
him to pine and perish in misfortune. 

It is just as if I saw some one navigating 
and laboring in deep water [and struggling 
against adverse winds] or one fallen into 
fire, and could extend to him the hand to pull 
him out and save him, and yet refused to 
do it. What else would I appear, even in 
the eyes of the world, than as a murderer 
and a criminal? 

Therefore it is God’s ultimate purpose that 
we suffer harm to befall no man, but show 
him all good and love; and, as we have said, 
it is specially directed toward those who are 
our enemies. For to do good to our friends 
is but an ordinary heathen virtue, as Christ 
says Matt. 5, 46. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 637.] 

Here we have again the Word of God 
whereby He would encourage and urge us to 
true noble and sublime works, as gentleness, 
patience, and, in short, love and kindness to 
our enemies, and would ever remind us to 
reflect upon the First Commandment, that He 
is our God, that is, that He will help, assist, 
and protect us, in order that He may thus 
quench the desire of revenge in us. 

This we ought to practise and inculcate, 
and we would have our hands full doing good 
works. But this would not be preaching for 
monks; it would greatly detract from the re- 
ligious estate, and infringe upon the sanctity 
of Carthusians, and would even be regarded as 
forbidding good works and clearing the con- 
vents. For in this wise the ordinary state of 
Christians would be considered just as worthy, 
and even worthier, and everybody would see 
how they mock and delude the world with a 
false, hypocritical show of holiness, because 
they have given this and other commandments 
to the winds, and have esteemed them unneces- 
sary, as though they were not commandments, 
but mere counsels; and have at the same 
time shamelessly proclaimed and _ boasted 
their hypocritical estate and works as the 
most perfect life, in order that they might 
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lead a pleasant, easy life, without the cross 
and without patience, for which reason, too, 
they have resorted to the cloisters, so that 
they might not be obliged to suffer any wrong 
from any one or to do him any good. But 
know now that these are the true, holy, and 
godly works, in which, with all the angels, 
He rejoices, in comparison with which all 
human holiness is but stench and filth, and, 
besides, deserves nothing but wrath and dam- 
nation. 


The Sixth Commandment. 


Thou shalt not commit adultery. 


These commandments now [that follow] 
are easily understood from [the explanation 
of] the preceding; for they are all to the 
effect that we [be careful to] avoid doing any 
kind of injury to our neighbor. But they are 
arranged in fine [elegant] order. In the first 
place, they treat of. his own person. Then 
they proceed to the person nearest him, or 
the closest possession next after his body, 
namely, his wife, who is one flesh and blood 
with him, so that we cannot inflict a higher 
injury upon him in any good that is his. 
Therefore it is explicitly forbidden here to 
bring any disgrace upon him in respect to his 
wife. And it really aims at adultery, because 
among the Jews it was ordained and com- 
manded that every one must be married. 
Therefore also the young were early provided 
for [married], so that the virgin state was 
held in small esteem, neither were public 
prostitution and lewdness tolerated (as now). 
Therefore adultery was the most common 
form of unchastity among them. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 639.] 

But because among us there is such a 
shameful mess and the very dregs of all vice 
and lewdness, this commandment is directed 
also against all manner of unchastity, what- 
éver it may be called; and not only is the 
external act forbidden, but also every kind 
of cause, incitement, and means, so that the 
heart, the lips, and the whole body may be 
chaste and afford no opportunity, help, or 
persuasion to inchastity. And not only this, 
but that we also make resistance, afford pro- 
tection and rescue wherever there is danger 
and need; and again, that we give help and 
counsel, so as to maintain our neighbor’s 
honor. For whenever you omit this when 
you could make resistance, or connive at it 
as if it did not concern you, you are as 
truly guilty as the one perpetrating the deed. 
Thus, to state it in the briefest manner, there 
is required this much, that every one both 
live chastely himself and help his neighbor do 
the same, so that God by this commandment 
wishes to hedge round about and protect [as 
with a rampart] every spouse that no one 
trespass against them. 

But since this commandment is aimed 
directly at the state of matrimony and gives 
occasion to speak of the same, you must well 
understand and. mark, first, how gloriously 
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God honors and extols this estate, inasmuch 
as by His commandment He both sanctions 
and guards it. He has sanctioned it above 
in the Fourth Commandment: Honor thy 
father and thy mother; but here He has (as 
we said) hedged it about and protected it. 
Therefore He also wishes us to honor it, and 
to maintain and conduct it as a divine and 
blessed estate; because, in the first place, 
He has instituted it before all others, and 
therefore created man and woman separately 
(as is evident), not for lewdness, but that 
they should [legitimately] live together, be 
fruitful, beget children, and nourish and train 
them to the honor of God. 


Therefore God has also most richly blessed 
this estate above all others, and, in addition, 
has bestowed on it and wrapped up in it 


everything in the world, to the end that this 


estate might be well and richly provided for. 
Married life is therefore no jest or presump- 
tion; but it is an excellent thing and a mat- 
ter of divine seriousness. For it is of the 
highest importance to Him that persons be 
raised who may serve the world and promote 
the knowledge of God, godly living, and all 
virtues, to fight against wickedness and the 
devil. 


Therefore I have always taught that this 
estate should not be despised nor held in 
disrepute, as is done by the blind world and 
our false ecclesiastics, but that it be regarded 
according to God’s Word, by which it is 
adorned and sanctified, so that it is not only 
placed on an equality with other estates, but 
that it precedes and surpasses them all, 
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whether they be that of emperor, princes, 
bishops, or whoever they please. For both 
ecclesiastical and civil estates must humble 
themselves and all be. found in this estate, 
as we shall hear. Therefore it is not a pecu- 
liar estate, but the most common and noblest 
estate, which pervades all Christendom, yea, 
which extends through all the world. 


In the second place, you must know also 
that it is not only an honorable, but also 
a necessary state, and it is solemnly com- 
manded by God that, in general, in all con- 
ditions, men and women, who were created 
for it, shall be found in this estate; yet with 
some exceptions (although few) whom God 
has especially excepted, so that they are not 
fit for the married estate, or whom He has 
released by a high, supernatural gift that 
they can maintain chastity without this 
estate. For where nature has its course, as 
it is implanted by God, it is not possible to 
remain chaste without marriage. For flesh 
and blood remain flesh and blood, and the 
natural inclination and excitement have their 
course without let or hindrance, as everybody 
sees and feels. In order, therefore, that it 
may be the more easy in some degree to avoid 
inchastity, God has commanded the estate of 
matrimony, that every one may have his 
proper portion and be satisfied therewith; 
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although God’s grace besides is required in 
order that the heart also may be pure. 
From this you see how this popish rabble, 
priests, monks, and nuns, resist God’s order 
and commandment, inasmuch as they despise 
and forbid matrimony, and presume and vow 
to maintain perpetual chastity, and, besides, 
deceive the simple-minded with lying words 
and appearances [impostures]. For no one 
has so little love and inclination to chastity 
as just those who because of great sanctity 
avoid marriage, and either indulge in open 
and shameless prostitution, or secretly do 
even worse, so that one dare not speak of 
it, as has, alas! been learned too fully. And, 
in short, even though they abstain from the 
act, their hearts are so full of unchaste 
thoughts and evil lusts that there is a con- 
tinual burning and secret suffering, which 
can be avoided in the married life. Therefore 
all vows of chastity out of the married state 
are condemned by this commandment, and 
free permission is granted, yea, even the 
command is given, to all poor ensnared con- 
sciences which have been deceived by their 
monastic vows to abandon the unchaste state 
and enter the married life, considering that 
even if the monastic life were godly, it would 


‘nevertheless not be in their power to maintain 


chastity, and if they remain in it, they must 
only sin more and more against this com- 
mandment. 

Now, I speak of this in order that the 
young may be so guided that they conceive 
a liking for the married estate, and know 
that it is a blessed estate and pleasing to 
God. For in this way we might in the course 
of time bring it about that married life be 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 643.] 

restored to honor, and that there might be 
less of the filthy, dissolute, disorderly doings 
which now run riot the world over in open 
prostitution and other shameful vices arising 
from disregard of married life. Therefore 
it is the duty of parents and the government 
to see to it that our youth be brought up 
to discipline and respectability, and when 
they have come to years of maturity, to pro- 
vide for them [to have them married] in the 
fear of God and honorably; He would not 
fail to add His blessing and grace, so that 
men would have joy and happiness from the 
same, 

Let me now say in conclusion that this 
commandment demands not only that every 
one live chastely in thought, word, and deed 
in his condition, that is, especially in the 
estate of matrimony, but also that every one 
love and esteem the spouse given him by God. 
For where conjugal chastity is to be main- 
tained, man and wife must by all means live 
together in love and harmony, that one may 
cherish the other from the heart and with 
entire fidelity. For that is one of the prin- 
cipal points which enkindle love and desire of 
chastity, so that, where this is found, chastity 
will follow as a matter of course without 
any command. Therefore also St. Paul so dil- 
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igently exhorts husband and wife to love and 
honor one another. Here you have again 
a precious, yea, many and great good works, 
of which you can joyfully boast, against all 
ecclesiastical estates, chosen without God’s 
Word and commandment. 


The Seventh Commandment. 
Thou shalt not steal. 


After your person and spouse temporal 
property comes next. That also God wishes 
to have protected, and He has commanded that 
no one shall subtract from, or curtail, his 
neighbor’s possessions. For to steal is noth- 
ing else than to get possession of another’s 
property wrongfully, which briefly compre- 
hends all kinds of advantage in all sorts of 
trade to the disadvantage of our neighbor. 
Now, this is indeed quite a wide-spread and 
common vice, but so little regarded and ob- 
served that it exceeds all measure, so that if 
all who are thieves, and yet do not wish to 
be called such, were to be hanged on gallows, 
the world would soon be devastated, and there 
would be a lack both of executioners and 
gallows. For, as we have just said, to steal 
is to signify not only to empty our neighbor’s 
coffer and pockets, but to be grasping in the 
market, in all stores, booths, wine- and beer- 
cellars, workshops, and, in short, wherever 
there is trading or taking and giving of 
money for merchandise or labor. 

As, for instance, to explain this somewhat 
grossly for the common people, that it may 
be seen how godly we are: When a man- 
servant or maid-servant does not serve faith- 
fully in the house, and does damage, or allows 
it to be done when it could be prevented, or 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 645.] 
otherwise ruins and neglects the goods en- 
trusted to him, from indolence, idleness, or 
malice, to the spite and vexation of master 
and mistress, and in whatever way this can 
be done purposely (for I do not speak of what 
happens from oversight and against one’s 
will), you can in a year abscond thirty, forty 
florins, which if another had taken secretly 
or carried away, he would be hanged with the 
rope. But here you [while conscious of such 
a great theft] may even bid defiance and 
become insolent, and no one dare call you 
a thief. 

The same I say also of mechanics, work- 
men, and day-laborers, who all follow their 
wanton notions, and never know enough ways 
to overcharge people, while they are lazy and 
unfaithful in their work. All these are far 
worse than sneak-thieves, against whom we 
can guard with locks and bolts, or who, if 
apprehended, are treated in such a manner 
that they will not do the same again. But 
against these no one can guard, no one dare 
even look awry at them or accuse them of 
theft, so that one would ten times rather lose 
from his purse. For here are my neighbors, 
good friends, my own servants, from whom 
I expect good [every faithful and diligent 
service], who defraud me first of all. 


The Seventh Commandment. 


Furthermore, in the market and in common 
trade likewise, this practise is in full swing 
and force to the greatest extent, where one 
openly defrauds another with bad merchan- 
dise, false measures, weights, coins, and by 
nimbleness and queer finances or dexterous 
tricks takes advantage of him; likewise, 
when one overcharges a person in a trade and 
wantonly drives a hard bargain, skins and 
distresses him, And who can recount or 
think of all these things?) To sum ‘up, this 
is the commonest craft and the largest guild 
on earth, and if we regard the world through- 
out all conditions of life, it is nothing else 
than a vast, wide stall, full of great thieves. 

Therefore they are also called swivel-chair 
robbers, land- and highway-robbers, not pick- 
locks and sneak-thieves who snatch away the 
ready cash, but who sit on the chair [at 
home] and are styled great noblemen, and 
honorable, pious citizens, and yet rob and 
steal under a good pretext. 

Yes, here we might be silent about the 
trifling individual thieves if we were to at- 
tack the great, powerful arch-thieves with 
whom lords and princes keep company, who 
daily plunder not only a city or two, but all 
Germany. Yea, where should we place the head 
and supreme protector of all thieves, the Holy 
Chair at Rome with all its retinue, which has 
grabbed by theft the wealth of all the world, 
and holds it to this day? 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 647.] 

This is, in short, the course of the world: 
whoever can steal and rob openly goes free 
and secure, unmolested by any one, and even 
demands that he be honored. Meanwhile the 
little sneak-thieves, who have once trespassed, 
must bear the shame and punishment to ren- 
der the former godly and honorable. But let 
them know that in the sight of God they are 
the greatest thieves, and that He will punish 
them as they are worthy and deserve. 

Now, since this commandment igs so far- 
reaching [and comprehensive], as just indi- 
cated, it is necessary to urge it well and to 
explain it to the common people, not to let 
them go on in their wantonness and security, 
but always to place before their eyes the 
wrath of God, and inculcate the same. For 
we have to preach this not to Christians, but 
chiefly to knaves and scoundrels, to whom 
it would be more fitting for judges, jailers, 
or Master Hannes [the executioner] to preach. 
Therefore let every one know that it is his 
duty, at the risk of God’s displeasure, not 
only to do no injury to his neighbor, nor to 
deprive him of gain, nor to perpetrate any 
act of unfaithfulness or malice in any bargain 
or trade, but faithfully to preserve his prop- 
erty for him, to secure and promote his ad- 
vantage, especially when one accepts money, 
wages, and one’s livelihood for such service. 
_ He now who wantonly despises this may 
indeed pass along and escape the hangman, 
but he shall not escape the wrath and punish- 
ment of God; and when he has long practised 
his defiance and arrogance, he shall yet re- 
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main a tramp and beggar, and, in addition, 
have all plagues and misfortune. Now you 
are going your way [wherever your heart’s 
pleasure calls you] while you ought to pre- 
serve the property of your master and mis- 
tress, for which service you fill your crop and 
maw, take your wages like a thief, have people 
treat you as a nobleman; for there are many 
that ‘are even insolent towards their masters 
and mistresses, and are unwilling to do them 
a favor or service by which to protect them 
from loss. 

But reflect what you will gain when, having 
come into your own property and being set up 
in your home (to which God will help with 
all misfortunes), it [your perfidy] will bob 
up again and come home to you, and you will 
find that where you have cheated or done in- 
jury to the value of one mite, you will have 
to pay thirty again. ’ 

Such shall be the lot also of mechanics and 
day-laborers of whom we are now obliged to 
hear and suffer such intolerable maliciousness, 
as though they were noblemen in another’s 
possessions, and every one were obliged to 
give them what they demand. Just let them 
continue practising their exactions as long as 
they can; but God will not forget His com- 
mandment, and will reward them according 
as they have served, and will hang them, not 
upon a green gallows, but upon a dry one, 
so that all their life they shall neither pros- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 649.] 

per nor accumulate anything. And indeed, if 
there were a well-ordered government in the 
land, such wantonness might soon be checked 
and prevented, as was the custom in ancient 
times among the Romans, where such char- 
acters were promptly seized by the pate in 
a way that others took warning. 

No more shall all the deh, prosper who 
change the open free market into a carrion- 
pit of extortion and a den of robbery, where 
the poor are daily overcharged, new burdens 
and high prices are imposed, and every one 
uses the market according to his caprice, and 
is even defiant and brags as though it were 
his fair privilege and right to sell his goods 
for as high a price as he please, and no one 
had a right to say a word against it. We 
will indeed look on and let these people skin, 
pinch, and hoard, but we will trust in God, 
— who will, however, do this of His own ac- 
cord,—-that, after you have been skinning 
and scraping for a long time, He will pro- 
nounce such a blessing on your gains that 
your grain in the garner, your beer in the 
cellar, your cattle in the stalls shall perish; 
yea, where you have cheated and overcharged 
any one to the amount of a florin, your entire 
pile shall be consumed with rust, so that you 
shall never enjoy it. 

And indeed, we see and experience this 
being fulfilled daily before our eyes, that no 
stolen or dishonestly acquired possession 
thrives. How many there are who rake and 
scrape day and night, and yet grow not a 
farthing richer! And though they gather 
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much, they must suffer so many plagues and 
misfortunes that they cannot relish it with 
cheerfulness nor transmit it to their children. 
But as no one minds it, and we go on as 
though it did not concern us, God must visit 
us in a different way and teach us manners 
by imposing one taxation after another, or 
billeting a troop of soldiers upon us, who in 
one hour empty our coffers and purses, and 
do not quit as long as we have a farthing 
left, and in addition, by way of thanks, burn 
and devastate house and home, and outrage 
and kill wife and children. 

And, in short, if you steal much, depend 
upon it that again as much will be stolen 
from you; and he who robs and acquires with 
violence and wrong will submit to one who 
shall deal after the same fashion with him. 
For God is master of this art, that since 
every one robs and steals from the other, He 
punishes one thief by means of another. Else 
where should we find enough gallows and 
ropes? 

Now, whoever is willing to be instructed, 
let him know that this is the commandment 
of God, and that it must not be treated as 
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a jest. For although you despise us, defraud, 
steal, and rob, we will indeed manage to en- 
dure your haughtiness, suffer, and, according 
to the Lord’s Prayer, forgive and show pity; 
for we know that the godly shall nevertheless 
have enough, and you injure yourself more 
than another. 

But beware of this: When the poor man 
comes to you (of whom there are so many 
now) who must buy with the penny of his 
daily wages and live upon it, and you are 
harsh to him, as though every one lived by 
your favor, and you skin and scrape to the 
bone, and, besides, with pride and haughtiness 
turn him off to whom you ought to give for 
nothing, he will go away wretched and sor- 
rowiul, and since he can complain to no one, 
he will ery and call to heaven, — then beware 
(I say again) as of the devil himself. For 
such groaning and calling will be no jest, but 
will have a weight that will prove too heavy 
for you and all the world. For it will reach 
Him who takes care of the poor sorrowful 
hearts, and will not allow them to go un- 
avenged. But if you despise this and become 
defiant, see whom you have brought upon you: 
if you succeed and prosper, you may before 
all the world call God and me a liar. 

We have exhorted, warned, and protested 
enough; he who will not heed or believe it 
may go on until he learns this by experience. 
Yet it must be impressed upon the young 
that they may be careful not to follow the 
old lawless crowd, but keep their eyes fixed 
upon God’s commandment, lest His wrath and 
punishment come upon them too. It behooves 
us to do no more than to instruct and reprove 
with God’s Word; but to check such open 
wantonness there is need of the princes and 
government, who themselves would have eyes 
and the courage to establish and maintain 
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order in all manner of trade and commerce, 
lest the poor be burdened and oppressed nor 
they themselves be loaded with other men’s 
sins. 

Let this suffice as an explanation of what 
stealing is, that it be not taken too narrowly, 
but made to extend as far as we have to do 
with our neighbors. And briefly, in a sum- 
mary, as in the former commandments, it is 
herewith forbidden, in the first place, to do 
our neighbor any injury or wrong (in what- 
ever manner supposable, by curtailing, fore- 
stalling, and withholding his possessions and 
property), or even to consent or allow such 
a thing, but to interpose and prevent it. And, 
on the other hand, it is commanded that we 
advance and improve his possessions, and in 
case he suffers want, that we help, communi- 
cate, and lend both to friends and foes. 

Whoever now seeks and desires good works 
will find here more than enough such as are 


heartily acceptable and pleasing to God, and | 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 653.] 
in addition are favored and crowned with ex- 
cellent blessings, that we are to be richly com- 
pensated for all that we do for our neighbor’s 
good and from friendship; as King Solomon 
also teaches Prov. 19,17: He that hath pity 
upon the poor lendeth unto the Lord; and 


that which he hath given will He pay him 


again. Here, then, you have a rich Lord, who 
is certainly sufficient for you, and who will 
not suffer you to come short in anything or 
to want; thus you can with a joyful con- 
science enjoy a hundred times more than you 
could scrape together with unfaithfulness and 


wrong. Now, whoever does not desire the 
blessing will find wrath and misfortune 
enough. 


The Eighth Commandment. 


Thou shalt not bear false witness against 
thy neighbor. 


Over and above our own body, spouse, and 
temporal possessions, we have yet another 
treasure, namely, honor and good report [the 
illustrious testimony of an upright and un- 
sullied name and reputation], with which we 
cannot dispense. For it is intolerable to live 
among men in open shame and general con- 
tempt. Therefore God wishes the reputation, 
good name, and upright character of our 
neighbor to be taken away or diminished as 
little as his money and possessions, that every 
one may stand in his integrity before wife, 
children, servants, and neighbors. And in the 
first place, we. take the plainest meaning of 
this commandment according to the words 
(Thou shalt not bear false witness), as per- 
taining to the public courts of justice, where 
a poor innocent man is accused and oppressed 
by false witnesses in order to be punished in 
his body, property, or honor. 

Now, this appears as if it were of little 
concern to us at present; but with the Jews 
it was quite a common and ordinary matter. 
For the people were organized under an ex- 
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cellent and regular government; and where 
there is still such a government, instances 
of this sin will not be wanting. The cause of 
it is that where judges, burgomasters, princes, 
or others in authority sit in judgment, things 
never fail to go according to the course of 
the world; namely, men do not like to offend 
anybody, flatter, and speak to gain favor, 
money, prospects, or friendship; and in con- 
sequence a poor man and his cause must be 
oppressed, denounced as wrong, and suffer 
punishment. And it is a common calamity in 
the world that in courts of justice there sel- 
dom preside godly men. 

For to be a judge requires above all things 
a godly man, and not only a godly, but also 
a wise, modest, yea, a brave and bold man; 
likewise, to be a witness requires a fearless 
and especially a godly man. For a person 
who is to judge all matters rightly and carry 
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them through with his decision will often 
offend good friends, relatives, neighbors, and 
the rich and powerful, who can greatly serve 
or injure him. Therefore he must be quite 
blind, have his eyes and ears closed, neither 
see nor hear, but go straight forward in every- 
thing that comes before him, and decide ac- 
cordingly. 

* Therefore this commandment is given first 
of all that every one shall help his neighbor 
to secure his rights, and not allow them to be 
hindered or twisted, but shall promote and 
strictly maintain them, no matter whether 
he be judge or witness, and let it pertain to 
whatsoever it will. And especially is a goal 
set up here for our jurists that they be care- 
ful to deal truly and uprightly with every 
case, allowing right to remain right, and, on 
the other hand, not perverting anything [by 
their tricks and technical points turning black 
into white and making wrong out to be right], 
nor glossing it over or keeping silent con- 
cerning it, irrespective of a person’s money, 
possession, honor, or power. This is one part 
and the plainest sense of this commandment 
concerning all that takes place in court. 

Next, it extends very much further, if we 
are to apply it to spiritual jurisdiction or 
administration; here it is a common occur- 
rence that every one bears false witness 
against his neighbor. For wherever there are 
godly preachers and Christians, they must 
bear the sentence before the world that they 
are called heretics, apostates, yea, seditious 
and desperately wicked miscreants. Besides, 
the Word of God must suffer in the most 
shameful and malicious manner, being per- 
secuted, blasphemed, contradicted, perverted, 
and falsely cited and interpreted. But let 
this pass; for it is the way of the blind world 
that she condemns and persecutes the truth 
and the children of God, and yet esteems it 
no sin. 

In the third place, what concerns us all, 
this commandment forbids all sins of the 
tongue whereby we may injure or approach 
too closely to our neighbor. For to bear false 
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witness is nothing else than a work of the 
tongue. Now, whatever is done with the 
tongue against a fellow-man God would have 
prohibited, whether it be false preachers with 
their doctrine and blasphemy, false judges 
and witnesses with their verdict, or outside 
of court by lying and evil-speaking. Here be- 
longs particularly the detestable, shameful 
vice of speaking behind a person’s back and 
slandering, to which the devil spurs us on, 
and of which there would be much to be said. 
For it is a common evil plague that every one 
prefers hearing evil-to hearing good of his 
neighbor; and although we ourselves are so 
bad that we cannot suffer that any one should 
say anything bad about us, but every one 
would much rather that all the world should 
speak of him in terms of gold, yet we cannot 
bear that the best is spoken about others. 

. Therefore, to avoid this vice we should note 
that no one is allowed publicly to judge and 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 657.] 
reprove his neighbor, although he may see 
him sin, unless he have a command to judge 
and to reprove. For there is a great differ- 
ence between these two things, judging sin 
and knowing sin. You may indeed know it, 
but you are not to judge it. I can indeed see 
and hear that my neighbor sins, but I have no 
command to report it to others. Now, if 
I rush in, judging and passing sentence, I fall 
into a sin which is greater than his. But if 
you know it, do nothing else than turn your 
ears into a grave and cover it, until you are 
appointed to be judge and to punish by virtue 

of your office. 

Those, then, are called slanderers who are 
not content with knowing a thing, but proceed 
to assume jurisdiction, and when they know 
a slight offense of another, carry it into every 
corner, and are delighted and tickled that 
they can stir up another’s displeasure [base- 
ness], a8 swine roll themselves in the dirt and 
root in it with the snout. This is nothing 
else than meddling with the judgment and 
office of God, and pronouncing sentence and 
punishment with the most severe verdict. For 
no judge can punish to a higher degree nor 
go farther than to say: “He isa thief, a mur- 
derer, a traitor,” etc. Therefore, whoever pre- 
sumes to say the same of his neighbor goes 
just as far as the emperor and all govern- 
ments. For although you do not wield the 
sword, you employ your poisonous tongue to 
the shame and hurt of your neighbor. 

God therefore would have it prohibited, 
that any one speak evil of another even though 
he be guilty, and the latter know it right 
well; much less if he do not know it, and 
have it only from hearsay. But you say: 
Shall I not say it if it be the truth? Answer: 
Why do you not make accusation to regular 
judges? Ah, I cannot prove it publicly, and 
hence I might be silenced and turned away in 
a harsh manner [incur the penalty of a false 
accusation]. “Ah, indeed, do you smell the 
roast?” If you do not trust yourself to stand 
before the proper authorities and to make 


The Highth Commandment. 


187 


answer, then hold your tongue. But if you 
know it, know it for yourself and not for 
another. For if you tell it to others, although 
it be true, you will appear as a liar, because 
you cannot prove it, and you are, besides, 
acting like a knave. For we ought never to 
deprive any one of his honor or good name 
unless it be first taken away from him 
publicly. 

False witness, then, is everything which can- 
not be properly proved. Therefore, what is 
not manifest upon sufficient evidence no one 
shall make public or declare for truth; and, 
in short, whatever is secret should be allowed 
to remain secret, or, at any rate, should be 
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secretly reproved, as we shall hear. There- 
fore, if you encounter an idle tongue which 
betrays and slanders some one, contradict 
such a one promptly to his face, that he may 
blush; thus many a one will hold his tongue 
who else would bring some poor man into bad 
repute, from which he would not easily extri- 
cate himself. For honor and a good name are 
easily taken away, but not easily restored. 

Thus you see that it is summarily forbidden 
to speak any evil of our neighbor, however, 
the civil government, preachers, father and 
mother excepted, on the understanding that 
this commandment does not allow evil to go 
unpunished. Now, as according to the Fifth 
Commandment no one is to be injured in 
body, and yet Master Hannes [the execu- 
tioner] is excepted, who by virtue of his office 
does his neighbor no good, but only evil and 
harm, and nevertheless does not sin against 
God’s commandment, because God has on His 
own account instituted that office; for He 
has reserved punishment for His own good 
pleasure, as He threatens in the First Com- 
mandment,— just so also, although no one 
has a right in his own person to judge and 
condemn anybody, yet if they to whose office 
it belongs fail to do it, they sin as well as he 
who would do so of his own accord, without 
such office. For here necessity requires one to 
speak of the evil, to prefer charges, to inves- 
tigate and testify; and it is not different 
from the case of a physician who is sometimes 
compelled to examine and handle the patient 
whom he is to cure in secret parts. Just so 
governments, father and mother, brothers and 
sisters, and other good friends, are under obli- 
gation to each other to reprove evil wherever 
it is needful and profitable. 

But the true way in this matter would be 
to observe the order according to the Gospel, 
Matt. 18, 15, where Christ says: Jf thy 
brother shall trespass against thee, go and 
tell him his fault between thee and him alone. 
Here you have a precious and excellent teach- 
ing for governing well the tongue, which is 
to be carefully observed against this detest- 
able misuse. Let this, then, be your rule, that 
you do not too readily spread evil concerning 
your neighbor and slander him to others, but 
admonish him privately that he may amend 
[his life]. Likewise, also, if some one report 
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to you what this or that one has done, teach 
him, too, to go and admonish him personally, 
if he have seen it himself; but if not, that he 
hold his tongue. 

The same you can learn also from the daily 
government of the household. For when the 
master of the house sees that the servant does 
not do what he ought, he admonishes him 
personally. But if he were so foolish as to 
let the servant sit at home, and went on the 
streets to complain of him to his neighbors, 
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he would no doubt be told: “You fool, what 
does that concern us? Why do you not tell 
it to him?” Behold, that would be acting 
quite brotherly, so that the evil would be 
stayed, and your neighbor would retain his 
honor. As Christ also says in the same place: 
If he hear thee, thou hast gained thy brothe 

Then you have done a great and excellen 
work; for do you think it is a little matter 
to gain,a brother? Let all monks and holy 
orders step forth, with all their works melted 
together into one mass, and see if they can 
boast that they have gained a brother. 

Further, Christ teaches: But if he will not 
hear thee, then take with thee one or two 
more, that in the mouth of two or three wit- 
nesses every word may be established. So he 
whom it concerns is always to be treated with 
personally, and not to be spoken of without 
his knowledge. But if that do not avail, 
then bring it publicly before the community, 
whether before the civil or the ecclesiastical 
tribunal. For then you do not stand alone, 
but you have those witnesses with you by 
whom you can convict the guilty one, relying 
on whom the judge can pronounce sentence and 
punish. This is the right and regular course 
for checking and reforming a wicked person. 
But if we gossip about another in all corners, 
and stir the filth, no one will be reformed, 
and afterwards when we are to stand up and 
bear witness, we deny having said so. There- 
fore it would serve such tongues right if their 
itch for slander were severely punished, as 
a warning to others. If you were acting for 
your neighbor’s reformation or from love of 
the truth, you would not sneak about secretly 
nor shun the day and the light. 

All this has been said regarding secret sins. 
But where the sin is quite public so that the 
judge and everybody know it, you can without 
any sin avoid him and let him go, because he 
has brought himself into disgrace, and you 
may also publicly testify concerning him. 
For when a matter is public in the light of 
day, there can be no slandering or false judg- 
ing or testifying; as, when we now reprove 
the Pope with his doctrine, which is publicly 
set forth in books and proclaimed in all the 
world. For where the sin is public, the re- 
proof also must be public, that every one may 
learn to guard against it. 

Thus we have now the sum and general 
understanding of this commandment, to wit, 
that no one do any injury with the tongue 
to his neighbor, whether friend or foe, nor 
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speak evil of him, no matter whether it be 
true or false, unless it be done by command- 
ment or for his reformation, but that every 
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one employ his tongue and make it serve for 
the best of every one else, to cover up his 
neighbor’s sins and infirmities, excuse them, 
palliate and garnish them with his own repu- 
tation. The chief reason for this should be 
the one which Christ alleges in the Gospel,. 
in which He comprehends all commandments 
respecting our neighbor, Matt. 7,12: Whatso- 
ever ye would that men should do to you, do 
ye even so to them. 

Even nature teaches the same thing in our 
own bodies, as St. Paul says, 1 Cor. 12, 22: 
Much more, thase members of the body which 
seem to. be more feeble are necessary; and 
those members of the body which we think to 
be less honorable, upon these we bestow more 
abundant honor; and our uncomely parts have 
more abundant comeliness. No one covers his 
face, eyes, nose, and mouth, for they, being in 
themselves the most honorable members which 
we have, do not require it. But the most infirm 
members, of which wevare ashamed, we cover 
with all diligence; hands, eyes, and the whole 
body must help to cover and conceal them. 
Thus also among ourselves should we adorn 


“whatever blemishes and infirmities we find in 


our neighbor, and serve and help him to pro- 
mote his honor to the best of our ability, and, 
on the other hand, prevent whatever may be 
discreditable to him. And it is especially an 
excellent and noble virtue for one always to 
explain advantageously and put the best con- 
struction upon all he may hear of his neigh- 
bor (if it be not notoriously evil), or at any 
rate to condone it over and against the poison- 
ous tongues that are busy wherever they can 
pry out and discover something to blame in 
a neighbor, and that explain and pervert it in 
the worst way; as is done now especially 
with the precious Word of God and its 
preachers. 

There are comprehended therefore in this 
commandment quite a multitude of good 
works which please God most highly, and 
bring abundant good and blessing, if only the 
blind world and the false saints would recog- 
nize them. For there is nothing on or in 
entire man which can do both greater and 
more extensive good or harm in spiritual and 
in temporal matters than the tongue, though 
it is the least and feeblest member. 

\ 
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Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s house. 
Thou shalt not covet thy neighbor’s wife, nor 
his man-servant, nor his maid-servant, nor his 
cattle, nor anything that is his. 


These two commandments are given quite 
exclusively to the Jews; nevertheless, in part 
they also concern us. For they do not inter- 
pret them as referring to unchastity or theft, 
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because these are sufliciently forbidden above. 
They also thought that they had kept all 
those when they had done or, not done the 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 665.) 
external act. Therefore God has added these 
two commandments in order that it be 
esteemed as sin and forbidden to desire or in 
any way to aim at getting our neighbor’s wife 
or possessions; and especially because under 
the Jewish government man-servants and 
maid-servants were not free as now to serve 
for wages as long as they pleased, but were 
their master’s property with their body and 
all they had, as cattle and other possessions. 
Moreover, every man had power over his wife 
to put her away publicly. by giving her a bill 
of divorce, and to take another. Therefore 
they were in constant danger among each 
other that if one took a fancy to another’s 
wife, he might allege any reason both to dis- 
miss his own wife and to estrange the other’s 
wife from him, that he might obtain her under 
pretext of right. That was not considered 
a sin nor disgrace with them; as little as 
now with hired help, when a proprietor dis- 
misses his man-servant or maid-servant, or 
takes another’s servants from him in any way. 


Therefore (I say) they thus interpreted 
these commandments, and that rightly (al- 
though their scope reaches somewhat farther 
and higher), that no one think or purpose to 
obtain what belongs to another, such as 
his wife, servants, house and estate, land, 
meadows, cattle, even with a show of right or 
by a subterfuge, yet with injury to his neigh- 
bor. For above, in the Seventh Command- 
ment, the vice is forbidden where one wrests 
to himself the possessions of others, or with- 
holds them from his neighbor, which he can- 
not do by right. But here it is also forbidden 
to alienate anything from your neighbor, even 
though you could do so with honor in the eyes 
of the world, so that no one could accuse or 
blame you as though you had obtained it 
wrongfully. 


For we are so inclined by nature that no 
one desires to see another have as much as 
himself, and each one acquires as much as he 
can; the other may fare as best he can. And 
yet we pretend to be godly, know how to 
adorn ourselves most finely and conceal our 
rascality, resort to and invent adroit devices 
and deceitful artifices (such as now are daily 
most ingeniously contrived) as though they 
were derived from the law codes; yea, we 
even dare impertinently to refer to it, and 
boast of it, and will not have it called ras- 
cality, but shrewdness and caution. In this 
lawyers and jurists assist, who twist and 
stretch the law to suit it to their cause, stress 
words and use them for a subterfuge, irrespec- 
tive of equity or their neighbor’s necessity. 
And, in short, whoever is the most expert and 
cunning in these affairs finds most help in 
law, as they themselves say: Vigilantibus 
wra subvenunt [that is, The laws favor the 
watchful]. 
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This last commandment therefore is given 
not for rogues in the eyes of the world, but 
just for the most pious, who wish to be praised 
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and be called honest and upright people, since 
they have not offended against the former 
commandments, as especially the Jews claimed 
to be, and even now many great noblemen, 
gentlemen, and princes. For the other com- 
mon masses belong yet farther down, under 
the Seventh Commandment, as those who are 
not much concerned whether they acquire their 
possessions with honor and right. 


Now, this occurs most frequently in cases 
that are brought into court, where it is the 
purpose to get something from our neighbor 
and to force him out of his own. As (to give 
examples), when people quarrel and wrangle 
about a large inheritance, real estate, etc., 
they avail themselves of, and resort to, what- 
ever has the appearance of right, so dressing 
and adorning everything that the law must 
favor their side, and they keep the property 
with such title that no one can make com- 
plaint or lay claim thereto. In like manner, 
if any one desire to have a castle, city, duchy, 
or any other great thing, he practises so much 
financiering through relationships, and by any 
means he can, that the other is judicially de- 
prived of it, and it is adjudicated to him, and 
confirmed with deed and seal and declared 
to have been acquired by princely title and 
honestly. 


Likewise also in common trade where one 
dexterously slips something out of another’s 
hand, so that he must look after it, or sur- 
prises and defrauds him in a matter in which 
he sees advantage and benefit for himself, so 
that the latter, perhaps on account of distress 
or debt, cannot regain or redeem it without 
injury, and the former gains the half or even 
more; and yet this must not be considered 
as acquired by fraud or stolen, but honestly 
bought. Here they say: First come, first 
served, and every one must look to his own 
interest, let another get what he can. And 
who can be so smart as to think of all the 
ways in which one can get many things into 
his possession by such specious pretexts? This 
the world does not consider wrong [nor is it 
punished by laws], and will not see that the 
neighbor is thereby placed at a disadvantage, 
and must sacrifice what he cannot spare with- 
out injury. Yet there is no one who wishes 
this to be done to him; from which we can 
easily perceive that such devices and pretexts 
are false. 


Thus it was done formerly also with respect 
to wives: they knew such devices that if one 
were pleased with another woman, he per- 
sonally or through others (as there were 
many ways and means to be invented) caused 
her husband to conceive a displeasure toward 
her, or had her resist him and so conduct 
herself that he was obliged to dismiss her and 
leave her to the other. That sort of thing un- 
doubtedly prevailed much under the Law, as 
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also we read in the Gospel of King Herod that 
he took his brother’s wife while he was yet 
living, and yet wished to be thought an honor- 
able, pious man, as St. Mark also testifies of 
him. But such an example, I trust, will not 
occur among us, because in the New Testa- 
ment those who are married are forbidden to 
be divorced, except in such a case where one 
[shrewdly] by some stratagem takes away 
a rich bride from another. But it is not 
a rare thing with us that one estranges 
or alienates another’s man-servant or maid- 
servant, or entices them away by flattering 
words. 

In whatever way such things happen, we 
must know that God does not wish that you 
deprive your neighbor of anything that be- 
longs to him, so that he suffer the loss eng 
you gratify your avarice with it, even if yo 
could keep it honorably before the world; for 
it is a secret and insidious imposition prac- 
tised under the hat, as we say, that it may 
not be observed. For although you go your 
way as if you had done no one any wrong, you 
have nevertheless injured your neighbor; and 
if it is not called stealing and cheating, yet it 
is called coveting your neighbor’s property, 
that is, aiming at possession of it, enticing it 
away from him without his will, and being un- 
willing to see him enjoy what God has granted 
him. And although the judge and every one 
must léave you in possession of it, yet God 
will not leave you therein; for He sees the 
deceitful heart and the malice of the world, 
which is sure to take an ell in addition where- 
ever you yield to her a finger’s breadth, and 
at length public wrong and violence follow. 

Therefore we allow these commandments to 
remain in their ordinary meaning, that it is 
commanded, first, that we do not desire our 
neighbor’s damage, nor even assist, nor give 
occasion for it, but gladly wish and leave him 
what lie has, and, besides, advance and pre- 
serve for him what may be for his profit and 
service, as we should wish to be treated. Thus 
these commandments are especially directed 
against envy and miserable avarice, God wish- 
ing to remove all causes and sources whence 
arises everything by which we do injury to 
our neighbor, and therefore He expresses it in 
plain words: Thow shalt not covet, etc. For 
He would especially have the heart pure, al- 
though we shall never attain to that as long 
as we live here; so that this commandment 
will remain, like all the rest, one that will 
constantly acchse us and show how godly we 
are in the sight of God! 


Conclusion of the Ten Commandments. 

Thus we have the Ten Commandments, a 
compend of divine doctrine, as to what we are 
to do in order that our whole life may be 
pleasing to God, and the true fountain and 
channel from and in which everything must 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 671.] 

arise and flow that is to be a good work, so 
that outside of the Ten Commandments no 
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work or thing can be good or pleasing to God, 
however great or precious it be in the eyes of 
the world. Let us see now what our great 
saints can boast of their spiritual orders and 
their great and grievous works which they 
have invented and set up, while they let these 
pass, as though they were far too insignificant, 
or had long ago been perfectly fulfilled. 

I am of opinion, indeed, that here one will 
find his hands full, [and will have enough] 
to do to observe these, namely, meekness, 
patience, and love towards enemies, chastity, 
kindness, etce., and what such virtues imply. 
But such works are not of value and make no 
display in the eyes of the world; for they 
are not peculiar and conceited works, and re- 
stricted to particular times, places, rites, and 
customs, but are common, every-day domestic 
works which one neighbor can practise toward 
another; therefore they are not of high esteem. 

But the other works cause people to open 
their eyes and ears wide, and men aid to this 
effect by the great display, expense, and mag- 


_nificent buildings with which they adorn them, 


so that everything shines and glitters. There 
they waft incense, they sing and ring bells, 
they light tapers and candles, so that nothing 
else can be seen or heard. For when a priest 
stands there in a surplice embroidered with 


-.gilt, or a layman continues all day upon his 


knees in church, that is regarded as a most 
precious work which no one can sufficiently 
praise. But when a poor girl tends a little 
child and faithfully does what she is told; 
that is considered nothing; for else what 
should monks and nuns seek in their cloisters? 

But see, is not that a cursed presumption 
of those desperate saints who dare to invent 
a higher and better life and estate than the 
Ten Commandments teach, pretending (as we 
have said) that this is an ordinary life for 
the common man, but that theirs is for saints 
and perfect ones? And the miserable blind 
people do not see that no man can get so far 
as to keep one of the Ten Commandments as 
it should be kept, but both the Apostles’ Creed 
and the Lord’s Prayer must come to our aid 
(as we shall hear), by which that [power and 
strength to keep the commandments] is sought 
and prayed for and received continually. 
Therefore all their boasting amounts to as 
much as if I boasted and said: To be sure, 
I have not a penny to make payment with, 
but I confidently undertake to pay ten florins. 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 673.] 

All this I say and urge in order that men 
might become rid of the sad misuse which 
has taken such deep root and still cleaves to 
everybody, and in all estates upon earth be- 
come used to looking hither only, and to being 
concerned about these matters. For it will be 
a. long time before they will produce a doc- 
trine or estates equal to the Ten Command- 
ments, because they are so high that no one 
can attain to them by human power; and 
whoever does attain to them is a heavenly, 
angelic man, far above all holiness of the 
world. Only occupy yourself with them, and 


The Large Catechism. Conclusion of the Ten Commandments. 


try your best, apply all power and ability, 
and you will find so much to do that you will 
neither seek nor esteem any other work or 
holiness. 

Let this be sufficient concerning the first 
part of the common Christian doctrine, both 
for teaching and urging what is necessary. 
In conclusion, however, we must repeat the 
text which belongs here, of which we have 
treated already in the First Commandment, 
in order that we may learn what pains God 
requires to the end we may learn to inculcate 
and practise the Ten Commandments: 


For I the Lord, thy God, am a jealous God, 
visiting the iniquity of the fathers upon the 
children unto the third and fourth generation 
of them that hate Me, and showing mercy 
unto thousands of them that love Me and 
keep My commandments. 


Although (as we have heard above) this 
appendix was primarily attached to the First 
Commandment, it was nevertheless [we can- 
not deny that it was] laid down for the sake 
of all the commandments, as all of them are 
to be referred and directed to it. Therefore 
I have said that this, too, should be presented 
to and inculeated upon the young, that they 
may learn and remember it, in order to see 
what is to urge and compel us to keep these 
Ten Commandments. And it is to be regarded 
as though this part were specially added to 
each, so that it inheres in, and pervades, 
them all. 

Now, there is comprehended in these words 
(as said before) both an angry word of 
threatening and a friendly promise to terrify 
and warn us, and, moreover, to induce and 
encourage us to receive and highly esteem His 
Word as a matter of divine earnestness, be- 
cause He Himself declares how much He is 
concerned about it, and how rigidly He will 
enforce it, namely, that He will horribly and 
terribly punish all who despise and transgress 
His commandments; and again, how richly 
He will reward, bless, and do all good to those 
who hold them in high esteem, and gladly do 
and live according to them. Thus He de- 
mands that all our works proceed.from a 
heart which fears and regards God alone, and 
from such fear avoids everything that is con- 
trary to His will, lest it should move Him 
to wrath; and, on the other hand, also trusts 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 675.) 
in Him alone, and from love to Him does all 
He wishes, because he speaks to us as friendly 
as a father, and offers us all grace and every 
good. 

Just this is also the meaning and true 
interpretation of the first and chief command- 
ment, from which all the others must flow 
and proceed, so that this word: Thow shalt 
have no other gods before Me, in its simplest 
meaning states nothing else than this demand: 
Thou shalt fear, love, and trust in Me as thine 
only true God. For where there is a heart 
thus disposed ‘towards God, the same has ful- 
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filled this and all the other commandments. 
On the other hand, whoever fears and loves 
anything else in heaven and upon earth will 
keep neither this nor any. Thus the entire 
Scriptures have everywhere preached and in- 
culcated this commandment, aiming always at 
these two things: fear of God and trust 
in Him. And especially the prophet David 
throughout the Psalms, as when he says [Ps. 
147,11]: Vhe Lord taketh pleasure im them 
that fear Him, in those that hope im His 
mercy. As if the entire commandment were 
explained by one verse, as much as to say: 
The Lord taketh pleasure in those who have 
no other gods. 

Thus the First Commandment is to shine 
and impart its splendor to all the others. 
Therefore you must let this declaration run 
through all the commandments, like a hoop in 
a wreath, joining the end to the beginning and 
holding them all together, that it be continu- 
ally repeated and not forgotten; as, namely, 
in the Second Commandment, that we fear 
God and do not take His name in vain for 
cursing, lying, deceiving, and other modes of 
leading men astray, or rascality, but make 
proper and good use of it by calling upon Him 
in prayer, praise, and thanksgiving, derived 
from love and trust according to the First 
Commandment. In like manner such fear, 
love, and trust is to urge and force us not to 
despise His Word, but gladly to learn, hear, 
and esteem it holy, and honor it. 

Thus continuing through all the following 
commandments towards our neighbor likewise, 
everything is to proceed by virtue of the First 
Commandment, to wit, that we honor father 
and mother, masters, and all in authority, 
and be subject and obedient to them, not on 
their own account, but for God’s sake. For 
you are not to regard or fear father or mother, 
or from love of them do or omit anything. 
But see to that which God would have you do, 
and what He will quite surely demand of you; 
if you omit that, you have an angry Judge, 
but in the contrary case a gracious Father. 

Again, that you do your neighbor no harm, 
injury, or violence, nor in any wise encroach 
upon him as touching his body, wife, property, 
honor, or rights, as all these things are com- 
manded in their order, even though you have 
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opportunity and cause to do so and no man 
would reprove you; but that you do good to 
all men, help them, and promote their interest, 
howsoever and wherever you can, purely from 
love of God and in order to please Him, in 
the confidence that He will abundantly reward 
you for everything. \Thus you see how the 
First Commandment is the chief source and 
fountainhead which flows into all the rest, and 
again, all return to that and depend upon it, 
so that beginning and end are fastened and 
bound to each other. 

This (I say) it is profitable and necessary 
always to\teach to the young people, to ad- 
monish them and to remind them of it, that 
they may be brought up not only with blows 
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and compulsion, like cattle, but in the fear 
and reverence of God. For where this is con- 
sidered and laid to heart that these things are 
not human trifles, but the commandments of 
the Divine Majesty, who insists upon them 
with such earnestness, is angry with, and 
punishes those who despise them, and, on the 
other hand, abundantly rewards those who 
keep them, there will be a spontaneous im- 
pulse and a desire gladly to do the will of 
God. Therefore it is not in vain that it is 
commanded in the Old Testament to write the 
Ten Commandments on all walls and corners, 
yes, even on the garments, not for the sake of 
merely having them written in these places 
and making a show of them, as did the Jews, 
but that we might have our eyes constantly 
fixed upon them, and have them always in our 
memory, and that we might practise them iq 
all our actions and ways, and every one make 
them his daily exercise in all cases, in every 
business and transaction, as though they were 
written in every place wherever he would 
look, yea, wherever he walks or stands. Thus 
there would be occasion enough, both at home 
in our own house and abroad with our neigh- 
bors, to practise the Ten Commandments, that 
no one need run far for them. 
From this it again appears how highly these 
Ten Commandments are to be exalted and ex- 
tolled above all estates, commandments, and 
works which are taught and practised aside 
from them. For here we can boast and say: 
Let all the wise and saints step forth and pro- 
duce, if they can, a [single] work like these 
commandments, upon which God insists with 
such earnestness, and which He’ enjoins with 
His greatest wrath and punishment, and, be- 
sides, adds such glorious promises that He 
will pour out upon us all good things and 
blessings. Therefore they should be taught 
above all others, and be esteemed precious and 
dear, as the highest treasure given by God. 
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Part Second. 


OF THE CREED. 


Thus far we have heard the first part of 
Christian doctrine, in which we have seen all 
that God wishes us to do or to leave undone. 
Now, there properly follows the Creed, which 
sets forth to us everything that we must ex- 
pect and receive from God, and, to state it 
quite briefly, teaches us to know Him fully. 
And this is intended to help us,do that which 
according to the Ten Commandments we ought 
to do. For (as said above) they are set so 
high that all human ability is far too feeble 
and weak to [attain to or] keep them. There- 
fore it is as necessary to learn this part as 
the former in order that we may know how 
to attain thereto, whence and whereby to ob- 
tain such power. For if we could by our 
own powers keep the Ten Commandments as 
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they are to be kept, we would need nothing 
further, neither the Creed nor the Lord’s 
Prayer. But before we explain this advan- 
tage and necessity of the Creed, it is sufficient 
at first for the simple-minded that they learn 
to comprehend and understand the Creed itself. 


In the first place, the Creed has hitherto 
been divided into twelve articles, although, if 
all points which are written in the Scriptures 
and which belong to the Creed were to be dis- 
tinctly set forth, there would be far more 
articles, nor could they all be clearly ex- 
pressed in so few words. But that it may be 
most easily and clearly understood: as it is to 
be taught to children, we shall briefly sum up 
the entire Creed in three chief articles, ac- 
cording to the three persons in the Godhead, 
to whom everything that we believe is related, 
so that the First Article, of God the Father, 
explains Creation, the Second Article, of the 
Son, Redemption, and the Third, of the Holy 
Ghost, Sanctification. Just as though the 
Creed were briefly comprehended in so many 
words: I believe in God the Father, who has 
created me; I believe in God the Son, who has 
redeemed me; I believe in the Holy Ghost, 
who sanctifies me. One God and one faith, 
but three persons, therefore also three articles 
or confessions. Let us briefly run over the 


“words. 


Article I. 


I believe in God the Father Almighty, 
Maker of heaven and earth. 


This portrays and sets forth most briefly 
what is the essence, will, activity, and work 
of God the Father. For since the Ten Com- 
mandments have taught that we are to have 
not more than one God, the question might 
be asked, What kind of a person is God? 
What does He do? How can we praise, or 
portray and describe Him, that He may be 
known? Now, that is taught in this and in 
the following article, so that the Creed is 
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nothing else than the answer and confession 
of Christians arranged with respect to the 
First Commandment. As if you were to ask 
a little child: My dear, what sort of a God 
have you? What do you know of Him? he 
could say: This is my God: first, the Father, 
who has created heaven and earth; besides 
this only One I regard nothing else as God; 
for there is no one else who could create 
heaven and earth. 

But for the learned, and those who are some- 
what advanced [have acquired some Scriptural 
knowledge], these three articles may all be 
expanded and divided into as many parts as 
there are words. But now for young scholars 
let it suffice to indicate the most necessary 
points, namely, as we have said, that this 
article refers to the Creation: that we em- 
phasize the words: Oreator of heaven and 
earth. But what is the force of this, or what 
do you mean by these words: I believe in God, 
the Father Almighty, Maker, etc.? Answer: 
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This is what I mean and believe, that I am 
a creature of God; that is, that He has given 
and constantly preserves to me my body, soul, 
and life, members great and small, all my 
senses, reason, and understanding, and so on, 
food and drink, clothing and support, wife 
and children, domestics, house and home, ete. 
Besides, He causes all creatures to serve for 
the uses and necessities of life— sun, moon, 
and stars in the firmament, day and night, 
air, fire, water, earth, and whatever it bears 
and produces, birds and fishes, beasts, grain, 
and all kinds of produce, and whatever else 
there is of bodily and temporal goods, good 
government, peace, security. Thus we learn 
from this article that none of us has of him- 
self, nor can preserve, his life nor anything 
that is here enumerated or can be enumerated, 
however small and unimportant a thing it 
might be, for all is comprehended in the word 
Creator. 

Moreover, we also confess that God the 
Father has not only given us all that we 
have and see before our eyes, but daily pre- 
serves and defends us against all evil and 
misfortune, averts all sorts of danger and 
calamity; and that He does all this out of 
pure love and goodness, without our merit, 
as a benevolent Father, who cares for us that 
no evil befall us. But to speak more of this 
belongs in the other two parts of this article, 
where we say: Father Almighty. 

Now, since all that we possess, and, more- 
over, whatever, in addition, is in heaven and 
upon the earth, is daily given, preserved, and 
kept for us by God, it is readily inferred and 
concluded that it is our duty to love, praise, 
and thank Him for it without ceasing, and, 
in short, to serve Him with all these things, 
as He demands and has enjoined in the Ten 
Commandments. 

Here we could say much if we were to ex- 
patiate, how few there are that believe this 
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article. For we all pass over it, hear it and 


say it, but neither see nor consider what the | 


words teach us. For if we believed it with 
the heart, we would also act accordingly, and 
not stalk about proudly, act defiantly, and 
boast as though we had life, riches, power, 
and honor, ete., of ourselves, so that others 
must fear and serve us, as is the practise 
of the wretched, perverse world, which is 
drowned in blindness, and abuses all the good 
things and gifts of God only for its own pride, 
avarice, lust, and luxury, and never once re- 
gards God, so as to thank Him or acknowledge 
Him as Lord and Creator. 

Therefore, this article ought to humble and 
terrify us all, if we believed it. For we sin 
daily with eyes, ears, hands, body and soul, 
money and possessions, and with everything 
we have, especially those who even fight 
against the Word of God. Yet Christians 
have this advantage, that they acknowledge 
themselves in duty bound to serve God for 
all these things, and to be obedient to Him 
[which the world knows not how to do]. 

Book of Concord. 
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We ought, therefore, daily to practise this 
article, impress it upon our mind, and to re- 
member it in all that meets our eyes, and in 
all good that falls to our lot, and wherever 
we escape from calamity or danger, that it is 
God who gives and does all these things, that 
therein we sense and see His paternal heart 
and His transcendent love toward us. There- 
by the heart would be warmed and kindled to 
be thankful, and to employ all such good 
things to the honor and praise of God. 

Thus we have most briefly presented the, 
meaning of this article, as much as is at first 
necessary for the most simple to learn, both 
as to what we have and receive from God, 
and what we owe in return, which is a 
most excellent knowledge, but a far greater 
treasure. For here we see how the Father 
has given Himself to us, together with all 
creatures, and has most richly provided for 
us in this life, besides that He has over- 
whelmed us with unspeakable, eternal treas- 
ures by His Son and the Holy Ghost, as we 
shall hear. 


Article II. 


And in Jesus Christ, His only Son, our 
Lord, who was conceiyed by the Holy Ghost, 
born of the Virgin Mary; suffered under 
Pontius Pilate, was crucified, dead, and 
buried; He descended into hell; the third 
day He rose again from the dead; He as- 
cended into heaven, and sitteth on the right 
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hand of God the Father Almighty; from 
thence He shall come to judge the quick and 
the dead. 


Here we learn to know the Second Person 
of the Godhead, so that we see what we have 
from God over and above the temporal goods 
aforementioned; namely, how He has com- 
pletely poured forth Himself and withheld 
nothing from us that He has not given us. 
Now, this article is very rich and broad; but 
in order to expound it also briefly and in 
a childlike way, we shall take up one word 
and sum up in that the entire article, namely 
(as we have said), that we may here learn 
how we have been redeemed; and we shall 
base this on these words: In Jesus Ohrist, 
our Lord. 

If now you are asked, What do you believe 
in the Second Article of Jesus Christ? answer 
briefly: I believe that Jesus Christ, true Son 
of God, has become my Lord. But what is it 
to become Lord? It is this, that He has 
redeemed me from sin, from the devil, from 
death, and all evil. For before I had no Lord 
nor King, but was captive under the power 
of the devil, condemned to death, enmeshed in 
sin and blindness. 

For when we had been created by God the 
Father, and had received from Him all manner 
of good, the devil came and led us into dis- 
obedience, sin, death, and all evil, so that 
we fell under His wrath and displeasure and 
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were doomed to eternal damnation, as we had 
merited and deserved. There was no counsel, 
help, or comfort until this only and eternal 
Son of God in His unfathomable goodness had 
compassion upon our misery and wretched- 
ness, and came from heaven to help us. Those 
tyrants and jailers, then, are all expelled now, 
and in their place has come Jesus Christ, 
Lord of life, righteousness, every blessing, and 
salvation, and has delivered us poor lost men 
from the jaws of hell, has won us, made us 
free, and brought us again into the favor and 
“grace of the Father, and has taken us as His 
own property under His sheiter and protec- 
tion, that He may govern us by His right- 
eousness, wisdom, power, life, and blessedness. 
Let this, then, be the sum of this article 
that the little word Lord signifies simply as 
much as Redeemer, i. e., He who has broughty 
us from Satan to God, from death to life, 
from sin to righteousness, and who preserves 
us in the same. But all the points which 
follow in order in this article serve no other 
end than to explain and express this redemp- 
tion, how and whereby it was accomplished, 
that is, how much it cost Him, and what He 
spent and risked that He might win us and 
bring us under His dominion, namely, that 
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He became man, conceived and born without 
[any stain of] sin, of the Holy Ghost and of 
the Virgin Mary, that He might overcome 
sin; moreover, that He suffered, died and was 
buried, that He might make satisfaction for 
me and pay what I owe, not with silver nor 
gold, but with His own precious blood. And 
all this, in order to become my Lord; for 
He did none of these for Himself, nor had 
He any need of it. And after that He rose 
again from the dead, swallowed up and de- 
voured death, and finally ascended into heave 
and assumed the government at the Father’s 
right hand, so that the devil and all powers 
must be subject to Him and lie at His feet, 
until finally, at the last day, He will com- 
pletely part and separate us from the wicked 
world, the devil, death, sin, etc. 

But to explain all these single points sepa- 
rately belongs not to brief sermons for chil- 
dren, but rather to the ampler sermons that 
extend throughout the entire year, especially 
at those times which are appointed for the 
purpose of treating at length of each article 
— of the birth, sufferings, resurrection, ascen- 
sion of Christ, etc. j 

Ay, the entire Gospel which we preach is 
based on this, that we properly understand 
this article as that upon which our salvation 
and all our happiness rest, and which is so 
rich and comprehensive that we never can 
learn it fully. 


Article III. 

I believe in the Holy Ghost; the holy 
Christian Church, the communion of saints; 
the forgiveness of sins; the resurrection of 
the body; and the life everlasting. Amen. 
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This article (as I have said) I cannot relate 
better than to Sanctification, that through the 
same the Holy Ghost, with His office, is de- 
clared and depicted, namely, that He makes 
holy. Therefore we must take our stand upon 
the word Holy Ghost, because it is so precise 
and comprehensive that we cannot find an- 
other. For there are, besides, many kinds of 
spirits mentioned in the Holy Scriptures, as, 
the spirit of man, heavenly spirits, and evil 
spirits. But the Spirit of God alone is called 
Holy Ghost, that is, He who has sanctified 
and still sanctifies us. For as the Father is 
called Creator, the Son Redeemer, so the Holy 
Ghost, from His work, must be called Sanc- 
tifier, or One that makes holy. But how is 
such sanctifying done? Answer: Just as the 
Son obtains dominion, whereby He wins us, 
through His birth, death, resurrection, etc., 
so also the Holy Ghost effects our sanctifica- 
tion by the following parts, namely, by the 
communion of saints or the Christian Church, 
the forgiveness of sins, the resurrection of the 
body, and the life everlasting; that is, He 
first leads us into His holy congregation, and 
places us in the bosom of the Church, whereby 
He preaches to us and brings us to Christ. 
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For neither you nor I could ever know any- 
thing of Christ, or believe on Him, and obtain 
Him for our Lord, unless it were offered to us 
and granted to our hearts by the Holy Ghost 
through the preaching of the Gospel. The 
work is done and accomplished; . for Christ 
has acquired and gained the treasure for us 
by His suffering, death, resurrection, ete. But 
if the work remained concealed so that no one 
knew of it, then it would be in vain and lost. 
That this treasure, therefore, might not lie 
buried, but be appropriated and enjoyed, God 
has caused the Word to go forth and be pro- 
claimed, in which He gives the Holy Ghost to 
bring this treasure home and appropriate it 
to us. Therefore sanctifying is nothing else 
than bringing us to Christ to receive this 
good, to which we could not attain of our- 
selves. , 

Learn, then, to understand this article most 
clearly. If you are asked: What do you mean 
by the words: JI believe in the Holy Ghost? 
you can answer: I believe that the Holy Ghost 
makes me holy, as His name implies. But 
whereby does He accomplish this, or what are 
His method and means to this end? Answer: 
By the Christian Church, the forgiveness of 
sins, the resurrection of the body, and the life 
everlasting. For, in the first place, He has 
a peculiar congregation in the world, which is 
the mother that begets and bears every Chris- 
tian through the Word of God, which He re- 
veals and preaches, [and through which] He 
illumines and enkindles hearts, that they un- 
derstand, accept it, cling to it, and persevere 
in it. 

For where He does not cause it to be 
preached and made alive in the heart, so that 
it is understood, it is lost, as was the case 
under the Papacy, where faith was entirely 
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put under the bench, and no one recognized 
Christ as his Lord or the Holy Ghost as his 
Sanctifier, that is, no one believed that Christ 
is our Lord in the sense that He has acquired 
this treasure for us, without our works and 
merit, and made us acceptable to the Father. 
What, then, was lacking? This, that the Holy 
Ghost was not there to reveal it and cause it 
to be preached; but men and evil spirits were 
there, who taught us to obtain grace and be 
saved by our works. Therefore it is not a 
Christian Church either; for where Christ is 
not preached, there is no Holy Ghost who 
creates, calls, and gathers the Christian 
Chureh, without which no one can come to 
Christ the Lord. Let this suffice concerning 
the sum of this article. But because the parts 
which are here enumerated are not quite clear 
to the simple, we shall run over them also. 

The Creed denominates the holy Christian 
Church, communionem sanctorum, a commun- 
ion of saints; for both expressions, taken to- 
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gether, are identical. But formerly the one 
[the second] expression was not there, and it 
has been poorly and unintelligibly translated 
into German eine Gemeinschaft der Heiligen, 
a communion of saints. If it is to be rendered 
plainly, it must be expressed quite differently 
in the German idiom; for the word ecclesia 
properly means in German eine Versammlung, 
an assembly. But we are accustomed to the 
word church, by which the simple do not 
understand an assembled multitude, but the 
consecrated house or building, although the 
house ought not to be called a church, except 
only for the reason that the multitude as- 
sembles there. For we who assemble there 
make and choose for ourselves a particular 
place, and give a name to the house accord- 
ing to the assembly. 

Thus the word Kirche (church) means 
really nothing else than a common assembly, 
and is not German by idiom, but Greek (as 
is also the word ecclesia); for in their own 
language they call it kyria, as in Latin it is 
called curia. Therefore in genuine German, 
in our mother-tongue, it ought to be called 
a Christian congregation or assembly (eine 
christliche Gemeinde oder Sammlung), or, 
best of all and most clearly, holy Christen- 
dom (eme heilige Christenheit). 

So also the word communio, which is added, 
ought not to be rendered communion (Ge- 
meinschaft), but congregation (Gemeinde). 
And it is nothing else than an interpretation 
or explanation by which some one meant to ex- 
plain what the Christian Church is. This our 
people, who understood neither Latin nor Ger- 
man, have rendered Gemeinschaft der Heili- 
gen (communion of saints), although no 
German language speaks thus, nor under- 
stands it thus. But to speak correct German, 
it ought to be eine Gemeinde der Heiligen 
(a congregation of saints), that is, a congre- 
gation made up purely of saints, or, to speak 
yet more plainly, eine heilige Gemeinde, a holy 
congregation. I say this in order that the 
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words Gemeinschaft der Heiligen (communion 
of saints) may be understood, begause the ex- 
pression has become so established by custom 
that it cannot well be eradicated, and it is 
treated almost as heresy if one should attempt 
to change a word. 

But this is the meaning and substance of 
this addition: I believe that there is upon 
earth a little holy group and congregation of 
pure saints, under one head, even Christ, called 
together by the Holy Ghost in one faith, one 
mind, and understanding, with manifold gifts, 
yet agreeing in love, without sects or schisms. 
I am also a part and member of the same, 
a sharer and joint owner of all the goods it 
possesses, brought to it and incorporated into 
it by the Holy Ghost by having heard and 
continuing to hear the Word of God, which is 
the beginning of entering it. For formerly, 
before we had attained to this, we were al- 
together of the devil, knowing nothing of God 
and of Christ. Thus, until the last day, the 
Holy Ghost abides with the holy congregation 
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or Christendom, by means of which He fetches 
us to Christ and which He employs to teach 
and preach to us the Word, whereby He works 
and promotes sanctification, causing it [this 
community] daily to grow and become strong 
in the faith and its fruits which He produces. 

We further believe that in this Christian 
Church we have forgiveness of sin, which is 
wrought through the holy Sacraments and 
Absolution, moreover, through all manner of 
consolatory promises of the entire Gospel. 
Therefore, whatever is to be preached con- 
cerning the Sacraments belongs here, and, in 
short, the whole Gospel and all the offices of 
Christianity, which also must be preached and 
taught without ceasing. For although the 
grace of God is secured through Christ, and 
sanctification is wrought by the Holy Ghost 
through the Word of God in the unity of the 
Christian Church, yet on account of our flesh 
which we bear about with us we are never 
without sin. 

Everything, therefore, in the Christian 
Church is ordered to the end that we shall 
daily obtain there nothing but the forgiveness 
of sin through the Word and signs, to comfort 
and encourage our consciences as long as we 
live here. Thus, although we have sins, the 
[grace of the] Holy Ghost does not allow 
them to injure us, because we are in the 
Christian Church, where there is nothing but 
[contirfuous, uninterrupted] forgiveness of sin, 
both in that God forgives us, and in that we 
forgive, bear with, and help each other. 

But outside of this Christian Church, where 
the Gospel is not, there is no forgiveness, as 
also there can be no holiness [sanctification]. 
Therefore all who seek and wish to merit holi- 
ness [sanctification], not through the Gospel 
and forgiveness of sin, but by their works, 
have expelled and severed themselves [from 
this Church]. 

Meanwhile, however, while sanctification 
has begun and is growing daily, we expect 
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that our flesh will be destroyed and buried 
with all its uncleanness, and will come forth 
gloriously, and arise to entire and perfect 
holiness in a new eternal life. For now we 
are only half pure and holy, so that the Holy 
Ghost has ever [some reason why] to continue 
His work in us through the Word, and daily 
to dispense forgiveness, until we attain to 
that life. where there will be no more forgive- 
ness, but only perfectly pure and holy people, 
full of godliness and righteousness, removed 
and free from sin, death, and all evil, in a 
new, immortal, and glorified body. 

Behold, all this is to be the office and work 
of the Holy Ghost, that He begin and daily 
increase holiness upon earth by means of these 
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two things, the Christian Church and the for- 
giveness of sin. But in our dissolution He& 
will accomplish it altogether in an instant, 
and will forever preserve us therein by the 
last two parts. 

But the term Auferstehung des Fleisches 
(resurrection of the flesh) here employed is 
not according to good German idiom. For 
when we Germans hear the word Fleisch 
(flesh), we think no farther than of the 
shambles. But in good German idiom we 
would say Auferstehung des Leibes, or Leich-. 
nams (resurrection of the body). However, 
it is not a matter of much moment, if we only 
understand the words aright. 

This, now, is the article which must ever 
be and remain in operation. For creation we 
have received; redemption, too, is finished. 
But the Holy Ghost carries on His work with- 
out ceasing to the last day. And for that 
purpose He has appointed a congregation 
upon earth by which He speaks and does 
everything. For He has not yet brought to- 
gether all His Christian Church nor dispensed 
forgiveness. Therefore we believe in Him who 
through the Word daily brings us into the 
fellowship of this Christian Church, and 
through the same Word and the forgiveness 
of sins bestows, increases, and strengthens 
faith, in order that when He has accomplished 
it all, and we abide therein, and die to the 
world and to all evil, He may finally make 
us perfectly and forever holy; which now we 
expect in faith through the Word. 

Behold, here you have the entire divine 
essence, will, and work depicted most ex- 
quisitely in quite short and yet rich words, 
wherein consists all our wisdom, which sur- 
passes and exceeds the wisdom, mind, and 
reason of all men. For although the whole 
world with all diligence has endeavored to 
ascertain what God is, what He has in mind 
and does, yet has she never been able to at- ° 
tain to [the knowledge and understanding of] 
any of these things. But here we have every- 
thing in richest measure; for here in all three 
articles He has Himself revealed and opened 
the deepest abyss of his paternal heart and 
of His pure unutterable love. For He has 
created us for this very object, that He might 
redeem and sanctify us; and in addition to 
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giving and imparting to us everything in 
heaven and upon earth, He has given to us 
even His Son and the Holy Ghost, by whom 
to bring us to Himself. For (as explained 
above) we could never attain to the knowl- 
edge of the grace and favor of the Father 
except through the Lord Christ, who is a 
mirror of the paternal heart, outside of whom 
we see nothing but an angry and terrible 
Judge. But of Christ we could know nothing 
either, unless it had been revealed by the 
Holy Ghost. 

These articles of the Creed, therefore, di- 
vide and separate us Christians from all other 
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people upon earth. For all outside of Chris- 
tianity, whether heathen, Turks, Jews, or false 
Christians and hypocrites, although they be- 
lieve in, and worship, only one true God, yet 
know not what His mind towards them is, and 
cannot expect any love or blessing from Him; 
therefore they abide in eternal wrath and 
damnation. For they have not the Lord 
Christ, and, besides, are not illumined and 
favored by any gifts of the Holy Ghost. 

From this you perceive that the Creed is 
a doctrine quite different from the Ten Com- 
mandments; for the latter teaches indeed 
what we ought to do, but the former tells 
what God does for us and gives tous. More- 
over, apart from this, the Ten Commandments 
are written in the hearts of all men; the 
Creed, however, no human wisdom can com- 
prehend, but it must be taught by the Holy 
Ghost alone. The latter doctrine [of the Law], 
therefore, makes no Christian, for the wrath 
and displeasure of God abide upon us still, 
because we cannot keep what Ged demands 
of us; but this [namely, the doctrine of 
faith] brings pure grace, and makes us godly 
and acceptable to God. For by this knowledge 
we obtain love and delight in all the com- 
mandments of God, because here we see that 
God gives Himself entire to us, with all that 
He has and is able to do, to aid and direct 
us in keeping the Ten Commandments — the 
Father, all creatures; the Son, His entire 
work; and the Holy Ghost, all His gifts. 

Let this suffice concerning the Creed to lay 
a foundation for the simple, that they may 
not be burdened, so that, if they understand 
the substance of it, they themselves may 
afterwards strive to acquire more, and to 
refer to these parts whatever they learn in 
the Scriptures, and may ever grow and in- 
crease in richer understanding. For as long 
as we live here, we shall daily have enough 
to do to preach and to learn this. 


Part Third. 


OF PRAYER. 


The Lord’s Prayer. 
We have now heard what we must do and 
believe, in which things the best and happiest 
life consists. Now follows the third part, how 
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we ought to pray. For since we are so sit- 
uated that no man can perfectly keep the Ten 
Commandments, even though he have begun to 
believe, and since the devil with all his power, 
together with the world'!and our own flesh, re- 
sists our endeavors, nothing is so necessary as 
that we should continually resort to the ear of 
God, call upon Him, and pray to Him, that 
He would give, preserve, and increase in us 
faith and the fulfilment of the Ten Command- 
ments, and that He would remove everything 
that is in our way and opposes us therein. 
But that we might know what and how to 
pray, our Lord Christ has Himself taught us 
both the mode and the words, as we shall see. 
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But before we explain the Lord’s Prayer 
part by part, it is most necessary first to ex- 
hort and incite people to prayer, as Christ 
and the apostles also have done. And the 
first matter is to know that it is our duty to 
pray because of God’s commandment. For 
thus we heard in the Second Commandment: 
Thou shalt not take the name of the Lord, thy 
God, in vain, that we are there required to 
praise that holy name, and call upon it in 

‘every need, or to pray. For to call upon the 
name of God is nothing else than to pray. 
Prayer is therefore as strictly and earnestly 
commanded as all other commandments: to 
have no other God, rot to kill, not to 
steal, etc. Let no one think that it is all 
the same whether he pray or not, as vulgar 
people do, who grope in such delusion and ask, 
Why should I pray? Who knows whether 
God heeds or will hear my prayer? If I do 
not pray, some one else will. And thus they 
fall into the habit of never praying, and 
frame a pretext, as though we taught that 
there is no duty or need of prayer, because 
we reject false and hypocritical prayers. 


But this is true indeed that such prayers 
as have been offered hitherto when men were 
babbling and bawling in the churches were 
no prayers. For such external matters, when 
they are properly observed, may be a good 
exercise for young children, scholars, and 
simple persons, and may be called singing or 
reading, but not really praying. But praying, 
as the Second Commandment teaches, is to 
call upon God in every need. This He re- 
quires of us, and has not left it to our choice. 
But it is our duty and obligation to pray if 
we would be Christians, as much as it is our 
duty and obligation to obey our parents and 
the government; for by calling upon it and 
praying the name of God is honored and 
profitably employed. This you must note above 
all things, that thereby you may silence and 
repel such thoughts as would keep and deter 
us from prayer. For just as it would be idle 
for a son to say to his father, “Of what 
advantage is my obedience? I will go and 
do what I can; it is all the same”; but there 
stands the commandment, Thou shalt and must 
do it, so also here it is not left to my will 
to do it or leave it undone, but prayer shall 
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and must be offered at the risk of God’s wrath 
and displeasure. 

This is therefore to be understood and noted 
before everything else, in order that thereby 
we may silence and repel the thoughts which 
would keep and deter us from praying, ,as 
though it were not of much consequence if we 
do not pray, or as though it were commanded 
those who are holier and in better favor with 
God than we; as, indeed, the human heart 
is by nature so despondent that it always 
flees from God and imagines that He does not 
wish or desire our prayer, because we are 
sinners and have merited nothing but wrath. 
Against such thoughts (I say) we should re- 
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gard this commandment and turn to God, that 
we may not by.such disobedience excite His 
anger still more. For by this commandment 
He gives us plainly to understand that He 
will not cast us from Him nor chase us away, 
although we are sinners, but rather draw us 
to Himself, so that we might humble ourselves 
before Him, bewail this misery and plight of 
ours, and pray for grace and help. Therefore 
we read in the Scriptures that He is angry 
also with those who were smitten for their 
sin, because they did not return to Him and 
by their prayers assuage His wrath and seek 
His grace. 

Now, from the fact that it is so solemnly 
commanded to pray, you are to conclude 
and think, that no one should by any means 
despise his prayer, but rather set great store 
by it, and always seek an illustration from 
the other commandments. A child should by 
no means despise his obedience to father and 
mother, but should always think: This work 
is a work of obedience, and what I do I do 
with no other intention than that I may walk 
in the obedience and commandment of God, 
on which I can settle and stand firm, and 
esteem it a great thing, not on account of my 
worthiness, but on account of the command- 
ment. So here also, what and for what we 
pray we should regard as demanded by God 
and done in obedience to Him, and should re- 
flect thus: On my account it would amount 
to nothing; but it shall avail, for the reason 
that God has commanded it. Therefore every- 
body, no matter what he has to say in prayer, 
should always come before God in obedience 
to this commandment. 

We pray, therefore, and exhort every one 
most diligently to take this to heart and by 
no means to despise our prayer. For hitherto 
it has been taught thus in the devil’s name 
that no one regarded these things, and men 
supposed it to be sufficient to have done the 
work, whether God would hear it or not. But 
that is staking prayer on a risk, and mur- 
muring it at a venture; and therefore it is 
a lost prayer. For we allow such thoughts 
as these to lead us astray and deter us: I am 
not holy or worthy enough; if I were as godly 
and holy as St. Peter or St. Paul, then I would | 
pray. But put such thoughts far away, for 
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just the same commandment which applied to 
St. Paul applies also to me; and the Second 
Commandment is given as much on my ac- 
count as on his account, so that he can boast 
of no better or holier commandment. 
Therefore you should say: My prayer is as 
precious, holy, and pleasing to God as that of 
St. Paul or of the most holy saints. This is 
the reason: For I will gladly grant that he 
is holier in his person, but not on account of 
the commandment; since God does not regard 
prayer on account of the person, but on ac- 
count of His word and obedience thereto. For 
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on the commandment on which all the saints 
rest their prayer I, too, rest mine. Moreover, 
I pray for the same thing for which they all 
pray and ever have prayed; besides, I have 
just as great a need of it as those greaty 
saints, yea, even a greater one than they. 

Let this be the first and most important 
point, that all our prayers must be based and 
rest upon obedience to God, irrespective of 
our person, whether we be sinners or saints, 
worthy or unworthy. And we must know that 
God will not have it treated as a jest, but be 
angry, and punish all who do not pray, as 
surely as He punishes all other disobedience; 
next, that He will not suffer our prayers to 
be in vain or lost. For if He did not intend 
to answer your prayer, He would not bid you 
pray and add such a severe commandment 
to it. 

In the second place, we should be the more 
urged and incited to pray because God has 
‘ also added a promise, and declared that it 
shall surely be done to us as we pray, as He 
says Ps. 50, 15: Call upon Me in the day of 
trouble: I will deliver thee. And Christ in 
the Gospel of St. Matthew, 7,7: Ask, and it 
shall be given you. For every one that asketh 
receiveth. Such promises ought certainly to 
encourage and kindle our hearts to pray with 
pleasure and delight, since He testifies with 
His [own] word that our prayer is heartily 
pleasing to Him, moreover, that it shall as- 
suredly be heard and granted, in order that 
we may not despise it or think lightly of it, 
and pray at a venture. 

This you can hold up to Him and say: 
Here I come, dear Father, and pray, not of 
my own purpose nor upon my own worthiness, 
but at Thy commandment and promise, which 
cannot fail or deceive me. Whoever, there- 
fore, does not believe this promise must know 
again that he excites God to anger as a person 
who most highly dishonors Him and re- 
proaches Him with falsehood. 

Besides this, we should be incited and 
drawn to prayer because in addition to this 
commandment and promise God anticipates 
us, and Himself arranges the words and form 
of prayer for us, and places them upon our 
lips as to how and what we should pray, that 
we may see how heartily He pities us in our 
distress, and may never doubt that such 
prayer is pleasing to Him and shall certainly 
be answered; which [the Lord’s Prayer] is 
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a great advantage indeed over all other 
prayers that we might compose ourselves. For 
in them the conscience would ever be in doubt 
and say: I have prayed, but who knows how 
it pleases Him, or whether I have hit upon 
the right proportions and form? Hence there 
is no nobler prayer to be found upon earth 
than the Lord’s Prayer which we daily pray, 
because it has this excellent testimony, that 
God loves to hear it, which we ought not to 
surrender for all the riches of the world. 
And it has been prescribed also for this 
reason that we should see and consider the dis- 
tress which ought to urge and compel us to 
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pray without ceasing. For whoever would 
pray must have something to present, state, 
and name which he desires; if not, it can- 
not be called a prayer. 

Therefore we have rightly rejected the 
prayers of monks and priests, who howl and 
growl day and night like fiends; but none of 
them think of/praying for a hair’s breadth of 
anything. And if we would assemble all the 
churches, together with all ecclesiastics, they 
would be obliged to confess that they have 
never from the heart prayed for even a drop 
of wine. For none of them has ever purposed 
to pray from obedience to God and faith in 
His* promise, nor has any one regarded any 
distress, but (when they had done their best) 
they thought no further than this, to do a 
good work, whereby they might repay God, as 
being unwilling to take anything from Him, 
but wishing only to give Him something. 

But where there is to be a true prayer, 
there must be earnestness. Men must feel 
their distress, and such distress as presses 
them and compels them to call and ery out; 
then prayer will be made spontaneously, as 
it ought to be, and men will require no teach- 
ing how to prepare for it and to attain to the 
proper devotion. But the distress which ought 
to concern us most, both as regards ourselves 
and every one, you will find abundantly set 
forth in the Lord’s Prayer. Therefore it is to 
serve also to remind us of the same, that we 
contemplate it and lay it to heart, lest we 
become remiss in prayer. For we all have 
enough that we lack, but the great want is 
that we do not feel nor see it. Therefore 
God also requires that you lament and plead 
such necessities and wants, not because He 
does not know them, but that you may kindle 
your heart to stronger and greater desires, 
and make wide and open your cloak to receive 
much. - 

Therefore, every one of us should accustom 
himself from his youth daily to pray for all 
his wants, whenever he is sensible of anything 
affecting his interests or that of other people 
among whom he may live, as for preachers, the 
government, neighbors, domestics, and always 
(as we have said) to hold up to God His com- 
mandment and promise, knowing that He will 
not have them disregarded. This I say be- 
cause I would like to see these things brought 
home again to the people that they might 
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learn to pray truly, and not go about coldly 
and indifferently, whereby they become daily 
more unfit for prayer; which is just what the 
devil desires, and for what he works with all 
his powers. For he is well aware what dam- 
age and harm it does him when prayer is in 
proper practise. 

For this we must know, that all our shelter 
and protection rest in prayer alone. For we 
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are far too feeble to cope with the devil and 
all his power and adherents that set them- 
selves against us, and they might easily crush 
us under their feet. Therefore we must con- 
sider and take up those weapons with which 
Christians must be armed in order to stand 
against the devil. For what do you think has 
hitherto accomplished such great things, has 
checked or quelled the counsels, purposes, 
murder, and riot of our enemies, whereby the 
devil thought to crush us, together with the 
Gospel, except that the prayer of a few godly 
men intervened like a wall of iron on our 
side? They should else have witnessed a far 
different tragedy, namely, how the devil would 
have destroyed all Germany in its own blood. 
But now they may confidently deride it and 
make a mock of it; however, we shall never- 
theless be a match both for themselves and 
the devil by prayer alone, if we only persevere 
diligently and not become slack. For when- 
ever a godly Christian prays: Dear Father, 
let Thy will be done, God speaks from on high 
and says: Yes, dear child, it shall be so, in 
spite of the devil and all the world. 

Let this be said as an exhortation, that men 
may learn, first of all, to esteem prayer as 
something great and precious, and to make a 
proper distinction between babbling and pray- 
ing for something. For we by no means reject 
prayer, but the bare, useless howling and 
murmuring we reject, as Christ Himself also 
rejects and prohibits long palavers. Now we 
shall most briefly and clearly treat of the 
Lord’s Prayer. Here there is comprehended 
in seven successive articles, or petitions, every 
need which never ceases to relate to us, and 
each so great that it ought to constrain us 
to keep praying it all our lives. 


/ 


The First Petition. 
Hallowed be Thy name. 


This is, indeed, somewhat obscure, and not 
expressed in good German, for in our mother- 
tongue we would say: Heavenly Father, help 
that by all means Thy name may be holy. 
But what is it to pray that His name may be 
holy? Is it not holy already? Answer: Yes, 
it is always holy in its nature, but in our use 
it is not holy. For God’s name was given us 
when we became Christians and were baptized, 
so that we are called children of God and 
have the Sacraments, by which He so incor- 
porates us in Himself that everything which 
is God’s must serve for our use. 

Here now the great need exists for which 
we ought to be most concerned, that this name 


The Lord’s Prayer. 


¢ 


First Petition. 199 


have its proper honor, be esteemed holy and 
sublime as the greatest treasure and sanctuary 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 709.] 
that we,have; and that as godly children | 
we pray that the name of God, which is al- 
ready holy in heaven, may also be and remain 
holy with us upon earth and in all the world. 

But how does it become holy among us? 
Answer, as plainly as it can be said: When 
both our doctrine and life are godly and 
Christian. For since in this prayer we call 
God our Father, it is our duty always to de- 
port and demean ourselves as godly children, 
that He may not receive shame, but honor and 
praise from us. 

Now the name of God is profaned by us 
either in words or in works. (For whatever 
we do upon the earth must be either words or 
works, speech or act.) In the first place, then, 
it is profaned’ when men preach, teach, and 
speak in the name of God what is false and 
misleading, so that His name must serve 
to adorn and to find a market for falsehood. 
That is, indeed, the greatest profanation and 
dishonor of the divine name. Furthermore, 
also when men, by swearing, cursing, con- 
juring, etc., grossly abuse the holy name as 
a cloak for their shame. In the second place, 
also by an openly wicked life and works, when 
those who are called Christians and the people 
of God are adulterers, drunkards, misers, en- 
vious, and slanderers. Here again must the 
name of God come to shame and be profaned 
because of us. For just as it is a shame and 
disgrace to a natural father to have a bad, 
perverse child that opposes him in words and 
deeds, so that on its account he suffers con- 
tempt and reproach, so also it brings dishonor ~ 
upon God if we who are called by His name 
and have all manner of goods from Him teach, 
speak, and live in any other manner except 
as godly and heavenly children, so that people 
say of us that we must be not God’s, but the 
devil’s children. 

Thus you see that in this petition we 
pray just for that which God demands in 
the Second Commandment; namely, that His 
name be not taken in vain to swear, curse, 
lie, deceive, etc., but be usefully employed to 
the praise and honor of God. For whoever 
employs the name of God for any sort of 
wrong profanes and/desecrates this holy name, 
as aforetime a church was considered dese- 
crated when a murder or any other crime had 
been committed in it, or when a pyx or relic 
was desecrated, as being holy in themselves, 
yet become unholy in use. Thus this point is 
easy and clear if only the language is under- 
stood, that to hallow is the same as in our 
idiom to praise, magnify, and honor both in 
word and deed. 

Here, now, learn how great need there is of 
such prayer. For because we see how full the 
world is of sects and false teachers, who all 
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wear the holy name as a cover and sham 
for their doctrines of devils, we ought by all 
means to pray without ceasing, and to cry 
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and call upon God against all such as preach 
and believe falsely and whatever opposes and 
persecutes our Gospel and pure doctrine, and 
would suppress it, as bishops, tyrants, enthu- 
siasts, etc. Likewise also for ourselves who 
have the Word of God, but are not thankful 
for it, nor live as we ought according to the 
same. If now you pray for this with your 
heart, you can be sure that it pleases God; 
for He will not hear anything more dear to 
Him than that His honor and praise is ex- 
alted above everything else, and His Word 
is taught in its purity and is esteemed pre- 
cious and dear. 


The Second Petition. 
Thy kingdom come. 


As we prayed in the First Petition concern- 
ing the honor and name of God that He would 
prevent the world from adorning its lies and 
wickedness with it, but cause it to be esteemed 
sublime and holy both in doctrine and life, so 
that He may be praised and magnified in us, 
so here we pray that His kingdom also may 
come. But just as the name of God is in 
itself holy, and we pray nevertheless that it 
be holy among us, so also His kingdom comes 
of itself, without our prayer, yet we pray 
nevertheless that it may come to us, that is, 
prevail among us and with us, so that we 
may be a part of those among whom His 
name is hallowed and His kingdom prospers. 

But what is the kingdom of God? Answer: 
Nothing else than what we learned in the 
Creed, that God sent His Son Jesus Christ, 
our Lord, into the world to redeem and deliver 
us from the power of the devil, and to bring 
us to Himself, and to govern us as a King of 
righteousness, life, and salvation against sin, 
death, and an evil conscience, for which end 
He has also bestowed His Holy Ghost, who is 
to bring these things home to us by His holy 
Word, and to illumine and strengthen us in 
the faith by His power. 

Therefore we pray here in the first place 
that this may become effective with us, and 
that His name be so praised through the holy 
Word of God and a Christian life that both 
we who have accepted it may abide and daily 
grow therein, and that it may gain approba- 
tion and adherence among other people and 
proceed with power throughout the world, that 
many may find entrance into the Kingdom of 
Grace, be made partakers of redemption, be- 
ing led thereto by the Holy Ghost, in order 
that thus we may all together remain forever 
in the one kingdom now begun. 

For the coming of God’s Kingdom to us 
occurs in two ways; first, here in time 
through the Word and faith; and secondly, 
in eternity forever through revelation. Now 
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we pray for both these things, that it may 
come to those who are not yet in it, and, by 
daily increase, to us who have received the 
same, and hereafter in eternal life. All this 
is nothing else than saying: Dear Father, we 
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pray, give us first Thy Word, that the Gospel 
be preached properly throughout the world; 
and secondly, that it be received in faith, and 
work and live in us, so that through the Word 
and the power of the Holy Ghost Thy king- 
dom may prevail among us, and the kingdom 
of the devil be put down, that he may have 
no right or power over us, until at last it 
shall be utterly destroyed, and sin, death, and 
hell shall be exterminated, that we may live 
forever in perfect righteousness and blessed- 
ness. ; 

From this you perceive that we pray here 
not for a crust of bread or a temporal, per- 
ishable good, but for an eternal inestimable 
treasure and everything that God Himself 
possesses; which is far too great for any 
human heart to think of desiring if He had 
not Himself commanded us to pray for the 
same. But because He is God, He also claims 
the honor of giving much more and more 
abundantly ‘than any one can comprehend, — 
like an eternal, unfailing fountain, which, the 
more it pours forth and overflows, the more 
it continues to give, — and He desires nothing 
more earnestly of us than that we ask much 
and great things of Him, and again is angry 
if we do not ask and pray confidently. 

For just as when the richest and most 
mighty emperor would bid a poor beggar ask 
whatever he might desire, and were ready to 
give great imperial presents, and the fool 
would beg only for a dish of gruel, he would 
be rightly considered a rogue and a scoundrel, 
who treated the command of his imperial 
majesty as a jest and sport, and was not 
worthy of coming into his presence: so also 
it is a great reproach and dishonor to God 
if we, to whom He offers and pledges so many 
unspeakable treasures, despise the same, or 
have not the confidence to receive them, but 
scarcely venture to pray for a piece of bread. 

All this is the fault of the shameful un- 
belief which does not look to God for as much 
good as will satisfy the stomach, much less ex- 
pects without doubt such eternal treasures of ~ 
God. Therefore we must strengthen ourselves 
against it, and let this be our first prayer; 
then, indeed, we shall have all else in abun- 
dance,.as Christ teaches [Matt. 6,33]: Seek 
ye first the kingdom of God and His right- 
eousness, and all these things shall be added 
unto you. For how could He allow us to. 
suffer want and to be straitened in temporal 
things when He promises that which is eternal 
and imperishable? 
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The Third Petition. 
Thy will be done on earth as it is in heaven. 


Thus far we have prayed that God’s name 
be honored by us, and that His kingdom pre- 
vail among us; in which two points is com- 
prehended all that pertains to the honor of 
God and to our salvation, that we receive as 
our own God and all His riches. But now 
a need just as great arises, namely, that we 
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firmly keep them, and do not suffer ourselves 
to be torn therefrom. For as in a good gov- 
ernment it is not only necessary that there be 
those who build and govern well, but also 
those who make defense, afford protection and 
maintain it firmly, so here likewise, although 
we have prayed for the greatest need, for the 
Gospel, faith, and the Holy Ghost, that He 
may govern us and redeem us from the power 
of the devil, we must also pray that His will 
be done. For there will be happenings quite 
strange if we are to abide therein, as we shall 
have to suffer many thrusts and blows on that 
account from everything that ventures to op- 
pose and prevent the fulfilment of the two 
petitions that precede. 

For no one believes how the devil opposes 
and resists them, and cannot suffer that any 
one teach or believe aright. And it hurts him 
beyond measure to suffer his lies and abom- 
inations, that have been honored under the 
most specious pretexts of the divine name, to 
be exposed, and to be disgraced himself, and, 
besides, be driven out of the heart, and suffer 
such a breach to be made in his kingdom. 
Therefore he chafes and rages as a fierce 
enemy with all his power and might, and 
marshals all his subjects, and, in addition, 
enlists the world and our own flesh as his 
allies. For our flesh is in itself indolent and 
inclined to evil, even though we have accepted 
and believe the Word of God. The world, 
however, is perverse and wicked; this he in- 
cites against us, fans and stirs the fire, that 
he may hinder and drive us back, cause us to 
fall, and again bring us under his power. 
Such is all his will, mind, and thought, for 
which he strives day and night, and never 
rests a moment, employing all arts, wiles, 
ways, and means whichever he can invent. 

If we would be Christians, therefore, we 
must surely expect and reckon upon having 
the devil with all his angels and the world 
as our enemies, who will bring every possible 
misfortune and grief upon us. For where the 
Word of God is preached, accepted, or be- 
lieved, and produces fruit, there the holy cross 
cannot be wanting. And let no one think that 
he shall have peace; but he must risk what- 
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ever he has upon earth — possessions, honor, 
house and estate, wife and children, body and 
life. Now, this hurts our flesh and the old 
Adam; for the test is to be steadfast and 
to suffer with patience in whatever way we 
are assailed, and to let go whatever is taken 
from us. 

Hence there is just as great need, as in 
all the others, that we pray without ceasing: 
“Dear Father, Thy will be done, not the will 
of the devil and of our enemies, nor of any- 
thing that would persecute and suppress Thy 
holy Word or hinder Thy kingdom; and grant 
that we may bear with patience and overcome 
whatever is to be endured on that account, 
lest our| poor flesh yield or fall away from 
weakness or sluggishness.” 

Behold, thus we have in these three peti- 
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tions, in the simplest manner, the need which 
relates to God Himself, yet all for our sakes. 
For whatever we pray concerns only us, 
namely, as we have said, that what must be 
done anyway without us, may also be done 
in us. For as His name must be hallowed and 
His kingdom come without our prayer, so also 
His will must be done and succeed, although 
the devil with all his adherents raise a great 
tumult, are angry ‘and rage against it, and 
undertake to exterminate the Gospel utterly. 
But for our own sakes we must pray that 
even against their fury His will be done with- 
out hindrance also among us, that they may 
not be able to accomplish anything and we 
remain firm against all violence and persecu- 
tion, and submit to such will of God. 

Such prayer, then, is to be our protection 
and defense now, is to repel and put down all 
that the devil, Pope, bishops, tyrants, and 
heretics can do against our Gospel. Let them 
all rage and attempt their utmost, and de- 
liberate and resolve how they may suppress 
and exterminate us, that their will and coun- 
sel may prevail: over and against this one 
or two Christians with this petition alone 
shall be our wall against which they shall 
run and dash themselves to pieces. This con- 
solation and confidence we have, that the will 
and purpose of the devil and of all our en- 
emies shall and must fail and come to naught, 
however proud, secure, and powerful they 
know themselves to be. For if their will were 
not broken and hindered, the kingdom of God 
could not abide on earth nor His name be 
hallowed. 


The Fourth Petition. 
Give us this day our daily bread. 


Here, now, we consider the poor bread- 
basket, the necessaries of our body and of the 
temporal life. It is a brief and simple word, 
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but it has a very wide scope. For when you 
mention and pray for daily bread, you pray for 
everything that is necessary in order to have 
and enjoy daily bread and, on the other hand, 
against everything which interferes with it. 
Therefore you must open wide and extend 
your thoughts not only to the oven or the 
flour-bin, but to the distant field and the en- 
tire land, which bears and brings to us daily 
bread and every sort of sustenance. For if 
God did not cause it to grow, and bless and 
preserve it in the field, we could never take 
bread from the oven or have any to set upon 
the table. 

To comprise it briefly, this petition includes 
everything that belongs to our entire life in 
the world, because on that account alone do 
we need daily bread. Now for our life it is 
not only necessary that our body have food 
and covering and other necessaries, but also 
that we spend our days in peace and quiet 
among the people with whom we live and have 
intercourse in daily business and conversation 
and all-sorts of doings, in short, whatever per- 
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tains both to the domestic and to the neigh- 
borly or civil relation and government. For 
where these two things are hindered [inter- 
cepted and disturbed] that they do not pros- 
per as they ought, the necessaries of life also 
are impeded, so that ultimately life cannot 
be maintained. And there is, indeed, the 
greatest need to pray for temporal authority 
and government, as that by which most of all 
God preserves to us our daily bread and all 
the comforts of this life. For though we have 
received of God all good things in abundance, 
‘we are not able to retain any of them or use 
them in security and happiness, if He did not 
give us a permanent and peaceful government. 
For where there are dissension, strife, and 
war, there the daily bread is already taken 
away, or at least checked. 

Therefore it would be very proper to place, 
in the coat-of-arms of every pious prince a 
loaf of bread instead of a lion, or a wreath 
of rue, or to stamp it upon the coin, to re- 
mind both them and their subjects that by 
their office we have protection and peace, and 
that without them we could not eat and re- 
tain our daily bread. Therefore they are also 
worthy of all honor, that we give to them for 
their office what we ought and can, as to those 
through whom we enjoy in peace and quiet- 
ness what we have, because otherwise we 
would not keep a farthing; and that, in ad- 
dition, we also pray for them that through 
them God may bestow on us the more blessing 
and good. 

Let this be a very brief explanation and 
sketch, showing how far this petition extends 
through all conditions on earth. Of this any 
one might indeed make a long prayer, and 
with many words enumerate all the things 
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that are included therein, as that we pray 
God to give us food and drink, clothing, house, 
and home, and health of body; alsd that He 
cause the grain and fruits of the field to grow 
and mature well; furthermore, that He help 
us at home towards good housekeeping, that 
He give and preserve to us a godly wife, chil- 
dren, and servants, that He cause our work, 
trade, or whatever we are engaged in to 
prosper and succeed, favor us with faithful 
neighbors and good friends, etc. Likewise, 
that He give to emperors, kings, and all 
estates, and especially to the rulers of our 
country and to all counselors, magistrates, 
and officers, wisdom, strength, and success 
that they may govern well and vanquish the 
Turks and all enemies; to subjects and the 
common people, obedience, peace, and harmony 
in their life with one another; and on the 
other hand, that He would preserve us from 
all sorts of calamity to body and livelihood, 
as lightning, hail, fire, flood, poison, pestilence, 
cattle-plague, war and bloodshed, famine, de- 
structive beasts, wicked men, etc. All this it 
is well to impress upon the simple, namely, 
that these things come from God, and must be 
prayed for by us. 

But this petition is especially directed also 
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against our chief enemy, the devil. For all 
his thought and desire is to deprive us of all 
that we have from God, or to hinder it; and 
he is not satisfied to obstruct and destroy 
spiritual government in leading souls astray 
by his lies and bringing them under his 
power, but he also prevents and hinders the 
stability of all government and honorable, 
peaceable relations on earth. There he causes 
so much contention, murder, sedition, and war, 
also lightning and hail to destroy grain and 
cattle, to poison the air, ete. In short, he is 
sorry that any one has a morsel of bread from 
God and eats it in peace; and if it were in 
his power, and our prayer (next to God) did 
not prevent him, we would not keep a straw 
in the field, a farthing in the house, yea, not 
even our life for an hour, especially those who 
have the Word of God and would like to be 
Christians. 

Behold, thus God wishes to indicate to us 
how He cares for us in all our need, and faith- 
fully provides also for our temporal support. 
And although He abundantly grants and pre- 
serves these things even to the wicked and 
knaves, yet He wishes that we pray for them; 
in order that we may recognize that we re- 
ceive them from His hand, and may feel His 
paternal goodness toward us therein. For 
when He withdraws His hand, nothing can 
prosper nor be maintained in the end, as, in- 
deed, we daily see and experience. How much 
trouble there is now in the world only on 
account of bad coin, yea, on account of daily 
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oppression and raising of prices in common 
trade, bargaining and labor on the part of 
those who wantonly oppress the poor and de- 
prive them of their daily bread! This we 
must suffer indeed; but let them take care 
that they do not lose the common intercession, 
and beware lest this petition in the Lord’s 
Prayer be against them. 


The Fifth Petition. 


And forgive us our trespasses, as we for- 
give those who trespass against us. 


This part now relates to our poor miserable 
life, which, although we have and believe the 
Word of God, and do and submit to His will, 
and are supported by His gifts and blessings, 
is nevertheless not without sin. For we still 
stumble daily and transgress because we live 
in the world among men who do us much 
harm and give us cause for impatience, anger, 
revenge, etc. Besides, we have Satan at our 
back, who sets upon us on every side, and 
fights (as we have heard) against all the 
foregoing petitions, so that it is not possible 
always to stand firm in such a, persistent 
conflict. 

Therefore there is here again great need to 
call upon God and to pray: Dear Father, for- 
give us our trespasses. Not as though He did 
not forgive sin without and even before our 
prayer (for He has given us the Gospel, in 
which is pure forgiveness before we prayed or 
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ever thought about it). But this is to the 
intent that we may recognize and accept such 
forgiveness. For since the flesh in which we 
daily’ live is of such a nature that it neither 
trusts nor believes God, and is ever active in 
evil lusts and devices, so that we sin daily in 
word and deed, by commission and omission, 
by which the conscience is thrown into unrest, 
so that it is afraid of the wrath and dis- 
pleasure of God, and thus loses the comfort 
and confidence derived from the Gospel; there- 
fore it is ceaselessly necessary that we run 
hither and obtain consolation to comfort the 
conscience again. 

But this should serve God’s, purpose of 
breaking our pride and keeping us humble. 
For in case any one should boast of his god- 
liness and despise others, God has reserved 
this prerogative to Himself, that the person 
is to consider himself and place this prayer 
before his eyes, and he will find that he is no 
better than others, and that in the presence 
of God all must lower their plumes, and be 
glad that they can attain forgiveness. And 
let no one think that as long as we live here 
he can reach such a position that he will not 
need such forgiveness. In short, if God does 
not forgive without ceasing, we are lost. 

It is therefore the intent of this petition 
that God would not regard our sins and hold 
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up to us what we daily deserve, but would 
deal graciously with us, and forgive, as He 
has promised, and thus grant us a joyful and 
confident conscience to stand before Him in 
prayer. For where the heart is not in right 
relation towards God, nor can take such con- 
fidence, it will nevermore venture to pray. 
But such a confident and joyful heart can 
spring from nothing else than the [certain] 
knowledge of the forgiveness of sin. 

But there is here attached a necessary, yet 
consolatory addition: As we forgive. He has 
promised that we shall be sure that every- 
thing is forgiven and pardoned, yet in the 
manner that we also forgive our neighbor. 
For just as we daily sin much against God, 
and yet He forgives everything through grace, 
so we, too, must ever forgive our neighbor 
who does us injury, violence, and wrong, 
shows malice toward us, etc. If, therefore, 
you do not forgive, then do not think that 
God forgives you; but if you forgive, you 
have this consolation and assurance, that you 
are forgiven in heaven, not on account of your 
forgiving, — for God forgives freely and with- 
out condition, out of pure grace, because He 
has so promised, as the Gospel teaches, — 
but in order that He may set this up for our 
confirmation and assurance for a sign along- 
side of the promise which accords with this 
prayer, Luke 6, 37: Forgive, and ye shall be 
forgiven. Therefore Christ also repeats it 
soon after the Lord’s Prayer, and says, Matt. 
6,14: For tf ye forgive men their trespasses, 
your heavenly Father will also forgive you, ete. 

This sign is therefore attached to this pe- 
tition, that, when we pray, we remember the 
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promise and reflect thus: Dear Father, for 
this reason I come and pray Thee to forgive 
me, not that I can make satisfaction, or can 
merit anything by my works, but because 
Thou hast promised and attached the seal 
thereto that I should be as sure as though 
I had absolution pronounced by Thyself. For 
as much as Baptism and the Lord’s Supper, 
appointed as external signs, effect, so much 
also this sign can effect to confirm our con- 
sciences and cause them to rejoice. And it is 
especially given for this purpose, that Wwe 
might use and practise it every hour, as a 
thing that we have with us at all times. 


The Sixth Petition. 
And lead us not into temptation. 


We have now heard enough what toil and 
labor: is required to retain all that for which 
we pray, and to persevere therein, which, how- 
ever, is not achieved without infirmities and 
stumbling. Besides, although we have re- 
ceived forgiveness and a good conscience and 
are entirely acquitted, yet is our life of such 
a nature that one stands to-day and to-morrow 
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falls. Therefore, even though we be godly now 
and stand before God with a good conscience, 
we must pray again that He would not suffer 
us to relapse and yield to trials and temp- 
tations. 

Temptation, however, or (as our Saxons in 
olden times used to call it) Bekoerwnge, is of 
three kinds, namely, of the flesh, of the world, 
and of the devil. For in the flesh we dwell 
and carry the old Adam about our neck, 
who exerts himself and incites us daily to 
inchastity, laziness, gluttony and drunken- 
ness, avarice and deception, to defraud our 
neighbor and to overcharge him, and, in short, 
to all manner of evil lusts which cleave to us 
by nature, and to which we are incited by the 
society, example and what we hear and see of 
other people, which often wound and inflame 
even an innocent heart. 

Next comes the world, which offends us in 
word and deed, and impels us to anger and 
impatience. In short, there is nothing but 
hatred and envy, enmity, violence and wrong, 
unfaithfulness, vengeance, cursing, raillery, 
slander, pride and haughtiness, with super- 
fluous finery, honor, fame, and power, where 
no one is willing to be the least, but every 
one desires to sit at the head and to be seen 
before all. 

Then comes the devil, inciting and provok- 
ing in all directions, but especially agitating 
matters that concern the conscience and spirit- 
ual affairs, namely, to induce us to despise 
and disregard both the Word and works of 
God, to tear us away from faith, hope, and 
love, and bring us into misbelief, false secu- 
rity, and obduracy, or, on the other hand, to 
despair, denial of God, blasphemy, and in- 
numerable other shocking things. These are 
indeed snares and nets, yea, real fiery darts 
which are shot most venomously into the 
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heart, not by flesh and blood, but by the 
devil. 

Great and grievous, indeed, are these dan- 
gers and temptations which every Christian 
must bear, even though each one were alone 
by himself, so that every hour that we are 
in this vile life where we are attacked on all 
sides, chased and hunted down, we are moved 
to ery out and to pray that God would not 
suffer us to become weary and faint and to 
relapse into sin, shame, and unbelief. For 
otherwise it is impossible to overcome even 
the least temptation. 

This, then, is leading us not into tempta- 
tion, to wit, when He gives us power and 
strength to resist, the temptation, however, 
not being taken away or removed. For while 
we live in the flesh and have the devil about 
us, no one can escape temptation and allurey 
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ments; and it cannot be otherwise than that 
we must endure trials, yea, be engulfed in 
them; but we pray for this, that we may 
not fall and be drowned in them. 

To feel temptation is therefore a far dif- 
ferent thing from consenting or yielding to it. 
We must all feel it, although not all in the 
same manner, but some in a greater degree 
and more severely than others; as, the young 
suffer especially from the flesh, afterwards, 
they that attain to middle life and old age, 
from the world, but others who are occupied 
with spiritual matters, that is, strong Chris- 
tians, from the devil. But such feeling, as 
long as it is against our will and we would 
rather be rid of it, can harm no one. For 
if we did not feel it, it could not be called 
a temptation. But to consent thereto is when 
we give it the reins and do not resist or pray 
against it. : 

Therefore we Christians must be armed and 
daily expect to be incessantly attacked, in 
order that no one may go on in security and 
heedlessly, as though the devil were far from 
us, but at all times expect and parry his 
blows. For though I am now chaste, patient, 
kind, and in firm faith, the devil will this 
very hour send such an arrow into my heart 
that I can scarcely stand. For he is an enemy 
that never desists nor becomes tired, so that 
when one temptation ceases, there always 
arise others and fresh ones. 

Accordingly, there is no help or comfort 
except to run hither and to take hold of the 
Lord’s Prayer, and thus speak to God from 
the heart: Dear Father, Thou hast bidden me 
pray; let me not relapse because of temp- 
tations. ‘Then you will see that they must 
desist, and finally acknowledge themselves 
conquered. Else if you venture to help your- 
self by your own thoughts and counsel, you 
will only make the matter worse and give the 
devil more space. For he has a serpent’s 
head, which if it gain an opening into which 
he can slip, the whole body will follow with- 
out check. But prayer can prevent him and 
drive him back, 
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The Seventh and Last Petition. 
But deliver us from evil, Amen. 


In the Greek text this petition reads thus: 
Deliver or preserve us from the Evil One, or 
the Malicious One;, and it looks as if He were 
speaking of the devil, as though He would 
comprehend everything in one, so that the 
entire substance of all our prayer is directed 
against our chief enemy. For it is he who 
hinders among us everything that we pray 
for: the name or honor of God, God’s king- 
dom and will, our daily bread, a cheerful good 
conscience, ete. 

Therefore we finally sum it all up and say: 
Dear Father, pray, help that we be rid of all 
these calamities. But there is nevertheless 
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also included whatever evil may happen to us 
under the devil’s kingdom — poverty, shame, 
death, and, in short, all the agonizing misery 
and heartache of which there is such an un- 
numbered multitude on the earth. For since 
the devil is not only a liar, but also a mur- 
derer, he constantly seeks our life, and wreaks 
his anger whenever he can afflict our bodies 
with misfortune and harm. Hence it comes 
that he often breaks men’s necks or drives 
them to insanity, drowns some, and incites 


‘many to commit suicide, and to many other 


terrible calamities. Therefore there is noth- 
ing for us to do upon earth but to pray 
against this arch-enemy without ceasing. For 
unless God preserved us, we would not be safe 
from him even for an hour. 

Hence you see again how God wishes us to 
pray to Him also for all the things which 
affect our bodily interests, so that we seek 
and expect help nowhere else except in Him. 
But this matter He has put last; for if we 
are to be preserved and delivered from all 
evil, the name of God must first be hallowed 
in us, His kingdom must be with us, and His 
will be done. After that He will finally pre- 
serve us from sin and shame, and, besides, 
from everything that, may hurt or injure us. 

Thus God has briefly placed before us all 
the distress which may ever come upon us, so 
that we might have no excuse whatever for 
not praying.. But all depends upon this, that 
we learn also to say Amen, that is, that we 
do not doubt that our prayer is surely heard, 
and [what we pray] shall be done. For this 
is nothing else than the word of undoubting 
faith, which does not pray at a venture, but 
knows that God does not lie to him, since He 
has promised to grant it. Therefore, where 
there is no such faith, there cannot be true 
prayer either. 

It is, therefore, a pernicious delusion of 
those who pray in such a manner that they 
dare not from the heart say yea and positively 
conclude that God hears them, but remain in 
doubt and say, How should I be so bold as to 
boast that God hears my prayer? For I am 
but a poor sinner, ete. 

The reason for this is, they regard not the 
promise of God, but their own work and 
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worthiness, whereby they despise God and 
reproach Him with lying, and therefore they 
receive nothing. As St. James says [1, 6]: 
But let him ask in faith, nothing wavering ; 
for he that wavereth is like a wave of the sea, 
driven with the wind and tossed. For let not 
that man think that he shall receive anything 
of the Lord. Behold, such importance God 
attaches to the fact that we are sure we do 
not pray in vain, and that we do not in any 
way despise our prayer. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 733.] 
Part Fourth. 


OF BAPTISM. 


We have now finished the three chief parts 
of the common Christian doctrine. Besides 
these we have yet to speak of our two Sacra- 
ments instituted by Christ, of which also 
every Christian ought to have at least an 
ordinary, brief instruction, because without 
them there can be no Christian; although, 
alas! hitherto no instruction concerning them 
has been given. But, in the first place, we 
take up Baptism, by which we are first re- 
ceived into the Christian Church. However, 
in order that it may be readily understood, 
we will treat of it in an orderly manner, and 
keep only to that which it is necessary for us 
to know. For how it is to be maintained and 
defended against heretics and sects we will 
commend to the learned. 

In the first place, we must above all things 
know well the words upon which Baptism is 
founded, and to which everything refers that 
is to be said on the subject, namely, where 
the Lord Christ speaks in the last chapter of 
Matthew, v. 19: 


Go ye therefore and teach all nations, bap- 
tizing them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost. 

Likewise in St. Mark, the last chapter, v.16: 

He that believeth and is baptized shall be 
saved; but he that believeth not shall be 
damned. 


In these words you must note, in the first 
place, that here stand God’s commandment 
and institution, lest we doubt that Baptism is 
divine, not devised nor invented by men. For 
as truly as I can say, No man has spun the 
Ten Commandments, the Creed, and the Lord’s 
Prayer out of his head, but they are revealed 
and given by God Himself, so also I can boast 
that Baptism is no human trifle, but insti- 
tuted by God Himself, moreover, that it is 
most solemnly and strictly commanded that 
we must be baptized or we cannot be saved, 
lest any one regard it as a trifling matter, like 
putting on a new red coat. For it is of the 
greatest importance that we esteem Baptism 
excellent, glorious, and exalted, for which we 
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contend and fight chiefly, because the world 
is now so full of sects clamoring that Baptism 
is an external thing, and that external things 
are of no benefit. But let it be ever so much 
an external thing, here stand God’s Word and 
command which institute, establish, and con- 
firm Baptism. But what God institutes and 
commands cannot be a vain, but must be a 
most precious thing, though in appearance it 
were of less value than a straw. If hitherto 
people could consider it a great thing when 
the Pope with his letters and bulls dispensed 
indulgences and confirmed altars and churches, 
solely because of the letters and seals, we 
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ought to esteem Baptism much more highly 
and more precious, because God has com- 
manded it, and, besides, it is performed in 
His name. For these are the words, Go ye, 
baptize; however, not in your name, but in 
the name of God. 

For to be baptized in the name of God 
is to be baptized not by men, but by God 
Himself. Therefore, although it is performed 
by human hands, it is nevertheless truly God’s 
own work. From this fact every one may 
himself readily infer that it is a far higher 
work than any work performed by a man or 
a saint. For what work greater than the 
work of God can we do? , 

But here the devil is busy to delude us with 
false appearances, and lead us away from the 
work of God to our own works. For there is 
a much more splendid appearance when a Car- 
thusian does many great and difficult works; 
and we all think much more of that which we 
do and merit ourselves. But the Scriptures 
teach thus: Even though we collect in one 
mass the works of all the monks, however 
splendidly they may shine, they would not be 
as noble and good as if God should pick up 
a straw. Why? Because the person is nobler 
and better. Here, then, we must not estimate 
the person according to the works, but the 
works according to the person, from whom 
they must derive their nobility. But insane 
reason will not regard this, and because Bap- 
tism does not shine like the works which we 
do, it is to be esteemed as nothing. 

From this now learn a proper understand- 
ing of the subject, and how to answer the 
question what Baptism is, namely thus, that 
it is not mere ordinary water, but water com- 
prehended in God’s Word and command, and 
sanctified thereby, so that it is nothing else 
than a divine water; not that the water in 
itself is nobler than other water, but that 
God’s Word and command are added. 

Therefore it is pure wickedness and blas- 
phemy of the devil that now our new spirits, 
to mock at Baptism, omit from it God’s Word 
and institution, and look upon it in no other 
way than as water which is taken from the 
well, and then blather and say: How is a 
handful of water to help the soul? Aye, my 
friend, who does not know that water is water 
if tearing things asunder is what we are after? 
But how dare you thus interfere with God’s 
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order, and tear away the most precious treas- 
ure with which God has connected and en- 
closed it, and which He will not have sepa- 
rated? For the kernel in the water is God’s 
Word or command and the name of God, 
which is a treasure greater and nobler than 
heaven, and earth. 

Comprehend the difference, then, that Bap- 
tism is quite another thing than all other 
water; not on account of the natural quality, 
but because something more noble is here 
added; for God Himself stakes His honor, 
His power and might on it. Therefore it is 
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not only natural water, but a divine, heavenly, 
holy, and blessed water, and in whatever other 
terms we can praise it,—all on account of 
the Word, which is a heavenly, holy Word 
that no one can sufficiently extol, for it has} 
and is able to do, all that God is and can do 
[since it has all the virtue and power of God 
comprised in it]. Hence also it derives its 
essence as a Sacrament, as St. Augustine also 
taught: Accedat verbum ad elementum et fit 
sacramentum. That is, when the Word is 
joined to the element or natural substance, 
it becomes a Sacrament, that is, a holy and 
divine matter and sign. 

Therefore we always teach that the Sacra- 
ments and all external things which God or- 
dains and institutes should not be regarded 
according to the coarse, external mask, as we 
regard the shell of a nut, but as the Word 
of God is included therein. For thus we also 
speak of the parental estate and of civil govy- 
ernment. If we propose to regard them in 
as far as they have noses, eyes, skin, and hair, 
flesh and bones, they look like Turks and 
heathen, and some one might start up and 
say: Why should I esteem them more than 
others? But because the commandment is 
added: Honor thy father and thy mother, 
I behold a different man, adorned and clothed 
with the majesty and glory of God. The 
commandment (I say) is the chain of gold 
about his neck, yea, the crown upon his head, 
which shows to me how and why one must 
honor this flesh and blood. 

Thus, and much more even, you must honor 
Baptism and esteem it glorious on account of 
the Word, since He Himself has honored it 
both by words’ and deeds; moreover, con- 
firmed it with miracles from heaven. For do 
you think it was a jest that, when Christ 
was baptized, the heavens were opened and 
the Holy Ghost descended visibly, and every- 
thing was divine glory and majesty? 

Therefore I exhort again that these two, 
the water and the Word, by no means be 
separated from one another and parted. For 
if the Word is separated from it, the water 
is the same as that with which the servant 
cooks, and may indeed be called a bath-keeper’s 
baptism. But when it is added, as God has 
ordained, it is a Sacrament, and is called 
Christ-baptism. Let this be the first part, 
regarding the essence and dignity of the holy 
Sacrament. 
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In the second place, since we know now 
what Baptism is, and how it is to be regarded, 
we must also learn why and for what purpose 
it is instituted; that is, what it profits, gives, 
and works. And this also we cannot discern 
better than from the words of Christ above 
quoted: He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved. Therefore state it most simply 
thus, that the power, work, profit, fruit, and 
end of Baptism is this, namely, to save. For 
no one is baptized in order that he may be- 
come a prince, but, as the words declare, that 
he be saved. But to be saved, we know, is 
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nothing else than to be delivered from sin, 
death, dnd the devil, and to enter into the 
kingdom of Christ, and to live with Him 
forever. 

Here you see again how highly and pre- 
cious we should esteem Baptism, because in 
it we obtain such an unspeakable treasure, 
which also indicates sufficiently that it can- 
not be ordinary mere water. For mere water 
could not do such a thing, but the Word does 
it, and (as said above) the fact that the name 
of God is comprehended therein. But where 
the name of God is, there must be also life 
and salvation, that’ it may indeed be called 
a divine, blessed, fruitful, and gracious water ; 
‘for by the Word such power is imparted to 
Baptism that it is a laver of regeneration, as 
St. Paul also calls it, Titus 3, 5. 

But as our would-be wise, new spirits as- 
sert that faith alone saves, and-that works 
and external things avail nothing, we answer: 
It is true, indeed, that nothing in us is of 
any avail but faith, as we shall hear still 
further. But these blind guides are unwill- 
ing to see this, namely, that faith must have 
something which it believes, that is, of which 
it takes hold, and upon which it stands and 
rests. Thus faith clings to the water, and 
believes that it is Baptism, in which there 
is pure salvation and life; not through the 
water (as we have sufficiently stated), but 
through the fact that it is embodied in the 
Word and institution of God, and the name of 
God inheres in it. Now, if I believe this, what 
else is it than believing in God as in Him 
who has given and planted His Word into 
this ordinance, and proposes to us this ex- 
ternal thing wherein we may apprehend such 
a treasure? 

Now, they are so mad as to separate faith, 
and that to which faith clings and is bound, 
though it be something external. Yea, it shall 
and must be something external, that it may 
be apprehended by the senses, and understood 
and thereby be brought into the heart, as in- 
deed the entire Gospel is an external, verbal 
preaching. In short, what God does and works 
in us He proposes to work through such ex- 
ternal ordinances. Wherever, therefore, He 
speaks, yea, in whichever direction or by 
whatever means He speaks, thither faith must 
look, and to that it must hold. Now here we 
have the words: He that believeth and is 
baptized shall be saved. To what else do they 
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refer than to Baptism, that is, to the water 
comprehended in God’s ordinance? Hence it 
follows that whoever rejects Baptism rejects 
the Word of God, faith, and Christ, who di- 
rects us thither and binds us to Baptism. 

In the third place, since we have learned 
the great benefit and power of Baptism, let 
us see further who is the person that receives 
what Baptism gives and profits. This is again 
most beautifully and clearly expressed in the 
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words: He that believeth and is baptized 
shall be saved. That is, faith alone makes 
the person worthy to receive profitably the 
saving, divine water. For, since these bless- 
ings are here presented and promised in the 
words in and with the water, they cannot be 
received in any other way than by believing 
them with the heart. Without faith it profits 
nothing, notwithstanding it is in itself a di- 
vine superabundant treasure. Therefore this 
single word (He that believeth) effects this 
much that it excludes and repels all works 
which we can do, in the opinion that we ob- 
tain and merit salvation by them. For it is 
determined that whatever is not faith avails 
nothing nor receives anything. 

But if they say, as they are accustomed: 
Still Baptism is itself a work, and you say 
works are of no avail for salvation; what, 
then, becomes of faith? Answer: Yes, our 
works, indeed, avail nothing for salvation; 
Baptism, however, is not our work, but God’s 
(for, as was stated, you must put Christ- 
baptism far away from a bath-keeper’s bap- 
tism). God’s works, however, are saving and 
necessary for salvation, and do not exclude, 
but demand, faith; for without faith they 
could not be apprehended.- For by suffering 
the water to be poured upon you, you have not 
yet received Baptism in such a manner that 
it benefits you anything; but it becomes ben- 
eficial to you if you have yourself baptized 
with the thought that this is according to 
God’s command and ordinance, and besides in 
God’s name, in order that you may receive in 
the water the promised salvation. Now, this 
the fist cannot do, nor the body; but the 
heart must believe it. 

Thus you see plainly that there is here no 
work done by us, but a treasure which He 
gives us, and which faith apprehends; just 
as the Lord Jesus Christ upon the cross is not 
a work, but a treasure comprehended in the 
Word, and offered to us and received by faith. 
Therefore they do us violence by exclaiming 
against us as though we preach against faith; 
while we alone insist upon it as being of such 
necessity that without it nothing can be re- 
ceived nor enjoyed. 

Thus we have these three parts which it is 
necessary to know concerning this Sacrament, 
especially that the ordinance of God is to be 
held in all honor, which alone would be suffi- 
cient, though it be an entirely external thing, 
like the commandment, Honor thy father and 
thy mother, which refers to bodily flesh and 
blood, Therein we regard not the flesh and 
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blood, but the commandment of God in which 
they are comprehended, and on account of 
which the flesh is called father and mother; 
so also, though we had no more than these 
words, Go ye and baptize, ete., it would be 
necessary for us to accept and do it as the 
ordinance of God. Now there is here not only 
God’s commandment and injunction, but also 
the promise, on account of which it is still 
far more glorious than whatever else God has 
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commanded and ordained, and is, in short, so 
full of consolation and grace that heaven and 
earth cannot comprehend it. But it requires 
skill to believe this, for the treasure is not 
wanting, but this is wanting that men appre- 
hend it and hold it firmly. 

Therefore every Christian has enough in 
Baptism to learn and to practise all his life; 
for he has always enough to do to believe 
firmly what it promises and brings: victory 
over death and the devil, forgiveness of sin, 
the grace of God, the entire Christ, and the 
Holy Ghost with His gifts. In short, it is so 
transcendent that if timid nature could realize 
it, it might well doubt whether it could be 
true. For consider, if there were somewhere 
a physician who understood the art of saving 
men from dying, or, even though they died, 
of restoring them speedily to life, so that they 
would thereafter live forever, how the world 
would pour in money like snow and rain, so 
that because of the throng of the rich no one 
could find access! But here in Baptism there 
is brought free to every one’s door such a 
treasure and medicine as utterly destroys 
death and preserves all men alive. 

Thus we must regard Baptism and make it 
profitable to ourselves, that when our sins and 
conscience oppress us, we strengthen ourselves 
and take comfort and say: Nevertheless I am 
baptized; but if I am baptized, it is promised 
me that I shall be saved and have eternal life, 
both in soul and body. For that is the reason 
why these two things are done in Baptism, 
namely, that the body, which can apprehend 
nothing but the, water, is sprinkled, and, in 
addition, the word is spoken for the soul to 
apprehend. Now, since both, the water and 
the Word, are one Baptism, therefore body 
and soul must be saved and live forever: the 
soul through the Word which it believes, but 
the body because it is united with the soul 
and also apprehends Baptism as it is able to 
apprehend it. We have, therefore, no greater 
jewel in body and soul, for by it we are made 
holy and are saved, which no other kind of 
life, no work upon earth, can attain. 

Let this suffice respecting the nature, bless- 
ing, and use of Baptism, for it answers the 
present purpose. 


Of Infant Baptism. 


Here a question occurs by which the devil, 
through his sects, confuses the world, namely, 
Of Infant Baptism, whether children also be- 
lieve, and are justly baptized. Concerning 
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this we say briefly: Let the simple dismiss 
this question from their minds, and refer it 
to the learned. But if you wish to answer, 
then answer thus: — 

That the Baptism of infants is pleasing to 
Christ is sufficiently proved from His own 
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work, namely, that God sanctifies many of 
them who have been thus baptized, and has 
given them the Holy Ghost; and that there 
are yet many even to-day in whom we per- 
ceive that they have the Holy Ghost both 
because of their doctrine and life; as it is 
also given to us by the grace of God that we 
can explain the Scriptures and come to the 
knowledge of Christ, which is impossible 
without the Holy Ghost. But if God did not 
accept the baptism of infants, He would not 
give the Holy Ghost nor any of His gifts 
to any of them; in short, during this long 
time unto this day no man upon earth could 
have been a Christian. Now, since God con- 
firms Baptism by the gifts of His Holy Ghost, 
as is plainly perceptible in some of the church 
fathers, as St. Bernard, Gerson, John Hus, and 
others, who were baptized in infancy, and 
since the holy Christian Church cannot perish 
until the end of the world, they must acknowl- 
edge that such infant baptism. is pleasing to 
God. For He can never be opposed to Him- 
self, or support falsehood and wickedness, or 
for its promotion impart His grace and Spirit. 
This is indeed the best and strongest proof 
for the simple-minded and unlearned. For 
they shall not take from us or overthrow this 
article: I believe a holy Christian Church, 
the communion of saints. 

Further, we say that we are not so much 
concerned to know whether the person bap- 
tized believes or not; for on that account Bap- 
tism does not become invalid; but everything 
depends upon the Word and command of God. 
This now is perhaps somewhat acute, but it 
rests entirely upon what I have said, that 
Baptism is nothing else than water and the 
Word of God in and with each other, that is, 
‘ when the Word is added to the water, Bap- 
tism is valid, even though faith be wanting. 
For my faith does not make Baptism, but re- 
ceives it. Now, Baptism does not become in- 
valid even though it be wrongly received or 
employed; since it is not bound (as stated) 
to our faith, but to the Word. 

For even though a Jew should to-day come 
dishonestly and with evil purpose, and we 
should baptize him in all good faith, we must 
say that his baptism is nevertheless genuine. 
For here is the water together with the Word 
of God, even though he does not receive it as 
he should, just as those who unworthily go 
to the Sacrament receive the true Sacrament, 
even though they do not believe. 

Thus you see that the objection of the sec- 
tarians is vain. For (as we have. said) even 
though infants did not believe, which, how- 
ever, is not the case, yet their baptism as 
now shown would be valid, and no one should 
rebaptize them; just as nothing is detracted 


grant it faith; 
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from the Sacrament though some one approach 
it with evil purpose, and he could not be 
allowed on account of his abuse to take it 
a second time the selfsame hour, as though 
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he had not received the true Sacrament at — 
first; for that would mean to blaspheme and 
profane the Sacrament in the worst manner. 
How dare we think that God’s Word and or- 
dinance should be wrong and invalid because 
we make a wrong use of it? ; 

Therefore I say, if you did not believe, 
then believe now and say thus: The baptism 
indeed was right, but I, alas! did not receive 
it aright. For I myself also, and all who are 
baptized, must speak thus before God: I come 
hither in my faith and in that of others, yet 


' T cannot rest in this, that I believe, and that 


many people pray for me; but in this I rest, 
that it is Thy Word and command. Just as 
I go to the Sacrament trusting not in .my 
faith, but in the Word of Christ; whether 
I am strong or weak, that. I commit to God. 
But this I know, that He bids me go, eat and 
drink, etc., and gives me His body and blood; 
that will not deceive me or prove false to me. 

Thus we do also in infant baptism. We 
bring the child in the conviction and hope 
that it believes, and we pray that God may 
but we do not baptize it 
upon that, but solely upon the command of 
God. Why so? Because we know that God 
does not lie. I and my neighbor and, in short, 
all men, may err and deceive, but the Word of 
God cannot err. 

Therefore they are presumptuous, clumsy 
minds that draw such inferences and conclu- 
sions as these: Where there is not the true 
faith, there also can be no true Baptism. Just 
as if I would infer: If I do not believe, then 
Christ is nothing; or thus: If I am not 
obedient, then father, mother, and government 
are nothing. Is that a correct conclusion, that 
whenever any one does not do what he ought, 
the thing in itself shall be nothing and of 
no value? My dear, just invert the argu- 
ment and rather draw this inference: For 
this very reason Baptism is something and is 
right, because it has been wrongly received. 
For if it were not right and true in itself, 
it could not be misused nor sinned against. 
The saying is: Abuwsus non tollit, sed con- 
firmat substantiam, Abuse does not destroy 
the essence, but confirms it. For gold is not 
the less gold though a harlot wear it in sin 
and shame. 

Therefore let it be decided that Baptism 
always remains true, retains its full essence, 
even though a single person should be bap- 
tized, and he, in addition, should not believe 
truly. For God’s ordinance and Word cannot 
be made variable or be altered by men. But 
these people, the fanatics, are so blinded that 
they do not see the Word and command of 
God, and regard Baptism and the magistrates 
only as they regard water in the brook or in 
pots, or as any other man; and because they 
do not see faith nor obedience, they conclude 
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that they are to be regarded as invalid. Here 
lurks a concealed seditious devil, who would 
like to tear the crown from the head of 
authority and then trample it under foot, and, 
in addition, pervert and bring to, naught all 
the works and ordinances of God. Therefore 
we must be watchful and well armed, and not 
allow ourselves to be directed nor turned away 
from the Word, in order that we may not 
regard Baptism as a mere empty sign, as the 
fanatics dream. 

Lastly, we must also know what Baptism 
signifies, and why God has ordained just such 
external sign and ceremony for the Sacrament 
by which we are first received into the Chris- 
tian Chureh. But the act or ceremony is this, 
that we are sunk under the water, which 
passes over us, and afterwards are drawn out 
again. These two parts, to be sunk under the 
water and drawn out again, signify the power 
and operation of Baptism, which is nothing 
else than putting to death the old Adam, and 
after that the resurrection of the new man, 
both of which must take place in us all our 
lives, so that a truly Christian life is nothing 
else than a daily baptism, once begun and ever 
to be continued. For this must be practised 
without ceasing, that we ever keep purging 
away whatever is of the old Adam, and that 
that which belongs to the new man come forth. 
But what is the old man? It is that which 
is born in us from Adam, angry, hateful, en- 
vious, unchaste, stingy, lazy, haughty, yea, 
unbelieving, infected with all vices, and hav- 
ing by nature nothing good in it. Now, when 
we are come into the kingdom of Christ, these 
things must daily decrease, that the longer we 
live we become more gentle, more patient, 
more meek, and ever withdraw more and 
more from unbelief, avarice, hatred, envy, 
haughtiness. 

This is the true use of Baptism among 
Christians, as signified by baptizing with 
water. Where this, therefore, is not practised, 
but the old man is left unbridled, so as to 
continually become stronger, that is not using 
Baptism, but striving against Baptism. For 
those who are without Christ cannot but daily 
become worse, according to the proverb which 
expresses the truth, “Worse and worse — the 
longer, the worse.” If a year ago one was 
proud and avaricious, then he is much prouder 
and more avaricious this year, so that the 
vice grows and increases with him from his 
youth up. A young child has no special vice; 
but when it grows up, it becomes unchaste 
and impure, and when it reaches maturity, 
real vices begin to prevail the longer, the 
more. 

Therefore the old man goes unrestrained in 
his nature if he is not checked and suppressed 
by the power of Baptism, On the other hand, 
where men have become Christians, he daily 
decreases until he finally perishes. That is 
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truly to be buried in Baptism, and daily to 
come forth again. Therefore the external sign 
Book of Concord, 
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‘is appointed not only for a powerful effect, 


but also for a signification. Where, therefore, 
faith flourishes with its fruits, there it has 
no empty signification, but the work [of mor- 
tifying the flesh] accompanies it; but where 
faith is wanting, it remains a mere unfruitful 
sign. 

el here you see that Baptism, both in its 
power and signification, comprehends also the 
third Sacrament, which has been called repen- 
tance, as it is really nothing else than Bap- 
tism. For what else is repentance but an 
earnest attack upon the old man [that his 
lusts be restrained] and entering upon a new 
life? Therefore, if you live in repentance, you 
walk in Baptism, which not only signifies such 
a new life, but also produces, begins, and 
exercises it. For therein are given grace, the 
Spirit, and power to suppress the old man, so 
that the new man may come forth and become 
strong. : 

Therefore our Baptism abides forever; and 
even though some one should fall from it and 
sin, nevertheless we always have access there- 
to, that we may again subdue the old man. 
But we need not again be sprinkled with 
water; for though we were put under the 
water a hundred times, it would nevertheless 
be only one Baptism, although the operation 
and signification continue and remain. Re- 
pentance, therefore, is nothing else than a re- 
turn and approach to Baptism, that we re- 
peat and practise what we began before, but 
abandoned. 

This I say lest we fall into the opinion in 
which we were for a long time, imagining that 
our Baptism is something past, which we can 
no longer use after we have fallen again into 
sin. The reason is, that it is regarded only 
according to the external act once performed 
[and completed]. And this arose from the 
fact that St. Jerome wrote that repentance is 
the second plank by which we must swim 
forth and cross over after the ship is broken, 
on which we step and are carried across when 
we come into the Christian Church. Thereby 
the use of Baptism has been abolished so that 
it can profit us no longer. Therefore the 
statement is not correct, or at any rate not 
rightly understood. For the ship never breaks, 
because (as we have said) it is the ordinance 
of God, and not a work of ours;. but it hap- 
pens, indeed, that we slip and fall out of the 
ship. Yet if any one fall out, let him see to 
it that he swim up and cling to it till he 
again come into it and live in it, as he had 
formerly begun. 

Thus it appears what a great, excellent 
thing Baptism is, which delivers us from the 
jaws of the devil and makes us God’s own, 
suppresses and takes away sin, and then daily 
strengthens the new man; and is and remains 
ever efficacious until we pass from this estate 
of misery to eternal glory. 
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For this reason let every one esteem his 
Baptism as a daily dress in which he is to 
walk constantly, that he may ever be found 
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in the faith and its fruits, that he suppress 
the old man and grow up in the new. For if 
we would be Christians, we must practise the 
work whereby we are Christians. But if any 
one fall away from it, let him again come 
into it. For just as Christ, the Mercy-seat, 
does not recede from us or forbid us to come 
to Him again, even though we sin, so all His 
treasure and gifts also remain. If, therefore, 
we have once in Baptism obtained forgiveness 
- of sin, it will remain every day, as long as we 
live, that is, as long as we carry the old man 
about our neck. 


/ 
[Part Fifth. ] 


OF THE SACRAMENT OF THE 
ALTAR. 


In the same manner as we have heard re- 
garding Holy Baptism, we must speak also 
concerning the other Sacrament, namely, these 
three points: What is it? What are its bene- 
fits? and, Who is to receive it? And all these 
are established by the words by which Christ 
has instituted it, and which every one who 
desires to be a Christian and go to the Sacra- 
ment should know. For it is not our inten- 
tion to admit to it and to administer it to 
those who know not what they seek, or why 
they come. The words, however, are these: 


Our Lord Jesus Christ, the same night in 
which He was betrayed, took bread; and when 
He had given thanks, He brake it, and gave 
it to His disciples, and said, Take, eat; this 
_is My body, which is given for you: this do 
in remembrance of Me. 

After the same manner also He took the 
cup when He had supped, gave thanks, and 
gave it to them, saying, Drink ye all of it; 
this ‘cup is the new testament in My blood, 
which is shed for you for the remission of 
sins: this do ye, as oft as ye drink it, in 
remembrance of Me. 


Here also we do not wish to enter into 
controversy and contend with the traducers 
and blasphemers of this Sacrament, but to 
learn first (as we did regarding Baptism) 
what is of the greatest importance, namely, 
that the chief point is the Word and ordinance 
or command of God. For it has not been in- 
vented nor introduced by any man, but with- 
out any one’s counsel and deliberation it has 
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been instituted by Christ. Therefore, just as 
the Ten Commandments, the Lord’s Prayer, 
and the Creed retain their nature and worth, 
although you never keep, pray, or believe 
them, so also does this venerable Sacrament 
remain undisturbed, so that nothing is de- 
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tracted or taken from it, even though we em- 
ploy and dispense it unworthily. What do 
you think God cares about what we do or be- 
lieve, so that on that account He should 
suffer His ordinance to be changed? Why, 
in all worldly matters every thing remains as 
God has created and ordered it, no matter how 
we employ or use it. This must always be 
urged, for thereby the prating of nearly all 
the fanatical spirits can be repelled. For 
they regard the Sacraments, aside from the 
Word of God, as something that we do. 


Now, what is the Sacrament of the Altar? 


Answer: It is the true body and blood of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, in and under the bread 
and wine which we Christians are commanded 
by the Word of Christ to eat and to drink. 
And as we have said of Baptism that it is not 
simple water, so here also we say the Sacra- 
ment is bread and wine, but not mere bread 
and wine, such as are ordinarily served at the 
table, but bread and wine comprehended in, 
and connected with, the Word of God. 

It is the Word (I say) which makes and 


. distinguishes this Sacrament, so that it is not 


mere bread and wine, but is, and is called, the 
body and blood of Christ. For it is said: 
Accedat verbum ad elementum, et fit sacra- 
‘mentum. If the Word be joined to the ele- 
ment, it becomes a Sacrament. This saying of 
St. Augustine is so properly and so well put 
that he has searcely said anything better. The 
Word must make a Sacrament of the element, 
else it remains a mere element. Now, it is 
not the word or ordinance of a prince or 
emperor, but of the sublime Majesty, at whose 
feet all creatures should fall, and affirm it is 
as He says, and accept it with all reverence, 
fear, and humility. 

With this Word you can strengthen your 
conscience and say: If a hundred thousand 
devils, together with all fanatics, should rush 
forward, crying, How can bread and wine be 
the body and blood of Christ? ete., I know 
that all spirits and scholars together are not 
as wise as is the Divine Majesty in His little 
finger. Now here stands the Word of Christ: 
Take, eat; this is My body; Drink ye all of 
it; this is the new testament in My blood, ete. 
Here we abide, and would like to see those 
who will constitute themselves His masters, 
and make it different from what He has 
spoken. It is true, indeed, that if you take 
away the Word or regard it without the 
words, you have nothing but mere bread and 
wine. But if the words remain with them, 
as they shall and must, then, in virtue of the 
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same, it is truly the body and blood of Christ. 
For as the lips of Christ say and speak, so 
it is, as He can never lie or deceive. 

Hence it is easy to reply to all manner of 
questions about which men are troubled at 
the present time, such as this one: Whether 
even a wicked priest can minister at, and 
dispense, the Sacrament, and whatever other 
questions like this there may be. For here we 
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conclude and say: Even though a knave takes 
or distributes the Sacrament, he receives the 
true Sacrament, that is, the true body and 
blood of Christ, just as truly as he who [re- 
ceives or] administers it in the most worthy 
manner. For it is not founded upon the holi- 
ness of men, but upon the Word of God. And 
as no saint upon earth, yea, no angel in 
heaven, can make bread and wine to be the 
body and blood of Christ, so also can no one 
change or alter it, even though it be misused. 
For the Word by which it became a Sacrament 
and was instituted does not become false be- 
cause of the person or his unbelief. For He 
does not say: If you believe or are worthy, 
you receive My .body and blood, but: Take, 
eat and drink; this is My body and blood. 
Likewise: Do this (namely, what I now do, 
institute, give, and bid you take). That is 
as much as to say, No matter whether you are 
worthy or unworthy, you have here His body 
and blood by virtue of these words which are 
added to the bread and wine. Only note and 
remember thig well; for upon these words 
rest all our foundation, protection, and de- 
fense against all errors and deception that 
have ever come or may yet come. 

Thus we have briefly the first point which 
relates to the essence of this Sacrament. Now 
examine further the efficacy and benefits on 
account of which really the Sacrament was 
instituted; which is also its most necessary 
part, that we may know what we should seek 
and obtain there. Now this is plain and clear 
from the words just mentioned: This is My 
body and blood, given and shed For you, for 
the remission of sins. Briefly that is as much 
as to say: For this reason we go to the Sacra- 
ment because there we receive such a treasure 
by and in which we obtain forgiveness of sins. 
Why so? Because the words stand here and 
give us this; for on this account He bids me 
eat and drink, that it may be my own and 
may benefit me, as a sure pledge and token, 
yea, the very same treasure that is appointed 
for me against my sins, death, and every 
calamity. 

On this account it is indeed called a food 
of souls, which nourishes and strengthens the 
new man. For by Baptism we are first born 
anew; but (as we said before) there still 
remains, besides, the old vicious nature of 
flesh and blood in man, and there are so many 
hindrances and temptations of the devil and 
of the world that we often become weary and 
faint, and sometimes also stumble. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 759.) 

Therefore it is given for a daily pasture 
and sustenance, that faith may refresh and 
strengthen itself so as not to fall back in 
such a battle, but become ever stronger and 
stronger. For the new life must be so regu- 
lated that it continually increase and. pro- 
gress; but it must suffer much opposition. 
For the devil is such a furious enemy that 
when he sees that we oppose him and attack 
the old man, and that he cannot topple us over 
by force, he prowls and moves about on all 


The Large Catechism. Of the Sacrament of the Altar. 


211 


sides, tries all devices, and does not desist, 
until he finally wearies us, so that we either 
renounce our faith or yield hands and feet 
and become listless or impatient. Now to this 
end the consolation is here given when the 
heart feels. that the burden is becoming too 
heavy, that it may here obtain new power 
and refreshment. 

But here our wise spirits contort themselves 
with their great art and wisdom, crying out 
and bawling: How can bread and wine for- 
give sins or strengthen faith? Although they 
hear and know that we do not say this of 
bread and wine, because in itself bread is 
bread, but of such bread and wine as is the 
body and blood of Christ, and has the words 
attached to it. That, we say, is verily the 
treasure, and nothing else, through which such 
forgiveness is obtained. Now the only way 
in which it is conveyed and appropriated to 
us is in the words (Given and shed for you). 
For herein you have both truths, that it is 
the body and blood of Christ, and that it is 
yours as a treasure and gift. Now the body 
of Christ can never be an unfruitful, vain 
thing, that effects or profits nothing. Yet, 
however great is the treasure in itself, it must 
be comprehended in the Word and adminis- 
tered to us, else we should never be able to 
know or seek it. 

Therefore also it is vain talk when they 
say that the body and blood of Christ are 
not given and shed for us in the Lord’s Sup- 
per, hence we could not have forgiveness of 
sins in the Sacrament. For although the 
work is accomplished and the forgiveness 
of sins acquired on the cross, yet it cannot 
come to us in any other way than through the 
Word. For what would we otherwise know 
about it, that such a thing was accomplished 
or was to be given us if it were not presented 
by preaching or the oral Word? Whence do 
they know of it, or how can they apprehend 
and appropriate to themselves the forgive- 
ness, except they lay hold of and believe the 
Scriptures and the Gospel? But now the en- 
tire Gospel and the article of the Creed: J be- 
lieve a holy Christian Church, the forgiveness 
of sin, etc., are by the Word embodied in this 
Sacrament and presented to us. Why, then, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 761.] 

should we allow this treasure to be torn from 
the Sacrament when they must confess that 
these are the very words which we hear every- 
where in the Gospel, and they cannot say 
that these words in the Sacrament are of no 
use, as little as they dare say that the entire 
Gospel or Word of God, apart from the Sacra- 
ment, is of no use? 

Thus we have the entire Sacrament, both as 
to what it is in itself and as to what it brings 
and profits. Now we must also see who is the 
person that receives this power and benefit. 
That is answered briefly, as we said above of 
Baptism and often elsewhere: Whoever -be- 
lieves it has what the words declare and bring. 
For they are not spoken or proclaimed to 
stone and wood, but to those who hear them, 
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-to whom He says: Jake and eat, etc. And 
because He offers and promises forgiveness of 
sin, it cannot be received otherwise than by 
faith. This faith He Himself demands in the 
Word when He says: Given and shed for you. 
As if He said: For this reason I give it, and 
bid you eat and drink, that you may claim 
it as yours and enjoy it. Whoever now ac- 
cepts these words, and believes that what they 
declare is true, has. it. But whoever does not 
believe it has nothing, as he allows it to be 
offered to him in vain, and refuses to enjoy 
such a saving good. The treasure, indeed, is 
jopened and placed at every one’s door, yea, 
upon his table, but it is necessary that you 
also claim it, and confidently view it as the 
words suggest to you. 

This, now, is the entire Christian prepara- 
tion for receiving this Sacrament worthily.* 
For since this treasure is entirely presented 
in the words, it cannot be apprehended and 
appropriated in any other way than with the 
heart. For such a gift and eternal treasure 
cannot be seized with the fist. Fasting and 
prayer, etc., may indeed be an external prepa- 
ration and discipline for children, that the 
body may keep and bear itself modestly and 
reverently towards, the body and blood of 
Christ; yet what is given in and with it the 
body cannot seize and appropriate. But this 
is done by the faith of the heart, which dis- 
cerns this treasure and desires it. This may 
suffice for what is necessary as a general 
instruction respecting this Sacrament; for 
what is further to be said of it belongs to 
' another time. 

In conclusion, since we have now the true 
understanding and doctrine of the Sacrament, 
there is indeed need of some admonition and 
exhortation, that men may not let so great 
a treasure which is daily administered and 
distributed among Christians pass by un- 
heeded, that is, that those who would be Chris- 
tians make ready ‘to receive this venerable 
Sacrament often. For we see that men seem 
weary and lazy with respect to it; and there 
is a great multitude of such as hear the 
Gospel, and, because the nonsense of the 
Pope has been abolished, and we are freed 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 763.] 

from his laws and coercion, go one, two, three 
years, or even longer without the Sacrament, 
as though they were such strong Christians 
that they have no need of it; and some allow 
themselves to be prevented and deterred by 
the pretense that we have taught that no one 
should approach it except those who feel hun- 
ger and thirst, which urge them to it. Some 
pretend that it is a matter of liberty and not 
necessary, and that it is sufficient to believe 
without it; and thus for the most part they 
go so far that they become quite brutish, and 
finally despise both the Sacrament and the 
Word of God. 

Now, it is true, as we have said, that no 
one should by any means be coerced or com- 
pelled, lest we institute a new murdering of 
souls. Nevertheless, it must be known that 
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such people as deprive themselves of, and with- 
draw from, the Sacrament so long a time are 
not to be considered Christians. For Christ 
has not instituted it to be treated as a show, 
but has commanded His Christians to eat and 
drink it, and thereby remember Him. 

And, indeed, those who are true Christians 
and esteem the Sacrament precious and holy 
will urge and impel themselves ‘unto it. Yet 
that the simple-minded and the weak who also 
would like to be Christians be the more in- 
cited to consider the cause and need which 
ought to impel them, we will treat somewhat 
of this point. For as in other matters per- 
taining to faith, love, and patience, it is not 
enough to teach and instruct only, but there 
is need also of daily exhortation, so here also 
there is need of continuing to preach that men 
may not become weary and disgusted, since 
we know and feel how the devil always op- 
poses this and every Christian exercise, and 
drives and deters therefrom as much as he can. 

And we have, in the first place, the clear 
text in the very words of Christ: Do this im 
remembrance of Me. These are bidding and 
commanding words by which all who would 
be Christians are enjoined to partake of this 
Sacrament. Therefore, whoever would be a 
disciple of Christ, with whom He here speaks, 


‘must also consider and observe this, not from 


compulsion, as being forced by men, but in 
obedience to the Lord Jesus Christ, and to 
please Him. However, if you say: But the 
words are added, As oft as ye do it; there He 
compels no one, but leaves it to our free 
choice, answer: That is true, yet it is not 
written that we should never do so. Yea, just 
because He speaks the words, As oft as ye 
do it, it is nevertheless implied that we should 
do it often; and it is added for the reason 
that He wishes to have the Sacrament free, 
not limited to special times, like the Passover 
of the Jews, which they were obliged to eat 
only once a year, and that just upon the 
fourteenth day of the first full moon in the 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 765.] 
evening, and which they must not vary a day. 
As if He would say by these words: I in- 
stitute a Passover or Supper for you which 
you shall enjoy not only once a year, just 
upon this evening, but often, when and where 
you will, according to every one’s opportunity 
and necessity, bound to no place or appointed 
time; although the Pope afterwards perverted 
it, and again made a Jewish feast of it. 
Thus, you perceive, it is not left free in the 
sense that we may despise it. For that I call 
despising it if one allow so long a time to 
elapse and with nothing to hinder him yet 
never feels a desire for it. If you wish such 
liberty, you may just as well have the liberty 
to be no Christian, and neither have to believe 
nor pray; for the one is just as much the 
command of Christ as the other. But if you 
wish to be a Christian, you must from time 
to time render satisfaction and obedience to 
this commandment. For this commandment 
ought ever to move you to examine yourself 
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and to think: See, what sort of a Christian 
Iam! If I were one, I would certainly have 
some little longing for that which my Lord 
has commanded [me] to do. 

And, indeed, since we act such strangers to 
it, it is easily seen what sort of Christians we 
were under the Papacy, namely, that we went 
from mere compulsion and fear of human com- 
mandments, without inclination and love, and 
never regarded the commandment of Christ. 
But we neither force nor compel any one; nor 
need any one do it to serve or please us. But 
this should induce and constrain you by itself, 
that He desires it and that it is pleasing to 
Him. You must not suffer men to coerce you 
unto faith or any good work. We are doing 
no more than to say and exhort you as to 
what you ought to do, not for our sake, but 
for your own sake. He invites and allures 
you; if you despise it, you must answer for 
it yourself. 

Now, this is to be the first point, especially 
for those who are cold and indifferent, that 
they may reflect upon and rouse themselves. 
For this is certainly true, as I have found in 
my own experience, and as every one will 
find in his own case, that if a person thus 
withdraw from this Sacrament, he will daily 
become more and more callous and cold, and 
will at last disregard it altogether. To avoid 
this, we must, indeed, examine heart and con- 
science, and act like a person who desires to 
be right with God. Now, the more this is 
done, the more will the heart be warmed and 
enkindled, that it may not become entirely 
cold. 


But if you say: How if I feel that I am 
not prepared? Answer: That is also my 
scruple, especially from the old way under the 
Pope, in which a person tortured himself to 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 767.] 
be so perfectly pure that God could not find 
the least blemish in us. On this account we 
became so timid that every one was instantly 
thrown into consternation and said to him- 
self: Alas! you are unworthy! For then 
nature and reason begin to reckon our un- 
worthiness in comparison with the great and 
precious good; and then it appears like a dark 
lantern in contrast with the bright sun, or as 
filth in comparison with precious stones. Be- 
cause nature and reason see this, they refuse 
to approach and tarry until they are prepared, 
so long that one week trails another, and one 
half year the other. But if you are to regard 
how good and pure you are, and labor to have 
no compunctions, you must never approach. 


We must, therefore, make a distinction here 
among men. For those who are wanton and 
dissolute must be told to stay away; for they 
are not prepared to receive forgiveness of sin, 
since they do not desire it and do not wish to 
be godly. But the others, who are not such 
callous and wicked people, and desire to be 
godly, must not absent themselves, even though 
otherwise they be feeble and full of infirm- 
ities, as St. Hilary also has said: Jf any one 
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have not committed sin for which he can 
rightly be put out of the congregation and 
esteemed as no Christian, he ought not stay 
away from the Sacrament, lest he may de- 
prive himself of life. For no one will make 
such progress that he will not retain many 
daily infirmities in flesh and blood. 

Therefore such people must learn that it 
is the highest art to know that our Sacrament 
does not depend upon our worthiness. For 
we are not baptized because we are worthy 
and holy, nor do we go to confession because 
we are pure and without sin, but the contrary, 
because we are poor miserable men, and just 
because we are unworthy; unless it be some 
one who desires no grace and absolution nor 
intends to reform. 

But whoever would gladly obtain grace and 
consolation should impel himself, and allow no 
one to frighten him away, but say: I, indeed, 
would like to be worthy; but I come, not 
upon any worthiness, but upon Thy Word, 
because Thou hast commanded it, as one who 
would gladly be Thy disciple, no matter what 
becomes of my worthiness. But this is diffi- 
cult; for we always have this obstacle and 
hindrance to encounter, that we look more 
upon ourselves than upon the Word and lips 
of Christ. For nature desires so to act that 
it can stand and rest firmly on itself, other- 
wise it refuses to make the approach. Let 
this suffice concerning the first point. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 769.] 

In the second place, there is besides this 
command also a promise, as we heard above, 
which ought most strongly to incite and en- 
courage us. For here stand the kind and 
precious words: This is My body, given for 
you. This is My blood, shed for you, for the 
remission of sins. These words, I have said, 
are not preached to wood and stone, but to 
me and you; else He might just as well be 
silent and not institute a Sacrament. There- 
fore consider, and put yourself into this you, 
that He may not speak to you in vain. 

For here He offers to us the entire treasure 
which He has brought for us from heaven, and 
to which He invites us also in other places 
with the greatest kindness, as when He says 
in St. Matthew 11,28: Come unto Me, all ye 
that labor and are heavy laden, and I will 
give you rest. Now it is surely a sin and 
a shame that He so cordially and faithfully 
summons and exhorts us to our highest and 
greatest good, and we act so distantly with 
regard to it, and permit so long a time to 
pass [without partaking of the Sacrament] 
that we grow quite cold and hardened, so that 
we have no inclination or love for it. We 
must never regard the Sacrament as some- 
thing injurious from which we had better flee, 
but as a pure, wholesome, comforting remedy 
imparting salvation and comfort, which will 
eure you and give you life both in soul and 
body. For where the soul has recovered, the 
body also is relieved. Why, then, is it that 
we act as if it were a poison, the eating of 
which would bring death? 
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To be sure, it is true that those who despise 
it and live in an unchristian manner receive 
it to their hurt and damnation; for nothing 
shall be good or wholesome to them, just as 
with a sick person who from caprice eats and 
drinks what is forbidden him by the physician. 
But those who are sensible of their weakness, 
desire to be rid of it and long for help, should 
regard and use it only as a precious antidote 
against the poison which they have in them. 
For here in the Sacrament you are to receive 
from the lips of Christ forgiveness of sin, 
which contains and brings with it the grace 
of God and the Spirit with all His gifts, pro- 
tection, shelter, and power against death and 
the devil and all misfortune. 

Thus you have, on the part of God, both 
the command and the promise of the Lord 
Jesus Christ. Besides this, on your part, your 
own distress which is about your neck, and 
because of which this command, invitation, 
and promise are given, ought to impel you. 
For He Himself says: They that be whole 
need not a physician, but they that be sick; 
that is, those who are weary and heavy-laden 
with their sins, with the fear of death, temp- 
tations of the flesh and of the devil. If, there- 
fore, you are heayy-laden and feel your weak- 
ness, then go joyfully to this Sacrament and 
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obtain refreshment, consolation, and strength.. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. T71.] 
For if you would wait until you are rid of 
such burdens, that you might come to the 
Sacrament pure and worthy, you must forever 
stay away. For in that case He pronounces 
sentence and says: If you are pure and godly, 
you have no need of Me, and J, in turn, none 
of thee. Therefore those alone are called un- 
worthy who neither feel their infirmities nor 
wish to be considered sinners. 
But if you say: What, then, shall I do if 
I cannot feel such distress or experience hun- 
ger and thirst for the Sacrament? Answer: 
For those who are so minded that they do not 
_ realize their condition I know no better coun- 
sel than that they put their hand into their 
bosom to ascertain whether they also have 
flesh and blood. And if you find that to be 
the case, then go, for your good, to St. Paul’s 
Epistle to the Galatians, and hear what sort 
of a fruit your flesh is: Now the works of 
the flesh (he says [chap. 5, 19ff.1) are mani- 
fest, which are these: Adultery, fornication, 
uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witch- 
craft, hatred, variance, emulations, wrath, 
strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, murders, 
drunkenness, revelings, and such like. 
Therefore, if you cannot feel it, at least be- 
lieve the Scriptures; they will not lie to you, 
and they know your flesh better than you 
yourself. Yea, St. Paul further concludes in 
Rom. 7,18: I know that in me, that is, in my 
flesh, dwelleth no good thing. If St. Paul may 
speak thus of his flesh, we do not propose to 
be better nor more holy. But that we do not 
feel it is so much the worse; for it is a sign 
that there is a leprous flesh which feels noth- 
ing, and yet [the leprosy] rages and keeps 
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spreading. Yet, as we have said, if you are — 


quite dead to all sensibility, still believe the 
Scriptures, which pronounce sentence upon 
you. And, in short, the less you feel your 
sins and infirmities, the more reason have you 
to go to the Sacrament to seek help and a 
remedy. 

In the second place, look about you and see 
whether you are also in the world, or if you 
do not know it, ask your neighbors about it. 
If you are in the world, do not think that 
there will be lack of sins and misery. For 
only begin to act as though you would be 
godly and adhere to the Gospel, and see 
whether no one will become your enemy, and, 
moreover, do you harm, wrong, and violence, 
and likewise give you .cause for sin and vice. 
If you have not experienced it, then let the 
Scriptures tell you, which everywhere give 
this praise and testimony to the world. 

Besides this, you will also have the devil 
about you, whom you will not entirely tread 
under foot, because our Lord Christ Himself 
could not entirely avoid him. Now, what is 
the devil? Nothing else than what the Scrip- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. T73.] 
tures call him, a liar and murderer. A liar, 
to lead the heart astray from the Word of 
God, and to blind it, that you cannot feel your 
distress or come to Christ. A murderer, who 
cannot bear to see you live one single hour. 
If you could see how many knives, darts, and 
arrows are every moment aimed at you, you 
would be glad to come to the Sacrament as 
often as possible. But there is no reason why 
we walk so securely and heedlessly, except 
that we neither think nor believe that we are 
in the flesh, and in this wicked world or in 
the kingdom of the devil. } 

Therefore, try this and practise it well, and 
do but examine yourself, or look about you 
a little, and only keep to the Scriptures. If 
even then you still feel nothing, you have so 
much the more misery to lament both to God 
and to your brother. Then take advice and 
have others pray for you, and do not desist 
until the stone be removed from your heart. 
Then, indeed, the distress will not fail to be- 
come manifest, and you will find that you 
have sunk twice as deep as any other poor 
sinner, and are much more in need of the 


Sacrament against the misery which unfor-® 


tunately you do not see, so that, with the 
grace of God, you may feel it more and be- 
come the more hungry for the Sacrament, 
especially since the devil plies his force against 
you, and lies in wait for you without ceasing, 
to seize and destroy you, soul and body, so 
that you are not safe from him one hour. 
How soon can he have brought you suddenly 
into misery and distress when you least ex- 
pect it! 

Let this, then, be said for exhortation, not 
only for those of us who are old and grown, 
but also for the young people, who ought to 
be brought up in the Christian doctrine and 
understanding. For thereby the Ten Com- 
mandments, the Creed, and the Lord’s Prayer 
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might be the more easily inculecated to our 
youth, so that they would receive them with 
pleasure and earnestness, and thus would 
practise them from their youth and accustom 
themselves to them. For the old are now 
well-nigh done for, so that these and other 
things cannot be attained, unless we train the 
people who are to come after us and succeed 
us in our office and work, in order that they 
also may bring up their children successfully, 
that the Word of God and the Christian 
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Church may be preserved. Therefore let every 
father of a family know that it is his duty, 
by the injunction and command of God, to 
teach these things to his children, or have 
them learn what they ought to know. For 
since they are baptized and received into the 
Christian Church, they should also enjoy this 
communion of the Sacrament, in order that 
they may serve us and be useful to us; for 
they must all indeed help us to believe, love, 
pray, and fight against the devil. 


The Formula of Concord. 


OF THE SUMMARY CONTENT, RULE, 
AND STANDARD 


according to which all dogmas should be 
judged, and the erroneous teachings [con- 
troversies] that have occurred should be 
decided and explained in a Christian way. 


1. We believe, teach, and confess that the 
sole rule and standard according to which ell. 
dogmas together with [all] teachers should be 
estimated and judged are the prophetic and 
apostolic Scriptures of the Old and of the New 
Testament alone, as it is written Ps. 119, 105: 
Thy Word is a lamp unto my feet and a light 
unto my path. And St. Paul: Though an 
angel from heaven preach any other gospel 
unto you, let him be accursed, Gal. 1, 8. 


Other writings, however, of ancient or mod- 
ern teachers, whatever name they bear, must 
not be regarded as equal to the Holy Scrip. 
tures, but all of them together be subjected 
to them, and should not be received otherwise 
or further than as witnesses, [which are to 
show] in what manner after the time of the 
apostles, and at what places, this [pure] doc- 
trine of the prophets and apostles was pre- 
served. 

2. And because directly after the times of 
the apostles, and even while they were still 
living, false teachers and heretics arose, and 
symbols, i. ¢., brief, succinct [categorical] con- 
fessions, were composed against them in the 
early Church, which were regarded as the 
unanimous, universal Christian faith and con- 
fession of the orthodox and true Church, 
namely, the Apostles’ Oreed, the Nicene Creed, 
and the Athanasian Oreed, we pledge ourselves 
to them, and hereby reject all heresies and 
dogmas which, contrary to them, have been 
introduced into the Church of God. 


3. As to the schisms in matters of faith, 
however, which have occurred in our time, we 
regard as the unanimous consensus and decla- 
ration of our Christian faith and confession, 
especially against the Papacy and its false 
worship, idolatry, superstition, and against 
other sects, as the symbol of our time, the 
First, Unaltered Augsburg Confession, deliv- 
ered to the Emperor Charles V at Augsburg 
in the year 1530, in the great Diet, together 
with its Apology, and the Articles composed 
at Smalcald in the year 1537, and subscribed 
at that time by the chief theologians. 

And because such matters concern also the 
laity and the salvation of their souls, we also 
confess the Small and Large Catechisms of 
Dr. Luther, as they are included in Luther’s 
works, as the Bible of the laity, wherein every- 
thing is comprised which is treated at greater 


length in Holy Scripture, and is necessary 
for a Christian man to know for his salvation. 
To this direction, as above announced, all 
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doctrines are to be conformed, and what is 
contrary thereto is to be rejected and con- 
demned, as opposed to the unanimous decla- 
ration of our faith. : 

In this way the distinction between the 
Holy Scriptures of the Old and of the New 
Testament and all other writings is preserved, 
and the Holy Scriptures alone remain the only 
judge, rule, and standard, according to which, 
as the only test-stone, all dogmas shall and 
must be discerned and judged, as to whether 
they are good or evil, right or wrong. 

But the other symbols and writings cited 
are not judges, as are the Holy Scriptures, 
but only a testimony and declaration of the 
faith, as to how at any time the Holy Scrip- 
tures have been understood and explained in 
the “articles in controversy in the Church of 
God by those then living, and how the oppo- 
site dogma was rejected and condemned [by 
what arguments the dogmas conflicting with, 
the Holy Scripture were rejected and con- 
demned]. 


T: 
OF ORIGINAL SIN. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


The Principal Question in This 
Controversy. 


Whether original sin is properly and with- 
out any distinction man’s corrupt nature, sub- 
stance, and essence, or at any rate the prin- 
cipal and best part of his essence [substance], 
namely, the rational soul itself in its highest 
state and powers; or whether, even after the 
Fall, there is a distinction between man’s sub- 
stance, nature, essence, body, soul, and origi- 
nal sin, so that the nature [itself] is one 
thing, and original sin, which inheres in the 
ete nature and corrupts the nature, an- 
other. 


AFFIRMATIVA. 


The Pure Doctrine, Faith, and Confession 
according to the Afore-said Standard and 
Summary Declaration. 


él. We believe, teach, and confess that there 
is a distinction between man’s nature, not only 
as he was originally created by God pure and 
holy and without sin, but also as we have it 
[that nature] now after the Fall, namely, be- 
tween the nature [itself], which even after the 
Fall is and remains a creature of God, and 
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original sin, and that this distinction is as 
great as the distinction between a work of 
God and a work of the devil. 


2. We believe, teach, and confess also that 
this distinction should be maintained with the 
greatest care, because this doctrine, that no 
distinction is to be made between our corrupt 
human nature and original sin, conflicts with 
the chief articles of our Christian faith con- 
cerning creation, redemption, sanctification, 
and the resurrection of our body, and cannot 
coexist therewith. 

| Concordia Triglotta, p. 781.] 

For God created not only the body and soul 
of Adam and Eve before the Fali, but also 
our bodies and souls after the Fal, notwith- 
standing that they are corrupt, which God 
also still acknowledges as His work, as it is 
written Job 10,8: Thine hands have made 
me and fashioned me together round about. 
Deut. 32, 18; Is. 45, 9ff.; 54,5; 64,8; Acts 
17, 28; Job 10,8; Ps. 100, 3; 139, 14; Hecl. 
121. 

Moreover, the Son of God has assumed this 
human nature, however, without sin, and 
therefore not a foreign, but our own flesh, into 
the unity of His person, and according to it is 
become our true Brother. Heb. 2,14: Foras- 
much, then, as the children were partakers of 
flesh and blood, He also Himself likewise took 
part of the same. Again, v. 16; 4,15: He 
took not on Him the nature of angels, but He 
took on Him the seed of Abraham. Wherefore 
in all things it behooved Him to be made like 
unto His brethren, yet without sin. In like 
manner Christ has also redeemed it as His 
work, sanctifies it as His work, raises it from 
the dead, and gloriously adorns it as His work. 
But original sin He has not*created, assumed, 
redeemed, sanctified; nor will He raise it, will 
neither adorn nor save it in the elect, but in 
the [blessed] resurrection it will be entirely 
destroyed. 

Hence the distinction between the corrupt 
nature and the corruption which infects the 
nature, and by which the nature became cor- 
rupt, can easily be discerned. 


3. But, on the other hand, we believe, teach, 
and confess that original sin is -not a slight, 
but so deep a corruption of human nature that 
nothing healthy or uncorrupt has remained in 
man’s body or soul, in his inner or outward 
powers, but, as the Church sings: 


Through Adam’s fall is all corrupt, 
Nature and essence human. 


This damage is unspeakable, and cannot be 
discerned by reason, but only from God’s 
Word. And [we affirm] that no one but God 
alone can separate from one another the na- 
ture and this corruption of the nature, which 
will fully come to pass through death, in 
the [blessed] resurrection, where our nature 
which we now bear will rise and live eter- 
nally without original sin and separated and 
sundered from it, as it is written Job 19, 26: 
I shall be compassed again with this my skin, 
and in my flesh shall I see God, whom I shall 
see for myself, and mine eyes shall behold. 
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NEGATIVA. 
Rejection of the False Opposite Dogmas. 


1. Therefore we reject and condemn the 
teaching that original sin is only a reatus or 
debt on account of what has been committed 
by another [diverted to us] without any cor- 
ruption of our nature. 


2. Also, that evil lusts are not sin, but con- 
created, essential properties of the nature, 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 783.] 
or, as though the above-mentioned defect and 
damage were not truly sin, because of which 
man without Christ [not ingrafted into Christ] 

would be a child of wrath. 


3. We likewise reject the Pelagian error, 
by which it is alleged that man’s nature even 
after the Fall is incorrupt, and especially with 
respect to spiritual things has remained en- 
tirely good and pure in naturalibus, i.e., in 
its natural powers. 

4, Also, that original sin is only a slight, 
insignificant spot on the outside, dashed upon 
the nature, or a blemish that has been blown 
upon it, beneath which [nevertheless] the na- 
ture has retained its good powers even in spir- 
itual things. 

5. Also, that original sin is only an exter- 
nal impediment to the good spiritual powers, 
and not a despoliation or want of the same, 
as when a magnet is smeared with garlic-juice, 
its natural power is not thereby removed, but 
only impeded; or that this stain can be easily 
wiped away like.a spot from the face or pig- 
ment from the wall. 

6. Also, that in man the human nature and 
essence are not entirely corrupt, but that man 
still has something good in him, even in spir- 
itual things, namely, capacity, skill, aptness, 
or ability in spiritual things to begin, to work, 
or to help working for something [good]. 

7. On the other hand, we also reject the 
false dogma of the Manicheans, when it is 
taught that original sin, as something essen- 
tial and self-subsisting, has been infused by 
Satan into the nature, and intermingled with 
it, as poison and wine are mixed. 

8. Also, that not the natural man, but some- 
thing else and extraneous to man, sins, on ac- 
count of which not the nature, but only origi- 
nal sin in the nature, is accused. 

9. We reject and condemn also as a Mani- 
chean error the doctrine that original sin is 
properly and without any distinction the sub- 
stance, nature, and essence itself of the cor- 
rupt man, so that a distinction between the 
corrupt nature, as such, after the Fall and 
original sin should not even be conceived of, 
nor that they could be distinguished from one 
another [even] in thought. 

10. Now, this original sin is called by 
Dr. Luther nature-sin, person-sin, essential 
sin, not because the nature, person, or essence 
of man is, without any distinction, itself 
original sin, but in order to indicate by such 
words the distinction between original sin, 
which inheres in human nature, and other 
sins, which are called actual sins. 
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11. For original sin is not a sin which is 
committed, but it inheres in the nature, sub- 
stance, and essence of man, so that, though 
no wicked thought ever should arise in the 
heart of corrupt man, no idle word were 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 785.] 

spoken, no wicked deed were done, yet the 
nature is nevertheless corrupted through orig- 
inal sin, which is born in us by reason of the 
sinful seed, and is a fountainhead of all other 
actual sins, as wicked thoughts, words, and 
works, as it is written Matt. 15,19: Owt of 
the heart proceed evil thoughts. Also Gen. 
6,5; 8,21: The imagination of man’s heart is 
evil from his youth. 

12. Thus there is also to be noted well the 
diverse signification of the word nature; 
whereby the Manicheans cover their error and 
lead astray many simple men. For sometime 
it means the essence [the very substance] of 
man, as when it is said: God created human 
nature. But at other times it means the dis- 
position and the vicious quality [disposition, 
condition, defect, or vice] of a thing, which 
inheres in the nature or essence, as when it is 
said: The nature of the serpent is to bite, 
and the nature and disposition of man is to 
sin, and is sin; here the word nature does 
not mean the substance of man, but something 
that inheres in the nature or substance. 


13. But as to the Latin terms substantia 
and accidens, because they are not words of 
Holy Scripture, and besides unknown to the 
ordinary man, they should not be used in ser- 
mons before ordinary, uninstructed people, 
but simple people should be spared them. 

But in the schools, among the learned, these 
words are rightly retained in disputations 
concerning original sin, because they are well 
known and used without any misunderstand- 
ing, to distinguish exactly between the essence 
of a thing and what attaches to it in an ac- 
cidental way. 


For the distinction between God’s work and 
that of the devil is thereby designated in the 
clearest way, because the devil can create no 
substance, but can only, in an accidental way, 
by the providence of God [God permitting], 
corrupt the substance created by God. 


10 fs 
OF FREE WILL. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


The Principal Question in This 
Controversy. 


Since the will of man is found in four 
unlike states, namely: 1. before the Fall; 
2. since the Fall; 3. after regeneration; 
4. after the resurrection of the body, the chief 
question is only concerning the will and 
ability of man in the second state, namely, 
what powers in spiritual things he has of 
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himself after the fall of our first parents and 
before regeneration, and whether he is able 
by his own powers, prior to and before his 
regeneration by God’s Spirit, to dispose and 
prepare himself for God’s grace, and to accept 
{and apprehend], or not, the grace offered 
through the Holy Ghost in the Word and holy 
[divinely instituted] Sacraments. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. T87.] 
AFFIRMATIVA. 


The Pure Doctrine concerning This 
Article, according to God’s Word. 


1. Concerning this subject, our doctrine, 
faith, and confession is, that in spiritual 
things the understanding and reason of man 
are [altogether] blind, and by their own 
powers understand nothing, as it is written 
1 Cor. 2,14: The natural man receiveth not 
the things of the Spirit of God, for they are 
foolishness to him; neither can he know them 
when he is examined concerning spiritual 
things. 

2. Likewise we believe, teach, and confess 
that the unregenerate will of man is not only 
turned away from God, but also has become 
an enemy of God, so that it only has an incli- 
nation and desire for that which is evil and 
contrary to God, as it is written Gen. 8, 21: 
The imagination of man’s heart is evil from 
his youth. Also Rom.8,7: The carnal mind 
is enmity against God; for it is not subject 
to the Law of God, neither, indeed, can be. 
Yea, as little as a dead body can quicken it- 
self to bodily, earthly life, so little can man, 
who by sin is spiritually dead, raise himself 
to spiritual life, as it is written Eph. 2, 5: 
Even when we were dead in sins, He hath 
quickened us together with Christ; 2 Cor. 
3,5: Not that we are sufficientsof ourselves 
to think anything good as of ourselves, but 
that we are sufficient is of God. 


3. God the Holy Ghost, however, does not 
effect conversion without means, but uses for 
this purpose the preaching and hearing of 
God’s Word, as it is written Rom.1,16: The 
Gospel is the power of God unto salvation to 
every one that believeth. Also Rom. 10, 17: 
Faith cometh by hearing of the Word of God. 
And it is God’s will that His Word should 
be heard, and that man’s ears should not be 
closed. Ps. 95, 8. With this Word the Holy 
Ghost is present, and opens hearts, so that 
they, as Lydia in Acts 16, 14, are attentive to 
it, and are thus converted alone through the 
grace and power of the Holy Ghost, whose 
work alone the conversion of man is. For 
without His grace, and if He do not grant 
the increase, our willing and running, our 
planting, sowing, and watering, all are noth- 
ing, as Christ says John 15, 5: Without Me 
ye can do nothing. With these brief words 
He denies to the free will its powers, and as- 
cribes everything to God’s grace, in order that 
no one may boast before God. 1 Cor. 1, 29; 
2 Cor. 12, 5; Jer. 9, 23. 
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NEGATIVA. 
Contrary False Doctrine. 


Accordingly, we reject and condemn all the 
following errors as contrary to the standard 
of God’s Word: 

1. The delirium [insane dogma] of philoso- 
phers who are called Stoics, as also of the 
Manicheans, who taught that everything that 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 789.] 
happens must so happen, and cannot happen 
otherwise, and that everything that man does, 
even in outward things, he does by compul- 
sion, and that he is coerced to evil works and 
deeds, as inchastity, robbery, murder, theft, 
and the like. 

2. We reject also the error of the gross 
Pelagians, who taught that man by his own 
powers, without the grace of the Holy Ghost, 
can turn himself to God, believe the Gospel, 
be obedient from the heart to God’s Law, and 
thus merit the forgiveness of sins and eter- 
nal life. 

3. We reject also the error of the Semi- 
Pelagians, who teach that man by his own 
powers can make a beginning of his conver- 
sion, but without the grace of the Holy Ghost 
cannot complete it. 

4, Also, when it is taught that, although 
man by his free will before regeneration is 
too weak to make a beginning, and by his own 
powers to turn himself to God, and from the 
heart to be obedient to God, yet, if the Holy 
Ghost by the preaching of the Word has made 
a beginning, and therein offered His grace, 
then the will of man from its own natural 
powers can add something, though little and 


feebly, to this end, can help and cooperate,’ 


qualify and prepare itself for grace, and em- 
brace and accept it, and believe the Gospel. 

5. Also, that man, after he has been born 
again, can perfectly observe and completely 
fulfil God’s Law, and that this fulfilling is 
our righteousness before God, by which we 
merit eternal life. 

6. Also, we reject and condemn the error of 
the Enthusiasts, who imagine that God with- 
out means, without the hearing of God’s Word, 
also without the use of the holy Sacraments, 
draws men to Himself, and enlightens, justi- 
fies, and saves them. (Enthusiasts we call 
those who expect the heavenly illumination 
of the Spirit [celestial revelations] without 
the preaching of God’s Word.) 

7. Also, that in conversion and regeneration 
God entirely exterminates the substance and 
essence of the old Adam, and especially the 
rational soul, and in conversion and regener- 
ation creates a new essence of the soul out of 
nothing. 

8. Also, when the following expressions are 
employed without explanation, namely, that 
the will of man before, in, and after conver- 
sion resists the Holy Ghost, and that the Holy 
Ghost is given to those who resist Him in- 
tentionally and persistently; for, as Augus- 
tine says, in conversion God makes willing 
persons out of the unwilling and dwells in 
the willing. 
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As to the expressions of ancient and mod- 
ern teachers of the Church, when it is said: 
Deus trahit, sed volentem trahit, 1. e., God 
draws, but He draws the willing; likewise, 
Hominis voluntas in conversione non est 
otiosa, sed agit aliquid, 1. e., In conversion the 
will of man is not idle, but also effects some- 
thing, we maintain that, inasmuch as these 
expressions have been introduced for confirm- 
ing [the false opinion concerning] the powers 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 791.] 
of the natural free will in man’s conversion, 
against the doctrine of God’s grace, they do 
not conform to the form of sound doctrine, 
and therefore, when we speak of conversion to 
God, justly ought to be avoided. 

But, on the other hand, it is correctly said 
that in conversion God, through the drawing 
of the Holy Ghost, makes out of stubborn and 
unwilling men willing ones, and that after 
such conversion in the daily exercise of re- 
pentance the regenerate will of man is not 
idle, but also cooperates in all the works of the 
Holy Ghost, which He performs through us. 

9. Also what Dr. Luther has written, namely, 
that man’s will in his conversion is pure pas- 
sive, that is, that it does nothing whatever, 
is to be understood respectu divinae gratiae 
im accendendis novis motibus, that is, when 
God’s Spirit, through the Word heard or the 
use of the holy Sacraments, lays hold upon 
man’s will, and works [in man] the new birth 
and conversion. For when [after] the Holy 
Ghost has wrought and accomplished this, and 
man’s will has been changed and renewed by 
His divine power and working alone, then the 
new will of man is an instrument and organ 
of God the Holy Ghost, so that he not only 
accepts grace, but also cooperates with the 
Holy Ghost in the works which follow. 

Therefore, before the conversion of man there 
are only two efficient causes, namely, the Holy 
Ghost and the Word of God, as the instrument 
of the Holy Ghost, by which He works con- 
version. This Word man is [indeed] to hear; 
however, it is not by his own powers, but 
only through the grace and working of the 
Holy Ghost that he can yield faith to it and 
accept it. 


II. 


OF THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF FAITH 
BEFORE GOD. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


The Principal Question in This 
Controversy. 


Since it is unanimously confessed in our 
churches, in accordance with God’s Word and 
the sense of the Augsburg Confession, that we 
poor sinners are justified before God and saved 
alone by faith in Christ, and thus Christ alone 
is our Righteousness, who is true God and 
man, because in Him the divine and human 
natures are personally united with one an- 
other, Jer. 23, 6; 1 Cor. 1, 30; 2 Cor. 5, 21, 


es 
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the question has arisen: According to which 
nature is Christ our Righteousness? and thus 
two contrary errors have arisen in some 
churches. 

For the one side has held that Christ ac- 
cording to His divinity alone is our Right- 
eousness, if He dwell in us by faith; 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 793.) 
trasted with this divinity, dwelling in us by 
faith, the sins of all men must be regarded as 
a drop of water compared to the great ocean. 
Others, on the contrary, have held that Christ 
is our Righteousness before God according to 
the human nature alone. 


AFFIRMATIVA. 


Pure Doctrine of the Christian Churches 
against Both Errors Just Mentioned. 


1. Against both the errors just recounted* 
we unanimously believe, teach, and confess 
that Christ is our Righteousness neither ac- 
cording to the divine nature alone nor accord- 
ing to the human nature alone, but that it is 
the entire Christ according to both natures, 
in His obedience alone, which as God and man 
He rendered to the Father even unto death, 
and thereby merited for us the forgiveness of 
sins and eternal life, as it is written: As by 
one man’s disobedience many were made sin- 
ners, so by the obedience of One shall many 
be made righteous, Rom. 5, 19. 

2. Accordingly, we believe, teach, and con- 
fess that our righteousness before God is [this 
very thing], that God forgives us our sins out 
of pure grace, without any work, merit, or 
worthiness of ours preceding, present, or fol- 
lowing, that He presents and imputes to us 
the righteousness of Christ’s obedience, on ac- 
count of which righteousness we are received 
into grace by God, and regarded as righteous. 

3. We believe, teach, and confess that faith 
alone is the means and instrument whereby 
we lay hold of Christ, and thus in Christ of 
that righteousness which avails before God, 
for whose sake this faith is imputed to us for 
righteousness, Rom. 4, 5. 

4. We believe, teach, and confess that this 
faith is not a bare knowledge of the history 
of Christ, but such a gift of God by which we 
come to the right knowledge of Christ as our 
Redeemer in the Word of the Gospel, and trust 
in Him that for the sake of His obedience 
alone we have, by grace, the forgiveness of 
sins, are regarded as holy and righteous be- 
fore God the Father, and eternally saved, 

5. We believe, teach, and confess that ac- 
cording to the usage of Holy Scripture the 
word justify means in this article, to ab- 
solve, that is, to declare free from sins. 
Prov. 17, 15: He that justifieth the wicked, 
and he that condemneth the righteous, even 
they both are abomination to the Lord. Also 


Rom. 8, 33: Who shall lay anything to the 
charge of God’s elect? It is God that justi- 
fieth. 


And when, in place of this, the words re- 
generatio and, vivificatio, that is, regenera- 
tion and vivification, are employed, as in the 


con-— 


Apology, this is done in the same sense. By 
these terms, in other places, the renewal of 
man is understood, and distinguished from 
justification by faith. 

6. We believe, teach, and confess also that 
notwithstanding the fact ‘that many weak- 
nesses and defects cling to the true believers 
and truly regenerate, even to the grave, still 
they must not on that account doubt either 


(Concordia Triglotta, p. 795.] 
their righteousness which has been imputed 
to them by faith, or the salvation of their 
souls, but must regard it as certain that for 
Christ’s sake, according to the promise and 
{immovable] Word of the holy Gospel, they 
have a gracious God. 

7. We believe, teach, and confess that for 
the preservation of the pure doctrine concern- 
ing the righteousness of faith before God it 
is necessary to urge with special diligence the 
particulae exclusivae, that is, the exclusive 
particles, 7. e., the following words of the holy 
Apostle Paul, by which the merit of Christ is 
entirely separated from our works, and the 
honor given to Christ alone, when the holy 
Apostle Paul writes: Of grace, without merit, 
without Law, without works, not of works. 
All these words together mean as much as 
that we are justified and saved alone by 
faith in Christ. Eph. 2,8; Rom. 1,17; 3, 24; 
4,3ff.; Gal. 3,11; Heb. 11. 

8. We ‘believe, teach, and confess that, al- 
though the contrition that precedes, and the 
good works that follow, do not belong to the 
article of justification before God, yet one is 
not to imagine a faith of such a kind as can 
exist and abide with, and alongside of, a 
wicked intention to sin and to act against the 
conscience. But after man has been justified 
by faith, then a true living faith worketh by 
love, Gal. 5, 6, so that thus good works always 
follow justifying faith, and are surely found 
with it, if it be true and living; for it never 
is alone, but always has with it love and hope. 


ANTITHESIS or NEGATIVA. 
Contrary Doctrine Rejected. 


Therefore we reject and condemn all the 
following errors: 

1. That Christ is our Righteousness accord- 
ing to His divine nature alone. 

2. That Christ is our Righteousness accord- 
ing to His human nature alone, 

3. That in the sayings of the prophets and 
apostles where the righteousness of faith is 
spoken of the words justify and to be justified 
are not to signify declaring or being declared 
free from sins, and obtaining the forgiveness 
of sins, but actually being made righteous be- 
fore God, because of love infused by the Holy 
Ghost, virtues, and the works following them. 

4. That faith looks not only to the obedi- 
ence of Christ, but to His divine nature, as it 
dwells and works in us, and that by this in- 
dwelling our sins are covered. 

5. That faith is such a trust in the obedi- 
ence of Christ as can exist and remain in a 
man even when he has no genuine repentance, 
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in whom also no love follows, but who per- 
sists in sins against his conscience. 

6. That not God Himself, but only the gifts 
of God, dwell in believers. 

7. That faith saves on this account, because 
by faith the renewal, which consists in love 
to God and one’s neighbor, is begun in us. 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 797.] 

8. That faith has the first place in justi- 
fication, nevertheless also renewal and love 
belong to our righteousness before God in such 
a manner that they [renewal and love] are 
indeed not the chief cause of our righteous- 
ness, but that nevertheless our righteousness 
before God is not entire or perfect without 
this love and renewal. 

9. That believers are justified before God 
and saved jointly by the imputed righteous- 
ness of Christ and by the new obedience be- 
gun in them, or in part by the imputation of 
Christ’s righteousness, but in part also by the 
new obedience begun in them. 

10. That the promise of grace is made our 
own by faith in the heart, and by the con- 
fession which is made with the mouth, and by 
other virtues. 

11. That faith does not justify without good 
works; so that good works are necessarily 
required for righteousness, and without their 
presence man cannot be justified. 


IV. 
OF GOOD WORKS. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAL. 


The Principal Question in the Contro- 
versy concerning Good Works. 


Concerning the doctrine of good works two 
divisions have arisen in some churches: 

1. \First, some theologians have become 
divided because of the following expressions, 
where the one side wrote: Good works are 
necessary for salvation. It is impossible to 
be saved without good works. Also: No one 
has ever been saved without good works. But 
the other side, on the contrary, wrote: Good 
works are injurious to salvation. 

2. Afterwards a schism arose also between 
some theologians with respect to the two 
words necessary and free, since the one side 
contended that the word necessary should not 
be employed concerning the new obedience, 
which, they say, does not flow from necessity 
and coercion, but from a voluntary spirit. 
The other side insisted on the word necessary, 
because, they say, this obedience is not at our 
option, but regenerate men are obliged to ren- 
der this obedience. 

From this disputation concerning the terms 
a controversy afterwards occurred concerning 
the subject itself; for the one side contended 
that among Christians the Law should not be 
urged at all, but men should be exhorted to 
good works from the Holy Gospel alone; the 
other side contradicted this. 
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AFFIRMATIVA. 


Pure Doctrine of the Christian Churches 
concerning This Controversy. 


For the thorough statement and decision of 
this controversy our doctrine, faith, and con- 
fession is: 

1. That good works certainly and without 


[ Concordia Triglotta, p. 799.) 
doubt follow true faith, if it is not a dead, 
but a living faith, as fruits of a good tree. 

2. We believe, teach, and confess also that 
good works should be ‘entirely excluded, just 
as well in the question concerning salvation 
as in the article of justification before God, 
as the apostle testifies with clear words, when 
he writes as follows: Hven as David also de- 
scribeth the blessedness of the man unto whom 
God imputeth righteousness without works, 
saying, Blessed is the man to whom the Lord 
will not impute sin, Rom. 4, 6 ff. And again: 
By grace are ye saved through faith; and 
that not of yourselves, it is the gift of God; 
not of works, lest any man should boast, 
Eph. 2, 8. 9. 

3. We believe, teach, and confess Ale that 
all men, but those especially who are born 
again and renewed by the Holy Ghost, are 
bound to do good works. 

4. In this sense the words necessary, shall, 
and must are employed correctly and in a 
Christian manner also with respect to the re- 
generate, and in no way are contrary to the 
form of sound words and speech. 

. Nevertheless, by the words mentioned, 
necessitas, necessarium, necessity and neces- 
sary, if they be employed concerning the re- 
generate, not coercion, but only due obedience 
is to be understood, which the truly believing, 
so far as they are regenerate, render not from 
coercion or the driving of the Law, but from 
a voluntary spirit; because they are no more 
under the Law, but under grace, Rom. 6, 14; 
pope ES 

6. Accordingly, we also believe, teach, and 
confess that when it is said: The regenerate 
do good works from a free spirit, this is not 
to be understood as though it is at the option 
of the regenerate man to do or to forbear 
doing good when he wishes, and that he can 
nevertheless retain faith if he intentionally 
perseveres in sins. 

7. Yet this is not to be understood other- 
wise than as the Lord Christ and His apostles 
themselves declare, namely, regarding the 
liberated spirit, that it does not do this from 
fear of punishment, like a servant, but from 
love of righteousness, like children, Rom. 8, 15. 

8. Although this voluntariness [liberty of 
spirit] in the elect children of God is not per- 
fect, but burdened with great weakness, as 
St. Paul complains concerning himself, Rom. 7, 
14—25; Gal. 5, 17; 

9. Nevertheless, for the sake of the Lord 
Christ, the Lord does not impute this weak- 
ness to His elect, as it is written: There is 
therefore now no condemnation to them which 
are in Christ Jesus, Rom. 8, 1. 
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248. Statements Made by Luther in 1531 
and 1533. 


In a letter of comfort, dated April 30, 1531, 
Luther refers to the fact that he, too, had 
passed through temptation concerning pre- 
destination. “For,” says he, “I am well ac- 
quainted with this malady, having lain in this 
hospital sick unto eternal death! Now, in ad- 
dition to my prayer I would gladly advise and 
comfort you, though writing is weak in such 
an affair. However, I shall not omit what Iam 
able to do (perhaps God will bless it), and 
show you how God helped me out of this afflic- 
tion, and by what art I still daily maintain 
myself against it. In the first place, you 
must be firmly assured in your heart that 
such thoughts are without doubt the inspira- 
tion and the fiery darts of the foul fiend... . 
Hence it is certain that they do not proceed 
from God, but from the devil, who therewith 
plagues a heart that man may become an 
enemy of God and despair,—all of which 
God has strictly forbidden in the First Com- 
mandment, bidding men to trust, love, and 
praise Him — whereby we live. Secondly: 
When such thoughts come to you, you must 
learn to ask yourself, ‘Friend, in what com- 
mandment is it written that I must think or 
treat of this??... Fourthly: The chief of 
all the commandments of God is that we pic- 
ture before our eyes His dear Son, our Lord 
Jesus Christ~ He is to be the daily and the 
chief mirror of our heart, in which we see 
how dear we are to God, and how much He 
has cared for us as a good God, so that He 
even gave His dear Son for us.” 

“Here, here, I say, and nowhere else, a man 
can learn the true art of predestination. Then 
it will come to pass that you believe on 
Christ. And if you believe, then you are 
called; if you are called, then you are also 
surely predestinated. Do not suffer this mir- 
ror and throne of grace to be plucked from 
the eyes of your heart. On the contrary, 
when such thoughts come and bite like fiery 
serpents, then under no circumstances look at 
the thoughts or the fiery serpents, but turn 
your eyes away from them and look upon the 
brazen serpent, 7.e¢., Christ delivered for us. 
Then, by the grace of God, matters will mend.” 
(St. L. 10, 1744 sq.; HE. 54, 228.) 

In Luther’s House Postil of 1533 we read: 
“From the last passage: ‘Many are called, 
but few are chosen,’ wiseacres draw various 
false and ungodly conclusions. They argue: 
He whom God has elected is saved without 
means; but as for him who is not elected, 
may he do what he will, be as pious and be- 
lieving as he will, it is nevertheless ordained 
that he must fall and cannot be saved; hence 
I will let matters take what course they will. 
If I am to be saved, it is accomplished with- 
out my assistance; if not, all I may do and 
undertake is nevertheless in vain. Now every 
one may readily see for himself what sort of 
wicked, secure people develop from such 
thoughts. However, in treating of the pas- 
sage from the Prophet Micah on the day of 
Epiphany, we have sufficiently shown that one 
must guard against such thoughts as against 
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the devil, undertake another manner of study- 
ing and thinking of God’s will, and let God 
in His majesty and with respect to election 
untouched [unsearched]; for there He is in- 
comprehensible. Nor is it possible that a man 
should not be offended by such thoughts, and 
either fall into despair or become altogether 
wicked and reckless.” 

“But whoever would know God and His will 
aright must walk the right way. Then he will 
not be offended, but be made better. The right 
way, however, is the Lord Jesus Christ, as He 
says: ‘No one cometh unto the Father but 
by Me.’ Whoever knows the Father aright 
and would come unto Him must first come to 
Christ and learn to know Him, viz., as fol- 
lows: Christ is God’s Son, and is ‘almighty, 
eternal God. What does the Son of God 
now do? He becomes man for our sakes, is 
made under the Law to redeem us from the 
Law, and was Himself crucified in order to 
pay for our sins. He rises again from the 
dead, in order by His resurrection to pave the 
way to eternal life for us, and to aid us 
against eternal death. He sits at the right 
hand of God in order to represent us, to give 
us the Holy Spirit, to govern and lead us by 
Him, and to protect His believers against all 
tribulations and insinuations of Satan. That 
means knowing Christ rightly.” ; 

“Now when this knowledge has been clearly 
and firmly established in your heart, then be- 
gin to ascend into heaven and make this con- 
clusion: Since the Son of God has done this 
for the sake of men, how, then, must God’s 
heart be disposed to us, seeing that His Son 
did it by the Father’s |will and command? 
Is it not true that your own reason will com- 
pel you to say: Since God has thus delivered 
His only-begotten Son for us, and has not 
spared Him for our sakes, He surely cannot 
harbor evil intentions against us? Evidently 
He does not desire oyr death, for He seeks 
and employs the Very best means toward as- 
sisting us to obtain eternal life. In this man- 
ner one comes to God in the right way, as 
Christ Himself declares, John 3,16: ‘God so 
loved the world that He gave His only-begot- 
ten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life.’ 
Now contrast these thoughts with those that 
grow out of the former opinion, and they will 
be found to be the thoughts of the foul fiend, 
which must offend a man, causing him either 
to despair, or to become reckless and ungodly, 
since he can expect nothing good from God.” 

“Some conceive other thoughts, explaining 
the words thus: ‘Many are called,’ 7. ¢., God 
offers His grace to many, ‘but few are chosen,’ 
1. é., He imparts such grace to only a few; for 
only a few are saved. This is an altogether 
wicked explanation. For how is it possible 
for one who holds and believes nothing else 
of God not to be an enemy of God, whose will 
alone must be blamed for the fact that not all 
of us are saved? Contrast this opinion with 
the one that is formed when a man first 
learns to know the Lord Christ, and it will 
be found to be nothing but devilish blasphemy. 
Hence the sense of this passage, ‘Many are 
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called,’ etc., is far different. For the preach- 
ing of the Gospel is general and public, so 
that whoever will may hear and accept it. 
Furthermore, God has it preached so gener- 
cally and publicly that every one should hear, 
believe, and accept it, and be saved. But what 
happens? As the Gospel states: ‘Few are 
chosen,’ 7. ¢., few conduct themselves toward 
the Gospel in such a manner that God has 
pleasure in them. For some do not hear and 
heed it; others hear it, but do not cling to it, 
being loath either to risk or suffer anything 
for it; still others hear it, but are more con- 
cerned about money and goods, or the pleas- 
ures of the world. This, however, is dis- 
pleasing to God, who has no pleasure in such 
people. This Christ calls ‘not to be chosen,’ 
4. €., conducting oneself so that God has no 
pleasure in one. Those men are chosen of 
God and well-pleasing to Him who diligently 
hear the Gospel, believe in Christ, prove their 
faith by good fruits, and suffer on that ac- 
count what they are called to suffer.” 

“This is the true sense, which can offend 
no one, but makes men better, so that they 
think: Very well, if I am to please God and 
be elected, I cannot afford to live so as to 
have an evil conscience, sin against God’s 
commandments, and be unwilling to resist 
sin; but I must go to church, and pray God 
for His Holy Spirit; nor must I permit the 
Word to be taken out of my heart, but resist 
the devil and his suggestions, and pray for 
protection, patience, and help. This makes 
good Christians, whereas those who think that 
God begrudges salvation to any one either be- 
come reckless or secure, wicked people, who 
live like brutes, thinking: It has already 
been ordained whether I am to be saved or 
not; why, then, should I stint myself any- 
thing? To think thus is wrong; for you are 
commanded to hear God’s Word and to be- 
lieve Christ to be your Savior, who has paid 
for your sin. Remember this command and 
obey it. If you notice that you are lacking 
faith, or that your faith is weak, pray God to 
grant you His Holy Ghost, and do not doubt 
that Christ is your Savior, and that if you 
believe in Him, i.¢., if you take comfort in 
Him, you shall by Him be saved. Dear Lord 
Jesus Christ, grant this unto us all! Amen.” 
(H. 1, 204; St. L. 13, 199.) 


249. Statements Made by Luther in 1538 


and 1545. 
In his remarks of 1538 on Matt. 11, 25. 26, 
Luther says: “Christ speaks especially 


against those who would be wise and judge 
in religious matters, because they have on 
their side the Law and human reason, which 
is overwise, exalting itself against the true 
religion both by teaching and by judging. 
Hence Christ here praises God as doing right 
when He conceals His secrets from the wise 
and prudent, because they want to be over 
and not under God. Not as though He hid 
it in fact or desired to hide it (for He com- 
mands it to be preached publicly under the 
entire heaven and in all lands), but that He 
has chosen that kind of preaching which the 
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wise and prudent abhor by nature, and which 
is hidden from them through their own fault, 
since they do not want to have it —as is . 
written Is. 6,9: ‘See ye indeed, but perceive 
not.’ Lo, they see, %.¢., they have the doc- 
trine which is preached both plainly and pub- 
licly. Still they do not perceive, for they 
turn away from it and refuse to have it. 
Thus they hide the truth from. themselves by 
their own blindness. And so, on the other 
hand, He reveals it to the babes; for the 
babes receive it when it is revealed to them. 
To them the truth is revealed since they wish 
and desire it.” (W. 7, 133.) 

In a letter giving comfort concerning pre- 


»destination, dated August 8, 1545, Luther 


wrote: ‘My dear master and friend N. has 
informed me that you are at times in tribu- 
lation about God’s eternal predestination, and 
requested me to write you: this short letter 
on that matter. Now to be sure, this is a sore 
tribulation. But to overcome it one must 
know that we are forbidden to understand 
this or to speculate about it. For what God 
wants to conceal we should be glad not to 
know. This is the apple the eating of which 
brought death upon Adam and Eve and upon 
all their children, when they wanted to know 
what they were not to know. For as it is sin 
to commit murder, to steal, or to curse, so it 
is also sin to busy oneself searching such 
things. As an antidote to this God has given 
us His Son, Jesus Christ. Of Him we must 
daily think; in Him we must consider our- 
selves (wns in ihm spiegeln). Then predesti- 
nation will appear lovely. For outside of 
Christ everything is only danger, death, and 
the devil; in Him, however, there is nothing 
but peace and joy. For if one forever tor- 
ments himself with predestination, all one 
gains is anguish of soul. Hence flee and avoid 
such thoughts as the affliction of the serpent 
of Paradise, and, instead, look upon Christ. 
God preserve you!” (EH. 56, 140; St. L. 10, 
1748.) 


250. Statements Made by Luther in His 
Commentary on Genesis. 


Luther’s caeterum censeo, that we are nei- 
ther to deny nor to search the hidden God 
(who cannot be apprehended in His bare maj- 
esty — qui in nuda sua maiestate non potest 
apprehendi, B., Op.\Lat. 2,171), but to adhere 
to the revelation He has given us in the Gos- 
pel, is repeated again and again also in his 
Commentary on Genesis, which was begun in 
1536 and completed in 1545. In the explana- 
tion of chap. 26,9 we read, in part: “I gladly 
take occasion from this passage to discuss the 
question concerning doubt, concerning God 
and God’s will. For I hear that everywhere 
among the nobles and magnates profane say- 
ings are spread concerning predestination or 
divine prescience. For they say: ‘If I am pre- 
destinated, I shall be saved, whether I have 
done good or evil. If I am not predestinated, 
I shall be damned, without any regard what- 
ever to my works.’ Against these ungodly 
sayings I would gladly argue at length if my 
ill health would permit. For if these sayings 
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NEGATIVA. 
‘False Contrary Doctrine. 


Accordingly, we reject as a dogma and error 
injurious to, and conflicting with, Christian 
discipline and true godliness the teaching that 
the Law in the above-mentioned way and de- 
gree is not to be urged upon Christians and 
true believers, but only upon unbelievers, non- 
Christians, and the impenitent. 


vit. 
OF THE LORD'S SUPPER. 


Although the Zwinglian teachers are not to 
be reckoned among the theologians who affil- 
jiate with [acknowledge and profess] the Augs- 
burg Confession, as they separated from th 

(Concordia Triglotia, p. 809.) 
at the very time when this Confession was 
presented, nevertheless, since they are in- 
truding themselves [into their assembly], and 
are attempting, under the name of this Chris- 
tian Confession, to spread their error, we in- 
tend also to make a needful statement [we 
have judged that the Church of Christ should 
be instructed~ also] concerning this contro- 
versy. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


Chief Controversy between Our Doctrine 
and That of the Sacramentarians 
regarding This Article. 


Whether in the Holy Supper the true body 
and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ are truly 
and essentially present, are distributed with 
the bread and wine, and received with the 
mouth by all those who use this Sacrament, 
whether they be worthy or unworthy, godly 
or ungodly, believing or unbelieving; by the 
believing for consolation and life, by the un- 
believing for judgment? The Sacramentarians 
say, No; we say, Yes. 

For the explanation of this controversy it 
is to be noted in the beginning that there are 
two kinds of Sacramentarians. Some are 
gross Sacramentarians, who declare in plain 
(deutschen), clear words as they believe in 
their hearts, that in the Holy Supper nothing 
but bread and wine is present, and distributed 
and received with the mouth. Others, how- 
ever, are subtle Sacramentarians, and the 
most injurious of all, who partly speak very 
speciously in our own words, and pretend 
that they also believe a true presence of the 
true, essential, living body and blood of Christ 
in the Holy Supper, however, that this occurs 
spiritually through faith. Nevertheless they 
retain under these specious words precisely 
the former gross opinion, namely, that in the 
Holy Supper nothing is present and received 
with the mouth except bread and wine. For 
with them the word spiritually means nothing 
else than the Spirit of Christ or the power of 
the absent body of Christ and His merit, 
which is present; but the body of Christ is 
in no mode or way present, except only above 
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in the highest heaven, to which we should 
elevate ourselves into heaven by the thoughts 
of our faith, and there, not at all, however, 
in the bread and wine of the Holy Supper, 
should seek this body and blood [of Christ]. 


AFFIRMATIVA. 


Confession of the Pure Doctrine concern- 
ing the Holy Supper against the 
Sacramentarians. 


1. We believe, teach, and confess that in the 
Holy Supper the body and blood of Christ are 
truly and essentially present, and are truly 
distributed and received with the bread and 
wine. 

(Concordia Triglotia, p. S11.) 

2. We believe, teach, and confess that the 
words of the testament of Christ are not to 
be understood otherwise than as they read, 
according to the letter, so-that the bread does 
not signify the absent body and the wine the 
absent blood of Christ, but that, on account 
of the sacramental union, they [the bread and 
wine] are truly the body and blood of Christ. 

3. Now, as to the consecration, we believe, 
teach, and confess that no work of man or 
recitation of the minister [of the church] pro- 
duces this presence of the body and blood of 
Christ in the Holy Supper, but that this 
is to be ascribed only and alone to the al- 
mighty power of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

4. But at the same time we also. believe, 
teach, and confess unanimously. that in the 
use of the Holy Supper the words of the insti- 
tution of Christ should in no way be omitted, 
but should be publicly recited, as it is written 
1 Cor. 10, 16: The cup of blessing which we 
bless, etc. This blessing occurs through the 
recitation of the words of Christ. 

5. The grounds, however, on which we stand 
against the Sacramentarians in this matter 
are those which Dr. Luther has laid down in 
his Large Confession concerning the Lord’s 
Supper. 

The first is this article of our Christian 
faith: Jesus Christ is true, essential, natural, 
perfect God and man in one person, undivided 
and inseparable. 

The second: That God's right hand is every- 
where; at which Christ is placed in deed and 
in truth according to His human nature, [and 
therefore] being present, rules, and has in His 
hands and beneath His feet everything that is 
in heaven and on earth [as Scripture says, 
Eph. 1, 22], where no man else, nor angel, but 
only the Son of Mary is placed; hence He can 
do this [those things which we have said]. 

. The third: That God’s Word is not false, 
and does not deceive. 

The fourth: That God has and knows of 
various modes of being in any place, and not 
only the one [is not bound to the one] which 
philosophers call localis (local) [or cireum- 
seribed ]. 

6. We believe, teach, and confess that the 
body and blood of Christ are received with 
the bread and wine, not only spiritually by 
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faith, but also orally; yet not in a Caper- 
naitic, but in a supernatural, heavenly mode, 
because of the sacramental union; as the 
words of Christ clearly show, when Christ 
gives direction to take, eat, and drink, as 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 813.) 

was also done by the apostles; for it is writ- 
ten Mark 14, 23: And they all drank of it. 
St. Paul likewise says, 1 Cor. 10,16: The bread 
which we break, is it not the commumion of 
the body of Christ? that is: He who eats this 
bread eats the body of Christ, which also the 
chief ancient teachers of the Church, Chrys- 
ostom, Cyprian, Leo I, Gregory, Ambrose, 
Augustine, unanimously testify. 

7. We believe, teach, and confess that not 
only the true believers [in Christ] and the 
worthy, but also the unworthy and unbelievers, 
receive the true body and blood of Christ; 
however, not for life and consolation, but for 
judgment and condemnation, if they are not 
converted and do not repent, 1 Cor. 11, 27. 29. 

For although they thrust Christ from them- 
selves as a Savior, yet they must admit Him 
even against their will as a strict Judge, who 
is just as present also to exercise and render 
judgment upon impenitent guests as He is 
present to work life and consolation in the 
hearts of the true believers and worthy guests. 

8. We believe, teach, and confess also that 


there is only one kind of unworthy guests, : 


namely, those who do not believe, concerning 
whom it is written John 3,18: He that be- 
lieveth not is condemned already. And this 
judgment becomes greater and more grievous, 
eing aggravated, by the unworthy use of the 
Holy Supper, 1 Cor. 11, 29. 

9. We believe, teach, and confess that no 
true believer, as long as he retains living faith, 
however weak he may be, receives the Holy 
Supper to his judgment, which was instituted 
especially for Christians weak in faith, yet 
penitent, for the consolation and strengthen- 
ing of their weak faith [Matt. 9,12; 11, 5. 28]. 

10. We believe, teach, and confess that all 
the worthiness of the guests of this heavenly 
feast is and consists in the most holy obedi- 
ence and perfect merit of Christ alone, which 
we appropriate to ourselves by true faith, and 
whereof [of the application of this merit] we 
are assured by the Sacrament, and not at all 
in [but in nowise does this worthiness depend 
upon] our virtues or inward and outward 
preparations. 


NEGATIVA. 


, Contrary, Condemned Doctrines of the 
Sacramentarians. 


On the other hand, we unanimously reject 
and condemn all the following erroneous 
articles, which are opposed and contrary to 
the doctrine presented above, the simple faith, 
and the [pure] confession concerning the 
Lord’s Supper: 

1, The papistic transubstantiation, when it 
is taught in the Papacy that in the Holy Sup- 
per the bread and wine lose their substance 
and natural essence, and are thus annihilated; 
that they are changed into the body of Christ, 
and the outward form alone remains. 

Book of Concord. 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 815.) 

2. The papistic sacrifice of the Mass for the 
sins of the living and the dead. 

3. That [the sacrilege whereby] to laymen 
one form only of the Sacrament is given, and, 
contrary to the plain words of the testament 
of Christ, the cup is withheld from them, and 
they are [thus] deprived of His blood. 

4. When it is taught that the words of the 
testament of Christ must not be understood 
or believed simply as they read, but that they 
are obscure expressions, whose meaning must 
be sought first in other passages of Scripture. 

5. That in the Holy Supper the body of 
Christ is not received orally with the bread; 
but that with the mouth only bread and wine 
are received, the body of Christ, however, only 
spiritually by faith. 

6. That the bread and wine in the Holy 
Supper are nothing more than [symbols or] 
tokens by which Christians recognize one an- 
other. 

7. That the bread and wine are only figures, 
similitudes, and representations of the far ab- 
sent body and blood of Christ. 

8. That the bread and wine are no more 
than a memorial, seal, and pledge, through 
which we are assured that when faith elevates 
itself to heaven, it there becomes partaker of 
the body and blood of Christ as truly as we 
eat bread and drink wine in the Supper. 

9. That the assurance and confirmation of 
our faith [concerning salvation] in the Holy 
Supper occur through the external signs of 
bread and wine alone, and not through the 
true, [verily] present body and blood of Christ. 

10. That in the Holy Supper only the power, 
efficacy, and merit of the absent body and 
blood of Christ are distributed. 

11. That the body of Christ is so enclosed 
in heaven that it can in no way be at once 
and at one time in many or all places upon 
earth where His Holy Supper is celebrated. 

12, That Christ has not promised, neither 
could have effected, the essential presence of 
His body and blood in the Holy Supper, be- 
cause the nature and property of His assumed 
human nature cannot suffer nor permit it. 

13. That God, according to [even by] all 
His omnipotence (which is dreadful to hear), 
is not able to cause His body to be essentially 
present in more than one place at one time. 

14. That not the omnipotent words of 
Christ’s testament, but faith, produces and 
makes [is the cause of] the presence of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Holy Supper. 

15. That believers must not seek the body 
[and blood] of Christ in the bread and wine 
of the Holy Supper, but raise their eyes from 
the bread to heaven and there seek the body 
of Christ. 

16. That unbelieving, impenitent Christians 
do not receive the true body and blood of 
Christ in the Holy Supper, but only bread and 
wine. 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 817.] 

17. That the worthiness of the guests at 
this heavenly meal consists not alone in true 
faith in Christ, but also in the external prepa- 
ration of men. 
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18. That even the true believers, who have 
and retain a true, living, pure faith in Christ, 
can receive this Sacrament to their judgment, 
because they are still imperfect in their out- 
ward life. 

19. That the external visible elements of 
the bread and wine should be adored in the 
Holy Sacrament. 


20. Likewise, we consign also to the just 
judgment of God all presumptuous, frivolous, 
blasphemous questions (which decency forbids 
to mention) and [other] expressions, which 
most blasphemously and with great offense 
[to the Church] are proposed by the Sacramen- 
tarians in a gross, carnal, Capernaitic way 
concerning the supernatural, heavenly mys- 
teries of this Sacrament. 


21. Hence we hereby utterly [reject and] 
condemn the Capernaitic eating of the body% 
of Christ, as though [we taught that] His 
flesh were rent with the teeth, and digested 
like other food, which the Sacramentarians, 
against the testimony of their conscience, 
after all our frequent protests, wilfully force 
upon us, and in this way make our doctrine 
odious to their hearers; and on the other 
hand, we maintain and believe, according to 
the simple words of the testament of Christ, 
the true, yet supernatural eating of the body 
of Christ, as also the drinking of His blood; 
which human senses and reason do not com- 
prehend, but as in all other articles of faith 
our reason is brought into captivity to the 
obedience of Christ, and this mystery is not 
apprehended otherwise than by faith alone, 
and revealed in the Word alone. 


VIII. 
OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST. 


From the controversy concerning the Holy 
Supper a disagreement has arisen between the 
pure theologians of the Augsburg Confession 
and the Calvinists, who also have confused 
some other theologians, concerning the person 
of Christ and the two natures in Christ and 
their properties. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAL. 
Chief Controversy in This Dissension. 


The chief question, however, has been 
whether, because of the personal union, the 
divine and human natures, as also their prop- 
erties, have realiter, that is, in deed and truth, 
a communion with one another in the person 
of Christ, and how far this communion ex- 
tends. 


The Sacramentarians have asserted that the 
divine and human natures in Christ are united 
personally in such a way that neither has 
realiter, that is, in deed and truth, in com- 
mon with the other that which is peculiar to 
either nature, but that they have in common 
nothing more than the name alone. For unio, 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 819.] s 
they plainly say, facit communia nomina, 1. €., 
the personal union makes nothing more than 
the names common, namely, that God is called 
man, and man God, yet in such a way that 
God has nothing realiter, that is, in deed 
and truth, in common with humanity, and 
humanity nothing in common with divinity, 
its majesty and properties. Dr. Luther, and 
those who held with him, have contended for 
the contrary against the Sacramentarians. 


AFFIRMATIVA. 


Pure Doctrine of the Christian Church 
concerning the Person of Christ. 


To explain this controversy, and settle it 
according to the guidance [analogy] of our 
Christian faith, our doctrine, faith, and con- 
fession is as follows: 

1. That the divine and human natures in 
Christ are personally united, so that there are 
not two Christs, one the Son of God, the other 
the Son of man, but that one and the same 
is the Son of God and Son of man, Luke 1, 35; 
Rom. 9, 5. : 

2. We believe, teach, and confess that the 
divine and human natures are not mingled 
into one substance, nor the one changed into 
the other, but that each retains its own essen- 
tial*properties, which [can] never become the 
properties of the other nature. 

3. The properties of the divine nature are: 
to be almighty, eternal, infinite, and to be, 
according to the property of its nature and 
its natural essence, of itself, everywhere pres- 
ent, to know everything, etc.; which never be- 
come properties of the human nature. 

4. The properties of the human nature are: 
to be a corporeal creature, to be flesh and 
blood, to be finite and circumscribed, to suffer, 
to die, to ascend and descend, to move from 
one place to another, to suffer hunger, thirst, 
cold, heat, and the like; which never become 
properties of the divine nature. 

5. As the two natures are united personally, 
4. €., in one person, we believe, teach, and econ- 
fess that this union is not such a copulation 
and connection that neither nature has any- 
thing in common with the other personally, 
1.€., because of the personal union, as when 
two boards are glued together, where neither 
gives anything to the other or takes anything 
from the other. But here is the highest com- 
munion, which God truly has with the [as- 
sumed] man, from which personal union, and 
the highest and ineffable communion resulting 
therefrom, there flows everything human that 
is said and believed concerning God, and 
everything divine that is said and believed 
concerning the man Christ; as the ancient 
teachers of the Church explained this union 
and communion of the natures by the illus- 
tration of iron glowing with fire, and also by 
the union of body and soul in man. ’ 

6. Hence we believe, teach, and confess that 
God is man and man is God, which could not 
be if the divine and human natures had in 
deed and truth absolutely no communion with 
one another. 
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For how could the man, the son of Mary, 
in truth be called or be God, or the Son of God 
the Most High, if His humanity were not per- 
‘sonally united with the Son of God, and He 
thus had realiter, that is, in deed and truth, 
nothing in common with Him except only the 
name of God? 

7. Hence we believe, teach, and confess that 
Mary conceived and bore not a mere man and 
no more, but the true Son of God; therefore 
she also is rightly called and truly is the 
mother of God. ' 

8. Hence we also believe, teach, and confess 
that it was not a mere man who suffered, died, 
was buried, descended to hell, arose from the 
dead, ascended into heaven, and was raised 
to the majesty and almighty power of God 
for us, but a man whose human nature has 
such a profound [close], ineffable union and 
communion with the Son of God that it is 
[has become] one person with Him. 

9. Therefore the Son of God truly suffered 
for us, however, according to the property of 
the human nature which He assumed into the 
unity of His divine person and made His own, 
so that He might be able to suffer and be our 
High Priest for our reconciliation with God, 
as it is written 1 Cor.2,8: They have cruci- 
fied the Lord of glory. And Acts 20,28: We 
are purchased with God’s blood. 

10. Hence we believe, teach, and confess that 
the Son of Man is realiter, that is, in deed and 
truth, exalted according to His human nature 
to the right hand of the almighty majesty and 
power of God, because He [that man] was 
assumed into God when He was eonceived of 
the Holy Ghost in His mother’s womb, and 
His human nature was personally united with 
the Son of the Highest. 

ll. This majesty He [Christ] always had 
according to the personal union, and yet He 
abstained from it in the state of His humilia- 
tion, and on this account truly increased in all 
wisdom and favor with God and men; _there- 
fore He exercised this majesty, not always, 
but when [as often as] it pleased Him, until 
after His resurrection He entirely laid aside 
the form of a servant, but not the [human] 
nature, and was established in the full use, 
manifestation, and declaration of the divine 
majesty, and thus entered into His glory, 
Phil. 2, 6 ff., so that now not only as God, but 
also as man He knows all things, can do all 
things, is present-with all creatures, and has 
under His feet and in His hands everything 
that is in heaven and on earth and under the 
earth, as He Himself testifies Matt. 28, 18; 


John 13,3: All power is given unto Me in 
heaven and in earth. And St. Paul says 
Eph. 4, 10: He ascended up far above all 


heavens, that He might fill all things. And 
this His power, He, being present, can exer- 
cise everywhere, and to Him everything is pos- 
sible and everything is known. 

12. Hence He also is able and it is very easy 
for Him to impart, as one who is present, His 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 823.] 
true body and blood in the Holy Supper, not 
according to the mode or property of the 
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human nature, but according to the mode 
and property of the right hand of God, as 
Dr. Luther says in accordance with our Chris- 
tian faith for children, which presence [of 
Christ in the Holy Supper] is not [physical 
or] earthly, nor Capernaitic; nevertheless it 
is true and substantial, as the words of His 
testament read: This is, is, is My body, ete. 

By this our doctrine, faith, and confession 
the person of Christ is not divided, as it was 
by Nestorius, who denied the communicatio 
idiomatum, that is, the true communion of 
the properties of both natures in Christ, and 
thus divided the person, as Luther has ex- 
plained in his book Ooncerning Councils. 
Neither are the natures together with their 
properties confounded with one another [or 
mingled] into one essence (as Eutyches erred) ; 
nor is the human nature in the person of 
Christ denied or annihilated; nor is either 
nature changed into the other; but Christ is 
and remains to all eternity God and man in 
one undivided person, which, next to the Holy 
Trinity, is, as the Apostle testifies, 1 Tim. 
3, 16, the highest mystery, upon which our 
only consolation, life, and salvation depends. 


NEGATIVA. 


Contrary False Doctrine concerning the 
Person of Christ. 


Accordingly, we reject and condemn as con- 
trary to God’s Word and our simple [pure] 
Christian faith all the following erroneous 
articles, when it is taught: 

1. That God and man in Christ are not one 
person, but that the Son of God is one, and 
the Son of Man another, as Nestorius raved. 


2. That the divine and human natures have 
been mingled with one another into one es- 
sence, and the human nature has been changed 
into the Deity, as Eutyches fanatically as- 
serted. 

3. That Christ is not true, natural, and 
eternal God, as Arius held [blasphemed]. 

4. That Christ did not have a true human 
nature [consisting] of body and soul, as Mar- 
cion imagined. 

5. Quod unio personalis faciat tantum com- 
muna nomina, that is, that the personal 
union renders only the names and titles com- 
mon. 

6. That it is only phrasis et modus lo- 
quendi, that is, a phrase and mode of speak- 
ing, when it is said: God is man, man is 
God; since Divinity, as they say, has realiter, 
that is, in deed [and truth], nothing in com- 
mon with the humanity, nor the humanity 
with the Deity. 

7. That there is merely communicatio [idio- 
matum] verbalis [without reality], that is, 
that it is nothing but words when it is said 
the Son of God died for the sins of the world; 
the Son of Man has become almighty. 

8. That the human nature in Christ has be- 
come an infinite essence in the same manner 
as the Divinity, and that it is everywhere 
present in the same manner as the divine 


228 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 825.] 
nature because of this essential power and 
property, communicated to, and poured out 
into, the human nature and separated from 
God. 

9. That the human nature has become equal 
to and like the divine nature in its substance 
and essence, or in its essential properties. 

10. That the human nature of Christ is 
locally extended to all places of heaven and 
earth, which should not be ascribed even to 
the divine nature. 

1l. That because of the property of the 
human nature it is impossible for Christ to 
be able to be at the same time in more than 
one place, much less everywhere, with His 
body. 

12. That.only the mere humanity has suf- 
fered for us and redeemed us, and that the 
Son of God in the suffering had actually no 
communion with the humanity, as though it 
did not concern Him. 

13. That Christ is present with us on earth 
in the Word, the Sacraments, and in all our 
troubles, only according to His divinity, and 
that this presence does not at all pertain to 
His human nature, according to which also, 
as they say, He, after having redeemed us by 
His suffering and death, has nothing to do 
with us any longer upon earth. ~ 

14. That the Son of God who assumed thé 
human nature, after He has laid aside the 
form of a servant, does not perform all the 
works of His omnipotence in, through, and 
with His human nature, but only some, and 
only in the place where His human nature is 
locally. 

15. That according to His human nature 
He is not at all capable of omnipotence and 
other attributes of the divine nature, against 
the express declaration of Christ, Matt. 28, 18: 
All power is gwen unto Me in heaven and in 
earth, and of St. Paul, Col. 2,9: In Him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. 

16. That to Him [to Christ according to His 
humanity] greater power is given in heaven 
and upon earth, namely, greater and more 
than to all angels and other creatures, but 
that He has no communion with the omnipo- 
tence of Ged, nor that this has been given Him. 
Hence they devise mediam potentiam, that is, 
a power between the almighty power of God 
and the power of other creatures given to 
Christ according to His humanity by the ex- 
altation, such as would be less than God’s 
almighty power and greater than that of other 
creatures. 

17. That Christ according to His human 
mind has a certain limit as to how much He 
is to know, and that He knows no more than 
is becoming and needful for Him to know for 


‘[the execution of] His office as Judge. 


18. That Christ does not yet have a perfect 
knowledge of God and all His works; of whom 
nevertheless it is written Col. 2,3: In whom 
are hid all the treasures of wisdom and 
knowledge. 

19. That it is impossible for Christ accord- 
ing to His human mind to know what has been 
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from eternity, what at present is occurring 
everywhere, and what will be in eternity. 


20. When it is taught, and the passage 
Matt. 28, 18: All power is given unto Me, etc., 
is thus interpreted and blasphemously per- 
verted, namely, that all power in heaven and 
on earth was restored, that is, delivered again 
to Christ according to the divine nature, at 
the resurrection and His ascension to heaven, 
as though He had also according to His 
divinity laid this aside and abandoned it in 
His state of humiliation. By this doctrine 
not only the words of the testament of Christ 
are perverted, but also the way is prepared 
for the accursed Arian heresy, so that finally 
the eternal deity of Christ is denied, and thus 
Christ, and with Him our salvation, are en- 


% tirely lost if this false doctrine were not firmly 


contradicted from the immovable foundation 
of the divine Word and our simple Christian 
[catholic] faith. 


IX. 
OF THE DESCENT OF CHRIST TO HELL. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


Chief Controversy concerning This 
Article. 


It has also been disputed among-some theo- 
logians who have subscribed to the Augsburg 
Confession concerning this article: When and 
in what manner the Lord Christ, according 
to our simple Christian faith, descended to 
hell: whether this was done before or after 
His death; also, whether it occurred accord- 
ing to the soul alone, or according to the 
divinity alone, or with body and soul, spirit- 
ually or bodily; also, whether this article be- 
longs to the passion or to the glorious victory 
and.triumph of Christ. 

But since this article, as also the preceding, 
cannot be comprehended by the senses or by 
our reason, but must be grasped by faith alone, 
it is our unanimous opinion that there should 
be no disputation concerning it, but that it 
should be believed and taught only in the 
simplest manner; according as Dr. Luther, 
of blessed memory, in his sermon at Torgau 
in the year 1533 has explained this article in 
an altogether Christian manner, separated 
from it all useless, unnecessary questions, and 
admonished all godly Christians to Christian 
simplicity of faith. 

For it is sufficient that we know that Christ 
descended into hell, destroyed hell for all be- 
lievers, and delivered them from the power 
of death and of the devil, from eternal con- 
demnation and the jaws of hell. But how this 
occurred we should [not curiously investigate, 
but] reserve until the other world, where not 
only this point [mystery], but also still others 
will be revealed, which we here simply believe, 
and cannot comprehend with our blind reason. 


’ v 
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Which are [Commonly] Called Adiaphora 
or Matters of Indifference, 


Concerning ceremonies or Church rites which 
are neither commanded nor forbidden in God's 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAL. 
Chief Controversy concerning This 
Artic 


The chief question, however, has been, 
whether, in time of persecution and in case 
of confession, even if the enemica of the Gow 

have not reached an agreement with us 
doctrine, some abrogated ceremonies, which 
in themecives are matters of indifference and 
are neither commanded nor forbidden by God, 
may nevertheless, upon the pressure and de- 
mand of the adverearicg, be reestablished with- 
out violence to conscience, and we may thus 
[rightly] have conformity with them in such 
eremonies and atiaphora, To this the one 
tide has #aid Yes, the other, Nay. 


A¥YIEMATIVA. 


The Correct and True Doctrine and Con- 
tession concerning This Article. 


l. Yor scAtling also this controversy we 
unanimously believe, teach, and confess that 
the cremonice or church rites which are 
neither commanded nor forbidden in God’s 
Word, but have been instituted alone for the 
gake of propricty and good order, are in and 
of themselves no divine worship, nor even a 
part of it. Matt.15,9: In vain they do vor- 
ship We, teaching for doctrines the command 
wna of mon, 

2. We believe, teach, and confess that the 
emgregation of God of every place and every 
time has the power, according to ite cireum- 
stances, to Change such ceremonics in euch 
Mmanner a4 may be most useful and edifying 
to the congregation of God. 

3. Nevertheless, that herein all frivolity and 
Offense should be arcided, and especial care 
should be taken to exercise forbearance 
towards the weak in faith. 1 Cor. 8, 9; 
Rom. 14, 12. 

4. We believe, teach, and confess that in 
time of persecution, when 2 plain [and stead- 
fast] conficesion ie required of us, we should 
not yield to the enemies in regard to such 
adiaphora, as the apostle has written Gal. 5,1: 
Btamnd fast, therefore, in the liberty wherewith 
Chrizt hath made us free, and be not entangled 
agum im the yoke of bondage. Also 2 Cor. 
6,14: Be ye not unequally yoked together 
with unbeliovere, Ae. Por what concord hath 
light with darknzez? Also Gal. 2,5: To whom 


,- 
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we lace, no, not for om hous, that the 
tribe of the Coop misht remele sith you. 


plainly confess and enuffer on that account 
what God sends, and what He allows the ene 
mica of His Word to inflict upon us. 

5, We believe, teach, and confess aldo that 
no Church should condeman another because 


use of the holy Sacraments, according to the 
whliknown vying: Disesonontia 

disvolint comarmamntionm , Disagreement in 
fasting doce not destroy agreement in faith. 


NEGATIVA. 
Valse Doctrine concerning This Article. 


Awordingly, we rejet and emdemn as 
wrong and contrary to God’s Word when it 
is taught: 

1. That human ordinances and institutions 
in the church should be regarded as in them- 
selves 4 divine worship or part of it. 


2 When euch ceremonics, ordinances, and 
institutions are violently forced upon the eon- 
gregation of God a¢ necessary, contrary to ite 
Christian liberty which it has in external, 
things. 

3. Also, that in time of persecution and 
public confession (when a clear confession is 
required] we may yield to the enemies of the 
Gospel in euch adiaphora and ceremonies, or 
may come to an agreement with them (which 
causes injury to the truth). 


4. Also, when these external ceremonies and 
atiaphora are abrogated in such a manner as 
though it were not free to the congregation 
of God to employ one or more [thie or that] 
in Christian liberty, according to its circum- 
stances, 2¢ may be most useful at any time 
te the Church [for edification]. 


xi. 


OF GOD’S ETERNAL FOREKNOWLEDGE 
[PREDESTIVATION] AND ELECTION. 


Concerning this article no public dissension 
has oceurred among the theologians of the 
Augsburg Confession. But since it is a con- 
solatory article, if treated properly, and lest 
offensive disputations concerning the same be 
institutei in the future, it is also explained in 
this writing. 


Pr - 
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; AFFIRMATIVA. 


The Pure and True Doctrine concerning . 
This Article. 


1. To begin with [First of all], the distine- 
tion between praescientia et praedestinatio, 
that is, between God’s foreknowledge and His 
eternal election, ought to be ‘accurately ob- 
served. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 833.] 

2. For the foreknowledge of God is nothing 
else than that God knows all things before 
they happen, as it is written Dan. 2,28: There 
is a God in heaven that revealeth secrets and 
maketh known to the king Nebuchadnezzar 
what shall be in the latter days. 

3. This foreknowledge extends alike over the 
godly and the wicked, but it is not the cause 
of evil, neither of sin, namely, of doing what 
is wrong (which originally arises from the® 
devil and the wicked, perverse will of man), 
nor of their ruin [that men perish], for which 
they themselves are responsible [which they 
must ascribe to themselves]; but it only 
regulates it, and fixes a limit to it [how far it 
should progress and] how long it should last, 
and all this to the end that it should serve 
His elect for their salvation, notwithstanding 
that it is evil in itself. 

4, The predestination or eternal election of 
God, however, extends only over the godly, be> 
loved children of God, being a cause of their 
salvation, which He also provides, as well as 
disposes what belongs thereto. Upon this 
[predestination of God] our salvation is 
founded so firmly that the gates of hell can- 
not overcome it. John 10, 28; Matt. 16, 18. 

5. This [predestination of God] is not to be 
investigated in the secret counsel of God, but 
to be sought in the Word of God, where it is 
also revealed. 

6. But the Word of God leads us to Christ, 
who is the Book of Life, in whom all are 
written and elected that are to be saved in 
eternity, as it is written Eph. 1,4: He hath 
chosen us in Him [Christ] before the founda- 
tion of the world. 

7. This Christ calls to Himself all sinners 
and promises them rest, and He is in earnest 
[seriously wills] that all men should come to 
Him and suffer themselves to be helped, to 
whom He offers Himself in His Word, and 
wishes them to hear it and not to stop their 
ears or [neglect and] despise the Word. More- 
over, He promises the power and working of 
the Holy Ghost, and divine assistance for per- 
severance and eternal salvation [that we may 
remain steadfast in the faith and attain eter- 
nal salvation]. 

8. Therefore we should judge concerning this 
our election to eternal life neither from reason 
nor from the Law of God, which lead us either 
into a reckless, dissolute, Epicurean life or 
into despair, and excite pernicious thoughts 
in the hearts of men, for they cannot, as long 
as they follow their reason, successfully re- 
frain from thinking: If God has elected me to 
salvation, I cannot be condemned, no matter 
what I do; and again: If I am not elected 
to eternal life, it is of no avail what good 
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I do; it is all [all my efforts are] in vain 
anyway. : 

9. But it [the true judgment. concerning 
predestination] must be learned alone from 
the holy Gospel concerning Christ; in which 
it is clearly testified that God hath concluded 
them all in unbelief, that He might have 
mercy upon all, and that He is not willing 
that any should perish, but that all should 
come to repentance and believe in the Lord 
Christ. Rom. 11, 32; Ezek. 18, 23; 33, 113 
2, Pet. 3, 93° L John 2; 2: 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 835.] 

10. Whoever, now, is thus concerned about 
the revealed will of God, and proceeds accord- 
ing to the order which St. Paul has observed 
in the Epistle to the Romans, who first directs 
men to repentance, to knowledge of sins, to 
faith in Christ, to divine obedience, before he 
speaks of the mystery of the eternal election 
of God, to him this doctrine [concerning God’s 
predestination] is useful and consolatory. 

11. However, that many are called and few 
chosen, Matt. 22,14, does not mean that God 
is not willing to save everybody; but the, 
reason is that they either do not at all hear 
God’s Word, but wilfully despise it, stop their 
ears and harden their hearts, and in this man- 
ner foreclose the ordinary way to the Holy 
Ghost, so that He cannot perform His work 
in them, or, when they have heard it, make 
light of it again and do not heed it, for which 
{that they perish] not God or His election, 
but their wickedness, is responsible. [2 Pet. 
2, 1 ff.; (Luke 11, 49: 52; Heb 225254. ] 

12. Thus far a Christian should occupy him- 
self [in meditation] with the article concern- 
ing the eternal election of God, as it has been 
revealed in God’s Word, which presents to us 
Christ as the Book of Life, which He opens 
and reveals to us by the preaching of the holy 
Gospel, as it is written Rom. 8,30: Whom He 
did predestinate, them He also called. In 
Him we are to seek the eternal election of the 
Father, who has determined in His eternal 
divine counsel that He would save no one ex- 
cept those who know His Son Christ and truly 
believe on Him. Other thoughts are to be 
[entirely] banished [from the minds of the 
godly], as they proceed not from God, but 
from the suggestion of the Evil Foe, whereby 
he attempts to weaken or entirely to remove 
from us the glorious consolation which we 
have in this salutary doctrine, namely, that 
we know [assuredly] that out of pure grace, 
without any merit of our own, we have been 
elected in Christ to eternal life, and that no 
one can pluck us out of His hand; as He has 
not only promised this gracious election with 
mere words, but has also certified it with an 
oath and sealed it with the holy Sacraments, 
which we can [ought to] call to mind in our 
most severe temptations, and take comfort in 
them, and therewith quench the fiery darts of 
the devil. 

13. Besides, we should use the greatest dili- 
gence to live according to the will of God, 
and, as St. Peter admonishes, 2 Ep. 1, 10, make 
our calling sure, and especially adhere to [not 
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recede a finger’s breadth from] the revealed 
Word; that can and will not fail us. 

14. By this brief explanation of the eternal 
election of God His glory is entirely and fully 
given to God, that out of pure mercy alone, 
without all merit of ours, He saves us accord- 
ing to the purpose of His will; besides, also, 
no cause is given any one for despondency or 
a vulgar, wild life [no opportunity is afforded 
either for those more severe agitations of 
mind and faint-heartedness or for Epicure- 
anism]. ‘ 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 837.] 
ANTITHESIS or NEGATIVA. 
False Doctrine concerning This Article. 


Accordingly, we believe and hold: When 
any teach the doctrine concerning the gracious 
election of God to eternal life in such a man- 
ner that troubled Christians cannot comfort 
themselves therewith, but are thereby led to 
despondency or despair, or the impenitent are 
strengthened in their wantonness, that such 
doctrine is treated [wickedly and erroneously] 
not according to the Word and will of God, 
but according to reason and the instigation of 
the cursed Satan. For, as the apostle testifies, 
Rom. 15, 4, whatsoever things were written 


aforetime were written for owr learning, that - 


we, through patience and comfort of the Scrip- 
tures, might have hope. Therefore we reject 
the following errors: 

1. As when it is taught that God is un- 
willing that all men repent and believe the 
Gospel. 

2. Also, that when God calls us to Himself, 
He is not in earnest that all men should come 
to Him. 

3. Also, that God is unwilling that every 
one should be saved, but that some, without 
regard to their sins, from the mere counsel, 
purpose, and will of God, are ordained to con- 
demnation so that they cannot be saved. 

4. Also, that not only the mercy of God 
and the most holy merit of Christ, but also 
in us there is a cause of God’s election, on ac- 
count of which God has elected us to ever- 
lasting life. 

All these are blasphemous and dreadful er- 
roneous doctrines, whereby all the comfort 
which they have in the holy Gospel and the 
use of the holy Sacraments is taken from 
Christians, and therefore should not be toler- 
ated in the Church of God. 


This is the brief and simple explanation of 
the controverted articles, which for a time 
have been debated and taught controversially 
among the theologians of the Augsburg Con- 
fession. Hence every simple Christian, accord- 
ing to the guidance of God’s Word and his 
simple Catechism, can perceive what is right 
or wrong, since not only the pure doctrine has 
been stated, but also the erroneous contrary 
doctrine has been repudiated and rejected, and 
thus the offensive divisions that have occurred 
are thoroughly settled [and decided]. 

May Almighty God and the Father of our 
Lord Jesus grant the grace of His Holy Ghost 
that we all may be one in Him, and constantly 
abide in this Christian unity, which is well 
pleasing to Him! Amen. 


a 
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ia (XII. ) 


OF OTHER FACTIONS [HERESIES] AND 
SECTS, 


Which Never Embraced the Augsburg 
Confession. 


In order that such [heresies and sects] may 
not silently be ascribed to us, because, in the 
preceding explanation, we have made no men- 
tion of them, we intend at the end [of this 
writing] simply to enumerate the mere arti- 
eles wherein they [the heretics of our time] 
err and teach contrary to our Christian faith 
and confession to which we have often re- 
ferred. 


Erroneous Articles of the Anabaptists. 


The Anabaptists are divided among them- 
selves into many factions, as one contends for 
more, another for less errors}, however, they 
all in common propound [profess] such doc- 
trine as is to be tolerated or allowed neither 
in the Church, nor in the commonwealth and 
secular government, nor in domestic life. 


Articles that Cannot be Tolerated in the 
Church. 


1. That Christ did not assume His body and 
blood from the Virgin Mary, but brought them 
with Him from heaven. 

2. That Christ is not true God, but only [is 
superior to other saints, because He] has more 
gifts of the Holy Ghost than any other holy 
man. 

3. That our righteousness before God con- 
sists not in the sole merit of Christ alone, but 
in renewal, and hence in our own godliness 
[uprightness] in which we walk. This is 
based in great part upon one’s own special, 
self-chosen [and humanly devised] spiritu- 
ality [holiness], and in fact is nothing else 
than a new sort of monkery. 

4, That children who are not baptized are 
not sinners before God, but righteous and in- 
nocent, who in their innocency, because they 
have not yet attained their reason [the use of 
reason], are saved without Baptism (which, 
according to their assertion, they do not need). 
Therefore they reject the entire doctrine con- 
cerning original sin and what belongs to it. 

5. That children are not to be baptized 
until they have attained their reason [the use 
of reason], and can themselves confess their 
faith. 

6. That the children of Christians, because 
they have been born of Christian and beliey- 
ing parents, are holy and children of God even 
without and before Baptism; and for this 
reason they neither attach much importance 
to the baptism of children nor encourage it, 
contrary to the express words of God’s promise 
which pertains only to those who keep His 
covenant and do not despise it. Gen. 17,7 ff. 

7. That that is no true Christian congrega- 
tion [church] in which sinners are still found. 

8. That no sermon is to be heard nor at- 
tended in those churches in which formerly 
papal masses have been celebrated and said. 
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9. That one [a godly man] must not have 
anything to do with those ministers of the 
Church who preach the Gospel according to 
the Augsburg Confession, and rebuke the ser- 
mons and errors of the Anabaptists; also, 
that he is neither to serve nor in any way 
- to labor for them, but to flee from and shun 
them as perverters of God’s Word. 


Articles that Oannot be Toterated in the 
Government. 


1. That under the New Testament the magis- 
tracy is not an estate pleasing to God. 

2. That a Christian cannot with a good, in- 
violate conscience hold or discharge the office 
of magistrate. ) 

3. That a Christian cannot without injury 
to conscience use the office of the magistracy, 
against the wicked in matters as they occur 
{matters so requiring], nor that subjects may 
invoke for their protection and defense the 
power which the magistrates possess and have 
received from God. 

4. That a Christian cannot with a good con- 
science take an oath, nor with an oath do 
homage [promise fidelity] to the hereditary 
prince of his country or sovereign. 

5. That under the New Testament magis- 
trates cannot, without injury to conscience, 
inflict capital punishment upon malefactors. 


Articles that Cannot be Tolerated in 
Domestic Life. 


ry 

1. That a Christian cannot with a good con- 
science hold or possess property, but is in duty 
bound to devote it to the common treasury. 

2. That a Christian cannot with a good con- 
science be an innkeeper, merchant, or cutler 
[maker of arms]. 

3. That the married may be divorced on 
account of [diverse] faith, and the one may 
abandon the other and be married to another 
person who is of his faith. 


Erroneous Articles of the Schwenk- 
feldians. 


1. That all those have no true knowledge 
of Christ as reigning King of heaven who 
regard Christ according to the flesh as a 
creature. 

2. That the flesh of Christ by His exaltation 
has assumed all divine properties in such a 
manner that Christ as man is in might, power, 
majesty, and glory altogether, as regards de- 
gree and position of essence, equal to the 
Father and to the Word, so that now there 
is only one essence, property, will, and glory 
of both natures in Christ, and that the flesh 
of Christ belongs to the essence of the Holy 
Trinity. 

3. That the ministry of the Church [min- 
istry of the Word], the Word preached and 
heard, is not a means whereby God the Holy 
Ghost teaches men, and works in them the 
saving knowledge of Christ, conversion, re- 
pentance, faith, and new obedience. 
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4. That the water of Baptism is not a means 
whereby God the Lord seals the adoption of 
sons and works regeneration. 
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5. That bread and wine in the Holy Supper 
are not means through and by which Christ 
distributes His body and blood. 

6. That a Christian who is truly regenerated 
by God’s Spirit can perfectly observe and ful- 
fil the Law of God in this life. 

7. That it is not a true Christian congre- 
gation [church] in which no public excom- 
munication [some formal mode of excommuni- 
cation] or no regular process of the ban [as 
it is commonly called] is observed. 

8. That the minister of the church who is 
not on his part truly renewed, regenerate, 
righteous, and godly cannot teach other men 
with profit or distribute genuine, true Sacra- 
ments. 


Error of the New Arians. 


| 
That Christ is not true, essential, natural 

God, of one eternal, divine essence with God 
the Father and the Holy Ghost, but is only 
adorned with divine majesty inferior to and 
alongside of God the Father [is so adorned 
with divine majesty, with the Father, that He 
is inferior to the Father]. 


. Error of the Anti-Trinitarians. 


This is an entirely new sect, not heard of 
before in Christendom, [composed of those] 
who believe, teach, and confess that there is 
not one only, eternal, divine essence of the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, but as God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost are three dis- 
tinct persons, so each person has its essence 
distinct and separate from the other persons of 
the Godhead; and that nevertheless they are 
either [some think] all three of equal power, 
wisdom, majesty, and glory, just as otherwise 
three men are distinct and separate from one 
another in their essence, or [others think that 
these three persons and essences are] unequal 
with one another in essence and properties, 
so that the Father alone is properly and 
truly God. 

These and similar articles, one and all, with 
whatever other errors depend upon and fol- 
low from them, we reject and condemn as 
wrong, false, heretical, contrary to the Word 
of God, the three Creeds, the Augsburg Con- 
fession and Apology, the Smalcald Articles, 
and Luther’s Catechisms, against which all 
godly Christians of both high and low station 
are to be on their guard as they love the wel- 
fare and salvation of their souls. 

That this is the doctrine, faith, and con- 
fession of us all, for which we will answer at 
the last day before the just Judge, our Lord 
Jesus Christ, and will neither secretly nor 
publicly speak or write anything against it, 
but that we intend by the grace of God to 
persevere therein, we have after mature delib- 
ee testified, in the true fear of God and 
invocation of His name, by signing wi 
own hands [this Hinitomet. eee 


Thorough Declaration. 


When, by the special grace and mercy of the 
Almighty, the doctrine concerning the chief 
articles of our Christian religion (which under 
the Papacy had been horribly obscured by 
human teachings and ordinances) had been 
explained and purified again from [in accord- 
ance with the direction and analogy of] God’s 
Word by Dr. Luther, of blessed and holy 
memory, and the papistic errors, abuses, and 
idolatries had been rebuked; and this pure 
reformation was nevertheless regarded by its 
opponents as [introducing] a new doctrine 
and was violently (though without founda- 
tion) charged with being entirely contrary to 
God’s Word and the Christian ordinances, and, 
in addition, was loaded with [almost endless] 
unsupportable calumnies and accusations, the 
Christian [the most illustrious and in re- 
ligious piety most prominent] Electors and 
Princes, and the Estates [of the Empire] 
which at that time had embraced the pure 
doctrine of the Holy Gospel and had their 
churches reformed in a Christian manner ac- 
cording to God’s Word, had a Christian Con- 
fession prepared from God’s Word at the great 
Diet of Augsburg in the year 1530 and deliv- 
ered it to the Emperor Charles V. In this 
they clearly and plainly made their Christian 
confession as to what was being held and 
taught in the Christian evangelical churches 
concerning the chief articles, especially those 
in controversy between them and the Papists; 
and although this Confession was received 
with disfavor by their opponents, still, thank 
God, it remains to this day unrefuted and un- 
overthrown. 

To this Christian [pious] Augsburg Confes- 
sion, so thoroughly grounded in God’s Word, 
we herewith pledge ourselves again [publicly 
and solemnly] from our inmost hearts; we 
abide by its simple, clear, and unadulterated 
meaning as the words convey it, and regard 
the said Confession as a pure Christian sym- 
bol, with which at the present time true 
Christians ought to be found next to [which 
pious hearts ought to receive next to the 
matchless authority of] God’s Word; just as 
in former times concerning certain great con- 
troversies that had arisen in the Church of 
God, symbols and confessions were proposed, 
to which the pure teachers and hearers at 
that time pledged themselves with heart and 
mouth. We intend also, by the grace of the 
Almighty, faithfully to abide until our end 
by [the doctrine of] this Christian Confes- 
sion, mentioned several times, as it was de- 
livered in the year 1530 to the Emperor 
Charles V; and it is our purpose, neither in 
this nor in any other writing, to recede in the 
least from that oft-cited Confession, nor to 
propose another or new confession. 

Now, although the Christian doctrine of 
this Confession has in great part remained 
unchallenged (save what has been done by the 


Papists), yet it cannot be denied that some 
theologians have departed from some great 
[principal] and important articles of the said 
Confession, and either have not attained to 
their true meaning, or at any rate have not 
continued steadfastly therein, and occasionally 
[some] have even undertaken to attach to it 
a foreign meaning, while at the same time 
they wished to be regarded as adherents of 
[they professed to embrace] the Augsburg 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 849. ] 
Confession, and to avail themselves and make 
their boast of it [for a pretext]. From this, 
grievous and injurious dissensions have arisen 
in the pure evangelical churches; just as even 
during the lives of the holy apostles among 
those who wished to be called Christians, and 
boasted of. Christ’s doctrine, horrible errors 
arose likewise. For some sought to be justi- 
fied and saved by the works of the Law, 
Acts 15, 1—29, others denied the resurrection 
of the dead, 1 Cor. 15, 12, and still others did 
not believe that Christ was true and eternal 
God. Against these the holy apostles had to 
inveigh strenuously in their sermons and 
writings, although [they were well aware 
that] also at that time such fundamental 
errors and severe controversies could not oc- 
cur without offense both to unbelievers and 
to those weak in the faith. In a similar man- 
ner at present our opponents, the Papists, re- 
joice' at the dissensions that have arisen 
among us, in the unchristian and vain hope 
that these discords might finally cause the 
suppression of the pure doctrine, while those 
who are weak in faith are [greatly] offended 
[and disturbed], and some of them doubt 
whether, amid such dissensions, the pure doc- 
trine is with us, and others do not know with 
whom to side with respect to the articles in 
controversy. For the controversies which 
have occurred are not, as some would regard 
them, mere misunderstandings or disputes 
concerning words [as are apt to occur], one 
side not having sufficiently grasped the mean- 
ing of the other, and the difficulty lying 
thus in a few words which are not of great 
moment; but here the subjects of controversy 
are important and great, and of such a nature 
that the opinion of the party in error cannot 
be tolerated in the Church of God, much less 
be excused or defended. 


Necessity, therefore, requires us to explain 
these controverted articles according to God’s 
Word and approved writings, so that every 
one who has Christian understanding can 
notice which opinion concerning the matters 
in controversy accords with God’s Word and 
the Christian Augsburg Confession, and which 
does not. And sincere Christians who have 
the truth at heart may guard and protect 
themselves against [flee and avoid] the errors 
and corruptions that have arisen. 
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OF THE COMPREHENSIVE SUMMARY, 
FOUNDATION, RULE, AND STANDARD 


Whereby All Dogmas should be Judged 

according to God’s Word, and the Con- 

troversies that have Occurred should be 

Explained and Decided in a Christian 
Manner. 


Since for thorough, permanent unity in the 
Church it is, above all things, necessary that 
we have a comprehensive, unanimously ap- 
proved summary and form wherein is brought 
together from God’s Word the common doc- 
trine, reduced to a brief compass, which the 
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churches that are of the true Christian re- 
ligion confess, just as the ancient Church 
always had for this use its fixed symbols; 
moreover, since this [comprehensive form of 
doctrine] should not be based on private writ- 
ings, but on such books as have been com- 
posed, approved, and received in the name of 
the churches which pledge themselves to one 
doctrine and religion, we have declared to one 
another with heart and mouth that we will 
not make or receive a separate or new con- 
fession of our faith, but confess the public 
common writings which always and every- 
where were held and used as such symbols or 
common confessions in all the churches of the 
Augsburg Confession before the dissensions 
arose among those who accept the Augsburg 
Confession, and as long asin all articles there 
was on all sides a unanimous adherence to 
[and maintenance and use of] the pure doc- 
trine of the divine Word, as the sainted 
Dr. Luther explained it. 

l. First [, then, we receive and embrace 
with our whole heart] the Prophetic and 
Apostolic Scriptures of the Old and New 
Testaments as the pure, clear fountain of 
Israel, which is the only true standard by 
which all teachers and doctrines are to be 
judged. 

2. And since of old the true Christian doc- 
trine, in a pure, sound sense, was collected 
from God’s Word into brief articles or chap- 
ters against the corruption of heretics, we 
confess, in the second place, the three Heu- 
menical Oreeds, namely, the Apostles’, the 
Nicene, and the Athanasian, as glorious con- 
fessions of the faith, brief, devout, and founded 
upon God’s Word, in which all the heresies 
which at that time had arisen in the Chris- 
tian Church are clearly and unanswerably re- 
futed. 

3. In the third place, since in these last 
times God, out of especial grace, has brought 
the truth of His Word to light again from 
the darkness of the Papacy through the faith- 
ful service of the precious man of God, 
Dr. Luther, and since this doctrine has been 
collected from, and according to, God’s Word 
into the articles and chapters of the Augs- 
burg Confession against the corruptions of 
the Papacy and also of other sects, we confess 
also the First, Unaltered Augsburg Confes- 
sion as our symbol for this time, not because 
it was composed by our theologians, but be- 


Formula of Concord. Thorough Declaration. Comprehensive Summary. 


cause it has been taken from God’s Word and 
is founded firmly and well therein, precisely 
in the form in which it was committed to 
writing in the year 1530, and presented to 
the Emperor Charles V at Augsburg by some 
Christian Electors, Princes, and Estates of the 
Roman Empire as a common confession of 
the reformed churches, whereby our reformed 
churches are distinguished from the Papists 
and other repudiated and condemned sects and 
heresies, after the custom and usage of the 
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early Church, whereby succeeding councils, 
Christian bishops and teachers appealed to 
the Nicene Creed, and confessed it [publicly 
declared that they embraced it]. 


4. In the fourth place, as regards the proper 
and true sense of the oft-quoted Augsburg 
Confession, an extensive Apology was com- 
posed and published in print in 1531, after 
the presentation of the Confession, in order 
that we might explain ourselves at greater 
length and guard against the [slanders of 
the] Papists, and that condemned errors 
might not steal into the Church of God under 
the name of the Augsburg Confession, or dare 
to seek cover under the same. We unani- 
mously confess this also, because not only is 
the said Augsburg Confession explained as 


-muth as is necessary and guarded [against 


the slanders of the adversaries], but also 
proven [confirmed] by clear, irrefutable testi- 
monies of Holy Scripture. 


5. In the fifth place, we also confess the 
Articles composed, approved, and received at 
Smalcald in the large assembly of theologians, 
in the year 1537, as they were first framed 
and printed in order to be delivered in the 
council at Mantua, or wherever it would be 
held, in the name of the Estates, Electors, 
and Princes, as an explanation of the above- 
mentioned Augsburg Confession, wherein by 
God’s grace they were resolved to abide. In 
them the doctrine of the Augsburg Confession 
is repeated, and some articles are explained 
at greater length from God’s Word, and, be- 
sides, the cause and grounds are indicated, 
as far as necessary, why we have abandoned 
the papistical errors and idolatries, and can 
have no fellowship with them, and also why. 
we know, and can think of, no way for coming 
- any agreement with the Pope concerning 
them. 


6. And now, in the sixth place, because these 
highly important matters [the business of re- 
ligion] concern also the common people and 
laymen [as they are called], who, inasmuch 
as they are Christians, must for their salva- 
tion distinguish between pure and false doc- 
trine, we confess also the Small and the Large 
Catechisms of Dr. Luther, as they were writ- 
ten by him and incorporated in his works, be- . 
cause they have been unanimously approved | 
and received by all churches adhering to the 
Augsburg Confession, and have been publicly 
used in churches, schools, and in [private] 
houses, and, moreover, because the Christian 
doctrine from God’s Word is comprised in 
them in the most correct and simple way, 
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and, in like manner, is explained, as far as 
necessary [for simple laymen]. 

In the pure churches and schools these 
public common writings have been always re- 
garded as the sum and model of the doctrine 
which Dr. Luther, of blessed memory, has ad- 
mirably deduced from God’s Word, and firmly 
established against the Papacy and other 
sects; and to his full explanations in his doc- 
trinal and polemical writings we wish to ap- 
peal, in the manner and as far as Dr. Luther 
himself in the Latin preface to his published 
works has given necessary and Christian ad- 
monition concerning his writings, and has ex- 
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pressly drawn this distinction, namely, that 
the Word of God alone should be and remain 
the only standard and rule of doctrine, to 
which the writings of no man should be re- 
garded as equal, but to which everything 
should be subjected. 

But [this is not to be understood as if] 
hereby other good, useful, pure books, expo- 
sitions of the Holy Scriptures, refutations of 
errors, explanations of doctrinal articles, are 
not rejected; for as far as they are consistent 
with the above-mentioned type of doctrine, 
these are regarded as useful expositions and 
explanations, and can be used with advantage. 
But what has thus far been, said concerning 
the summary of our Christian doctrine is in- 
tended to mean only this, that we should have 
a unanimously accepted, definite, common 
form of doctrine, which all our evangelical 
churches together and in common confess, 
from and according to which, because it has 
been derived from God’s Word, all other writ- 
ings should be judged and adjusted as to how 
far they are to be approved and accepted. 

For that we embodied the above-mentioned 
writings, namely, the Augsburg Confession, 
Apology, Smalcald Articles, Lwuther’s Large 
and Small Catechisms, in the oft-mentioned 
Sum of our Christian doctrine, was done for 
the reason that these have always and every- 
where been regarded as the common, unani- 
mously accepted meaning of our churches, 
and, moreover, have been subscribed at that 
time by the chief and most enlightened theo- 
logians, and have held sway in all evangelical 
churches and schools. So also, as before men- 
tioned, they were all written and sent forth 
before the divisions among the theologians of 
the Augsburg Confession arose; therefore, 
since they are held to be impartial, and 
neither can nor should be rejected by either 
part of those who have entered into contro- 
versy, and no one who without guile is an ad- 
herent of the Augsburg Confession will com- 
plain of these writings, but will cheerfully 
accept and tolerate them as witnesses [of the 
truth], no one can think ill of [blame] us 
that we derive from them an explanation and 
decision of the articles in controversy, and 
that, as we lay down God’s Word, the eternal 
truth, as the foundation, so we introduce and 
quote also these writings as a witness of the 
truth and as the unanimously received correct 
understanding of our predecessors who have 
steadfastly held to the pure doctrine. 
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Of Articles in Controversy 


with Respect to the Antithesis, or Opposite 
Doctrine. 


Moreover, since for the preservation of pure 
doctrine and for thorough, permanent, godly 
unity in the Church it is necessary, not only 
that the pure, wholesome doctrine be rightly 
presented, but also that the opponents who 
teach otherwise be reproved, 1 Tim. 3 (2 Tim. 
3,16); Titus 1, 9, — for faithful shepherds, as 
Luther says, should do both, namely, feed or 
nourish the lambs and resist the wolves, so 
that the sheep may flee from strange voices, 
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John 10, 12, and may separate the precious 
from the vile, Jer. 15, 19, — 

Therefore we have thoroughly and clearly 
declared ourselves to one another, also regard- 
ing these matters, as follows: that a distinc- 
tion should and must by all means be observed 
between unnecessary and useless wrangling, 
on the one hand, whereby the Church ought 
not to be disturbed, since it destroys more 
than it builds up, and necessary controversy, 
on the other hand, as, when such a controversy 
occurs as involves the articles of faith or the 
chief heads of the Christian doctrine, where 
for the defense of the truth the false opposite 
doctrine must be reproved. 

Now, although the aforesaid writings afford 
the Christian reader, who delights in and has 
a love for the divine truth, clear and correct 
information concerning each and every con- 
troverted article of our Christian religion, as 
to what he should regard and receive as right 
and true according to God’s Word of the 
Prophetic and Apostolic Scriptures, and what 
he should reject, shun, and avoid as false and 
wrong; yet, in order that the truth may be 
preserved the more distinctly and clearly, and 
be distinguished from all errors, and that noth- 
ing be hidden and concealed under ordinary 
terms [rather general words and phrases], we 
have clearly and expressly declared ourselves 
to one another concerning the chief and most 
important articles, taken one by one, which 
at the present time have come into contro- 
versy, so that there might be a public, definite 
testimony, not only for those now living, but 
also for our posterity, what is and should re- 
main the unanimous understanding and judg- 
ment [decision] of our churches in reference 
to the articles in controversy, namely: 

1. First, that we reject and condemn all . 
heresies and errors which were rejected and 
condemned in the primitive, ancient, orthodox 


\ Church, upon the true, firm ground of the 
holy divine Scriptures. 


2, Secondly, we reject and condemn all sects 
and heresies which are rejected in the writ- 
ings, just mentioned, of the comprehensive 
summary of the Confession of our churches. 

3. Thirdly, since within thirty years some 
divisions arose among some theologians of 
the Augsburg Confession on account of the 
Intervm and otherwise, it has been our pur- 
pose to state and declare plainly [categori- 
cally], purely, and clearly our faith and con- 
fession concerning each and every one of these 
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in thesis and antithesis, i.¢., the true doc- 
trine and its opposite, in order that the foun- 
dation of divine truth might be manifest in 
all articles, and that all unlawful, doubtful, 
suspicious, and condemned doctrines, where- 
ever and in whatever books they may be 
found, and whoever may have written them, 
or even now may be disposed to defend them, 
might be exposed [distinctly repudiated], so 
that every one may be faithfully warned 
against the errors, which are spread here and 
there in the writings of some theologians, and 
no one be misled in this matter by the repu- 
tation [authority] of any man. From this 
declaration the Christian reader will inform 
himself in every emergency, and compare it 
with the writings enumerated above, and he 
will find out exactly that what was confessed 
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in the beginning concerning, each article tm 
the comprehensive summary of our religion 
and faith, and what was afterward restated 
at various times, and is repeated by us in this 
document, is in no way contradictory, but the 
simple, immutable, permanent truth, and that 
we, therefore, do not change from one doctrine 
to another, as our adversaries falsely assert, 
but earnestly desire to be found loyal to the 
once-delivered Augsburg Confession and its 
unanimously accepted Christian sense, and 
through God’s grace to abide thereby firmly 
and constantly in opposition to all corrup- 
tions which have entered. 


Te 
OF ORIGINAL SIN. 


And, to begin with, a controversy has oc- 
curred among some theologians of the Augs- 
burg Confession concerning Original Sin, what 
it properly [and really] is. For one side con- 
tended that, since through the fall of Adam 
man’s nature and essence are entirely corrupt, 
the nature, substance, and essence of the cor- 
rupt man, now, since the Fall, or, at any rate, 
the principal, highest part of his essence, 
namely, the rational soul in its highest state 
or principal powers, is original sin itself, 
which has been called nature-sin or person- 
sin, for the reason that it is not a thought, 
word, or work, but the nature itself whence, 
as from a root, spring all other sins, and that 
on this account there is now, since the Fall, 
because the nature is corrupt through sin, 
no difference whatever between the nature and 
essence of man and original sin. 


But the other side taught, in opposition, 
that original sin is not properly the nature, 
substance, or essence of man, that is, man’s 
body or soul, which even now, since the Fall, 
are and remain the creation and creatures of 
God in us, but that it is something in the 
nature, body, and soul of man, and in all his 
powers, namely, a horrible, deep, inexpressible 
corruption of the same, so that man is desti- 
tute of the righteousness wherein he was 
originally created, and in spiritual things is 
dead to good and perverted to all evil; and 
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that, because of this corruption and inborn 
sin, which inheres in the nature, all actual 
sins flow forth from the heart; and that hence 
a distinction must be maintained between the 
nature and essence of the corrupt man, or his 
body and soul, which are the creation and 
creatures of God in us even since the Fall, 


and original sin, which is a work of the devil, — 


by which the nature has become corrupt. — 
Now this controversy concerning original 


- gin is not unnecessary wrangling, but if this 


doctrine is rightly presented from, and accord- 
ing to, God’s Word, and separated from all 
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Pelagian and Manichean errors, then (as the 
Apology says) the benefits of the Lord Christ 
and His precious merit, also the gracious 
operation of the Holy Ghost, are the better 
known and the: more extolled; moreover, due 
honor is rendered to God, if His work and 
creation in man is rightly distinguished from 
the work of the devil, by which the nature 
has been corrupted. In order, therefore, to 
explain this controversy in the Christian way 
and according to God’s Word, and to main- 
tain the correct, pure doctrine of original sin, 
we shall collect from the above-mentioned 
writings the thesis and antithesis, that is, the 
correct doctrine and its opposite, into brief 
chapters. 

1. And first, it is true that Christians 
should regard and recognize as sin not only 
the actual transgression of God’s command- 
ments; but also that the horrible, dreadful 
hereditary malady by which the entire nature 
is corrupted should above all things be re- 
garded and recognized as sin indeed, yea, as 
the chief sin, which is a root and fountain- 
head of all actual sins. And by Dr. Luther 
it is called a nature-sin or person-sin, thereby 
to indicate that, even though a person would 
think, speak, or do nothing evil (which, how- 
ever, is impossible) in this life, since the fall 
of our first parents), his nature and person 
are nevertheless sinful, that is, thoroughly 
and utterly infected and corrupted before God 
by original sin, as by a spiritual leprosy; and 
on account of this corruption and because of 
the fall of the first man the nature or person 
is accused or condemned by God’s Law, so 
that we are by nature the children of wrath, 
death, and damnation, unless we are deliv- 
ered therefrom by the merit of Christ. 

2. In the second place, this, too, is clear and 
true, as the Nineteenth Article of the Awgs- 
burg Confession teaches, that God is not a 
creator, author, or cause of sin, but by the 
instigation of the devil through one man sin 
(which is a work of the devil) has entered the 
world, Rom. 5,12; 1 John 3,7. And even at 
the present day, in this corruption [in this 
corruption of nature], God does not create 
and make sin in us, but with the nature which 
God at the present day still creates and makes 
in men original sin is propagated from sinful 
seed, through carnal conception and birth 
from father and mother. F 

3. In the third place, what [and how great] 
this hereditary evil is no reason knows and 
understands, but, as the Smalcald Articles 
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say, it must be learned and believed from the 
revelation of Scripture. And in the Apology 
this is briefly comprehended under the follow- 
ing main heads: 

1. That this hereditary evil is the guilt [by 
which it comes to pass] that, by reason of the 
disobedience of Adam and Eve, we are all in 
God’s displeasure, and by nature children of 
wrath, as the apostle shows Rom. 5, 12 ff.; 
Eph. 2, 3. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 863.] 

2. Secondly, that it is an entire want or 
lack of the concreated hereditary righteous- 
ness in Paradise, or of God’s image, according 
to which man was originally created in truth, 
holiness, and righteousness; and at the same 
time an inability and unfitness for all the 
things of God, or, as the Latin words read: 
Descriptio peccati originalis detrahit naturae 
non renovatae et dona et vim sew facultatem 
et actus inchoandi et efficiendi spiritualia; 
that is: The definition of original sin takes 
away from the unrenewed nature the gifts, 
the power, and all activity for beginning and 
effecting anything in spiritual things. 

3. That original sin (in human nature) is 
not only this entire absence of all good in 
spiritual, divine things, but that, instead of 
the lost image of God in man, it is at the 
same time also a deep, wicked, horrible, 
fathomless, inscrutable, and unspeakable cor- 
ruption of the entire nature and all its powers, 
especially of the highest, principal powers of 
the soul in the understanding, heart, and will, 
so that now, since the Fall, man inherits an 
inborn wicked disposition and inward im- 
purity of heart, evil lust and propensity ; 
that we all by disposition and nature inherit 
from Adam such a heart, feeling, and thought 
as are, according to their highest powers and 
the light of reason, naturally inclined and dis- 
posed directly contrary to God and His chief 
commandments, yea, that they are enmity 
against God, especially as regards divine and 
spiritual things. For in other respects, as 
regards natural, external things which are 
subject to reason, man still has to a certain 
degree understanding, power, and ability, 
although very much weakened, all. of which, 
however, has been so infected and contami- 
nated by original sin that before God it is of 
no use. 1 

4. The punishment and penalty of original 
sin, which God has imposed upon the children 
of Adam and upon original sin, are death, 
eternal damnation, and also other bodily and 
spiritual, temporal and eternal miseries, and 
the tyranny and dominion of the devil, so 
that human nature is subject to the kingdom 
of the devil and has been surrendered to the 
power of the devil, and is held captive under 
his sway, who stupefies [fascinates] and leads 
astray many a great, learned man in the world 
by means of dreadful error, heresy, and other 
blindness, and otherwise rushes men into all 
sorts of crime. 

5. Fifthly, this hereditary evil is so great 
and horrible that only for the sake of the Lord 
Christ it can be covered and forgiven before 
God in the baptized and believing. Moreover, 
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human nature, which is perverted and cor- 
rupted thereby, must and can be healed only 
by the regeneration and renewal of the Holy 
Ghost, which, however, is only begun in this 
life, but will not be perfect until in the life 
to come. 

These points, which have been quoted here 
only in a summary way, are set forth more 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 865.] 
fully in the above-mentioned writings of the 
common confession of our Christian doctrine. 

Now this doctrine must be so maintained 
and guarded that it may not deflect either to 
the Pelagian or the Manichean side. For this 
reason the contrary doctrine concerning this 
article, which is censured and rejected in our 
churches, should also be briefly stated. 

1. And first, in opposition to the old and 
the new Pelagians, the following false opinions 
and dogmas are censured and rejected, namely, 
that original sin is only a reatus or guilt, on 
account of what has been committed by an- 
other, without any corruption of our nature. 

2. Also, that sinful, evil lusts are not sins, 
but conditiones, or concreated and essential 
properties of the nature. 

3. Or as though the above-mentioned defect 
and evil were not properly and truly sin be- 
fore God, on account of which man without 
Christ [unless he be grafted into Christ and 
be delivered through Him] must be a child of 
wrath and damnation, also in the dominion 
and beneath the power of Satan. 

4. The following and similar Pelagian errors 
are also censured and rejected, namely: that 
nature, even since the Fall, is said to be in- 
corrupt, and that especially with respect to 
spiritual things entirely good and pure, and 
in naturalibus, that is, in its natural powers, 
it is said to be perfect. 

5. Or that original sin is only external, 
a slight, insignificant spot sprinkled or a 
stain dashed upon the nature of man, or cor- 
ruptio tantum accidentium aut qualitatum, 
i. é€. @ corruption only in some accidental 
things, along with and beneath which the 
nature nevertheless possesses and retains its 
integrity and power even in spiritual things. 

6. Or that original sin is not a despoliation 
or deficiency, but only an external impediment 
to these spiritual good powers, as when a mag- 
net is smeared with garlic-juice, whereby its 
natural power is not removed, but only hin- 
dered; or that this stain can be easily washed 
away, as a spot from the face or pigment from 
the wall. 

7. They are rebuked and rejected likewise 
who teach that the nature has indeed been 
greatly weakened and corrupted through the 
Fall, but that nevertheless it has not entirely 
lost all good with respect to divine, spiritual 
things, and that what is sung in our churches, 
Through Adam’s fall is all corrupt, Nature 
and essence human, is not true, but from natu- 
ral birth it still has something good, small, 
little and inconsiderable though it be, namely, 
capacity, skill, aptness or ability to begin, to 
effect, or to help effect something in spiritual 
things. For concerning external, temporal, 
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worldly things and transactions, which are 
subject to reason, there will be an explana- 
tion in the succeeding article. 

These and contrary doctrines of like kind 
are censured and rejected for the reason that 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 867.] 

God’s Word teaches that the corrupt nature, 
of and by itself, has no power for anything 
good in spiritual, divine things, not even for 
the least, as good thoughts; and not only this, 
but that of and by itself it can do nothing in 
the sight of God but sin, Gen. 6,5; 8, 21. 

In the same manner this doctrine must also 
be guarded on the other side against Mani- 
chean errors. Accordingly, the following 
and similar erroneous doctrines are rejected, 
namely: that now, since the Fall, human 
nature is in the beginning created pure and 
good, and that afterwards original sin ipo 
without is infused and mingled with the natur 
by Satan (as something essential), as poison 
is mingled with wine [that in the beginning 
human nature was created by God pure and 
good, but that now, since the Fall, original 
sin, etc.]. 

For although in Adam and Eve the nature 
was originally created pure, good, and holy, 
nevertheless sin did not enter their nature 
through the Fall in the way fanatically 
taught by the Manicheans, as though Satan 
had created or made some evil substance, and 
mingled it with their nature. But since man, 
by the seduction of Satan through the Fall, 
has lost his concreated hereditary righteous- 
ness according to God’s judgment and sen- 
tence, as a punishment, human nature, as has 
been said above, is so perverted and corrupted 
by this deprivation or deficiency, want, and 
injury, which has been caused by Satan, that 
at present the nature is transmitted, together 

‘with this defect and corruption [propagated 
in a hereditary way], to all men, who are con- 
ceived and born in a natural way from father 
and mother. For since the Fall human nature 
is not at first created pure and good, and only 
afterward corrupted by original sin, but in 
the first moment of our conception the seed 
from which man is formed is sinful and cor- 
rupt. Moreover, original sin is not something 
by itself, existing independently in, or apart 
from, the nature of the corrupt man, as it 
neither is the real essence, body, or soul of 
the corrupt man, or the man himself. Nor 
can and should original sin and the nature 
of man corrupted thereby be so distinguished 
as though the nature were pure, good, holy, 
and uncorrupted before God, while original 
sin alone which dwells therein were evil. 

Also, as Augustine. writes cohcerning the 
Manicheans, as though it were not the cor- 
rupt man himself that sins by reason of in- 
born original sin, but something different and 
foreign in man, and that God, accordingly, 
accuses and condemns by the Law, not the 
nature as corrupt by sin, but only the original 
sin therein. For, as stated above in thesi, 
that is, in the explanation of the pure doctrine 
concerning original sin, the entire nature of 
man, which is born in the natural way of 
father and mother, is entirely and to the 
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farthest extent corrupted and perverted by 
original sin, in body and soul, in all its 
powers, as regards and concerns the goodness, 
truth, holiness, and righteousness concreated 
with it in Paradise. Non tamen in aliam sub- 
stantiam genere aut specie diversam, priort 
abolita, transmutata est, that is: Neverthe- 
less the nature is not entirely exterminated 
or changed into another substance, which, ac- 
cording to its essence, could not be said to be 
like our nature [but is diverse in genus or 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 869.] 
species], and therefore cannot be of one 
essence with us. 

Because of this corruption, too, the entire 
corrupt nature of man is accused and con- 
demned by the Law, unless the sin is forgiven 
for Christ’s sake. 

But the Law accuses and condemns our 
nature, not because we have been created men 
by God, but because we are sinful and wicked; 
not because and so far as nature and its 
essence, even since the Fall, is a work and 
creature of God in us, but because and so far 
as it has been poisoned and corrupted by sin. © 

But although original sin, like a spiritual 
poison and leprosy (as Luther says), has 
poisoned and corrupted the whole human 
nature, so that we cannot show and point out 
tg.the eye the nature apart by itself, and 
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corrupt nature, or essence of the corrupt man, 
body and soul, or the man himself whom God 
has created (and in whom dwells original sin, - 
which also corrupts the nature, essence, or 
the entire man), and original sin, which 
dwells in man’s nature or essence, and cor- 
rupts it, are not one thing; as also in ex- 
ternal leprosy the body which is leprous, and 
the leprosy on or in the body, are not, prop- 
erly speaking, one thing. But a distinction 
must be maintained also between our nature 
as created and preserved by God, in which sin 
is indwelling, and original sin, which dwells 
in the nature. These two must and also can 
be considered, taught, and believed separately 
according to Holy Scripture. 

Moreover, the chief articles of our Chris- 
tian faith urge and compel us to preserve this 
distinction. For instance, in the first place, 
in the article of Creation, Scripture testifies 
that God has created human nature not only 
before the Fall, but that it is a creature and 
work of God also since the Fall, Deut. 32, 6; 
Is. 45,11; 54,5; 64,8; Acts 17,25; Rev. 4, 11. 

Thine hands, says Job, have made me and 
fashioned me together round about; yet Thou 
dost destroy me. Remember, I beseech Thee, 
that Thow hast made me as the clay; and wilt 
Thou bring me into dust again? Hast Thou 
not poured me out as milk and curdled me as 
cheese? Thow hast clothed me with skin and 
flesh, and fenced me with bones and sinews. 
Thou hast granted me life and favor, and Thy 
visitation hath preserved my spirit. Job 10, 
8—12. 

I will praise Thee, says David, for I am 
fearfully and wonderfully made. Marvelous 
are Thy works, and that my soul knoweth 
right well. My substance was not hid from 
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Thee when I was made in secret and curiously 
wrought in the lowest parts of the earth. 
Thine eyes did see my substance yet being un- 
perfect, and in Thy book all my members were 
written which in continuance were fashioned, 
when as yet there was none of them, Ps. 139, 
14—16. 
{Concordia Triglotta, p. 871.] 

In the Ecclesiastes of Solomon it is written: 
Then shall the dust return to the earth as it 
was, and the spirit to God, who gave it, 
Hecl. 12, 7. 

These passages clearly testify that God even 
since the Fall is the Creator of man, and 
creates his body and soul. Therefore corrupt 
man cannot, without any distinction, be sin 
itself, otherwise God would be a creator of 
sin; as also our Small Catechism confesses in 
the explanation of the First Article, where it 
is written: I believe that God has made me 
and all creatures, that He has given me my 
body and soul, eyes, ears, and all my members, 
my reason and all my senses, and still pre- 
serves them. Likewise in the Large Cate- 
chism it is thus written: This is what I be- 
lieve and mean, that is, that I am a creature 
of God; that He has given and constantly 
preserves to me my body, soul, and life, mem- 
bers great and small, and all my senses, mind, 
and reason. Nevertheless, this same creature 
and work of God is lamentably corrupted by 
sin; for the mass (massa) from which God 
now forms and makes man was corrupted and 
perverted in Adam, and is thus transmitted 
by inheritance to us. 

And here pious Christian hearts justly 
ought to consider the unspeakable goodness of 
God, that God does not immediately cast from 
Himself into hell-fire this corrupt, perverted, 
sinful mass, but forms and makes from it the 
present human nature, which is lamentably 
corrupted by sin, in order that He may cleanse 
it from all sin, sanctify and save it by His 
dear Son. 

From this article, now, the distinction is 
found indisputably and clearly. For original 
sin does not come from God. God is not a 
creator or author of sin. Nor is original sin 
a creature or work of God, but it is a work of 
the devil. 

Now, if there were to be no difference what- 
ever between the nature or essence of our body 
and soul, which is corrupted by original sin, 
and original sin, by which the nature is cor- 
rupted, it would follow either that God, be- 
cause He is the Creator of this our nature, 
also created and made original sin, which, ac- 
cordingly, would also be His work and crea- 
ture; or, because sin is a work of the devil, 
that Satan would be the creator of this our 
nature, of our body and soul, which would 
also have to be a.work or creation of Satan 
if, without any distinction, our corrupt nature 
should have to be regarded as sin itself; both 
of which teachings are contrary to the article 
of our Christian faith. Therefore, in order 
that God’s creation and work in man may be 
distinguished from the work of the devil, we 
say that it is God’s creation that man has 
body and soul; also, that it is God’s work 
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that man can think, speak, do, and work any- 
thing; for in Him we live, and move, and 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 873.] 
have our being, Acts 17, 28. . But that the 
nature is corrupt, that its thoughts, words, 
and works are wicked, is originally a work 
of Satan, who has thus corrupted God’s work 
in Adam through sin, which fré6m him is trans- 
mitted by inheritance to us. 

Secondly, in the article of Redemption the 
Scriptures testify forcibly that God’s Son as- 
sumed our human nature without sin, so that 
He was in all things, sin excepted, made like 
unto us, His brethren, Heb. 2,14. Unde veteres 
diwerunt: Christum nobis, fratribus swis, con- 
substantialem esse secundum assumptam na- 
turam, quia naturam, quae, excepto peccato, 
eiusdem generis, speciet et substantiae cum 
nostra est, assumpsit; et contrariam senten- 
tiam manifeste haereseos damnarunt. That 
is: Hence all the old orthodox teachers have 
maintained that Christ, according to His as- 
sumed humanity, is of ®ne essence with us, 
His brethren; for He has assumed His human 
nature, which in all respects (sin alone ex- 
cepted) is like our human nature in its 
essence and all essential attributes; and they 
have condemned the contrary doctrine as 
manifest heresy. 

Now, if there were no distinction between 
the nature or essence of corrupt man and 
original sin, it must follow that Christ either 
did not assume our nature, because He did 
not assume sin, or that, because He assumed 
our nature, He also assumed sin; both of 
which ideas are contrary to the Scriptures. 
But inasmuch as the Son of God assumed our 
nature, and not original sin, it is clear from 
this fact that human nature, even since the 
Fall, and original sin, are not one [and the 
same] thing, but must be distinguished. 

Thirdly, in the article of Sanctification 
Scripture testifies that God cleanses, washes, 
and sanctifies man from sin, 1 John 1,7, and 
that Christ saves His people from their sins, 
Matt. 1, 21. Sin, therefore, cannot be man 
himself; for God receives man into grace for 
Christ’s sake, but to sin He remains hostile 
to eternity. Therefore it is unchristian and 
horrible to hear that original sin is baptized 
in the name of the Holy Trinity, sanctified 
and saved, and other similar expressions found 
in the writings of the recent Manicheans, with 
which we will not offend simple-minded people. 

Fourthly, in the article of the Resurrection 
Scripture testifies that precisely the substance 
of this our flesh, but without sin, will rise 
again, and that in eternal life we shall have 
and retain precisely this soul, but without sin. 

Now, if there were no difference whatever 
between our corrupt body and soul and origi- 
nal sin, it would follow, contrary to this 
article of the Christian faith, either that this 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 875. 
our flesh will not rise again at the last day, 
and that in eternal life we shall not have the 
present essence of our body and soul, but an- 
other substance (or another soul), because 
then we shall be without sin; or that [at the 
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last day] sin also will rise again, and will be 
and remain in the elect in eternal life. 

Hence it is clear that this doctrine [of the 
Manicheans] (with all that depends upon it 
and follows from it) must be rejected, when 
it is asserted and taught that original sin is 
the nature, substance, essence, body, or soul 
itself of corrupt’man, so that between our cor- 
rupt nature, substance, and essence and origi- 
nal sin there is no distinction whatever. For 
the chief articles of our Christian faith 
forcibly and emphatically testify why a dis- 
tinction should and must be maintained be- 
tween man’s nature or substance, which is 
corrupted by sin, and the sin, with which and 
by which man is corrupted. For a simple 
statement of the doctrine and the contrary 
teaching (in thest et antithesi) in this con- 
troversy, as regards the principal matter it- 
self, is sufficient in this place, where the sub 
ject is not argued at length, but only the 
principal points are treated, article by article. 

But as regards terms and expressions, it 
is best and safest to use and retain the form 
of sound words employed concerning this 
article in the Holy Scriptures and the above- 
mentioned books. 

Also, to avoid strife about words, aequivo- 
cationes vocabulorum, that is, words and ex- 
pressions which are applied and used in vari- 

us meanings, should be carefully and dis- 
tinctly explained; as when it is said: God 
creates the nature of men, there by the term 
nature the essence, body, and soul of men are 
understood. But often the disposition or 
vicious quality of a thing is called its nature, 
as when it is said: It is the nature of the 
serpent to bite and poison. Thus Luther says 
that sin and sinning are the disposition and 
nature of corrupt man. 

Therefore original sin properly signifies the 
deep corruption of our nature, as it is de- 
scribed in the Smalcald Articles. But some- 
, times the concrete person or the subject, that 
is, man himself with body and soul, in which 
sin is and inheres, is also comprised under 
this term, for the reason that man is cor- 
rupted by sin, poisoned and sinful, as when 
Luther says: “Thy birth, thy nature, and thy 
entire essence is sin,” that is, sinful and un- 
clean. 

Luther himself explains that by nature-sin, 
person-sin, essential sin he means that not 
only the words, thoughts, and works are sin, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 8T7.] 
but that the entire nature, person, and essence 
of man are altogether corrupted from the root 
by original sin. 

However, as to the Latin words substantia 
and accidens, a church of plain people ought 
to be spared these terms in public sermons, 
because they ‘are unknown to ordinary men. 
But when learned men among themselves, or 
with others to whom these words are not un- 
known, employ such terms in treating this 
subject, as Husebius, Ambrose, and especially 
Augustine, and also still other eminent church- 
teachers have done, because they were neces- 
sary to explain this doctrine in opposition to 
the heretics, they assume immediatam divisio- 
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nem, that is, a division between which there 
is no mean, so that everything that is must 
be either substantia, that is, a self-existent 
essence, or accidens, that is, an accidental _ 
matter which does not exist by itself essen- 
tially, but is in another self-existent essence 
and can be distinguished from it; which divi- 
sion Cyril and Basil also use. ‘ 

And since, among others, this, too, is an in- 
dubitable, indisputable axiom in theology, that 
every substantia or self-existing essence, so 
far as it is a substance, is either God Himself 
or a work and creation of God, Augustine, 
in many writings against the Manicheans, in 
common with all true teachers, has, after due 
consideration and with earnestness, condemned 
and rejected the statement: Peccatwm origt- 
mis est substantia vel natura, that is, origi- 
nal sin is man’s nature or substance. After 
him all the learned and intelligent also have 
always maintained that whatever does not 
exist by itself, nor is a part of another self- 
existing essence, but exists, subject to change, 
in another thing, is not a substantia, that is, 
something self-existing, but an accidens, that 
is, something accidental. Accordingly, Augus- 
tine is accustomed constantly to speak in this 
way: Original sin is not the nature itself, but 
an accidens vitiwm in natura, that is, an ac- 
cidental defect and damage in the nature. 
In this way, previous to this controversy, 
[learned] men spoke, also in our schools and 
churches, according to the rules of logic, freely 
and without being suspected [of heresy], and 
were never censured on this account either by 
Dr. Luther or any orthodox teacher of our 
pure, evangelical churches. 

Now, then, since it is the indisputable truth 
that everything that is, is either a substance 
or an accidens, that is, either a self-existing 
essence or something accidental in it, as has 
just been shown and proved by testimonies 
of the church-teachers, and no truly intelli- 
gent man has ever had any doubts concerning 
this, necessity here constrains, and no one can 
evade it, if the question be asked whether 
original sin is a substance, that is, such a 
thing as exists by itself, and is not in an- 
other, or whether it is an accidens, that is, 
such a thing as does not exist by itself, but 
is in another, and cannot exist or be by itself, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 879.] 
he must confess straight and pat that origi- 
nal sin is no substance, but an accidens. 

For this reason, too, the Church of God will 
never be helped to permanent peace in this 
controversy, but the dissension will rather be 
strengthened and kept up, if the ministers of 
the Church remain in doubt as to whether 
original sin is a substance or an accidens, and 
whether it is rightly and properly named thus. 

Hence, if the churches and schools are to 
be thoroughly relieved of this scandalous and 
very mischievous controversy, it is necessary 
that each and every one be properly instructed 
concerning this matter. 

But if it be further asked what kind of an 
accidens original sin is, that is another ques- 
tion, of which no philosopher, no papist, no 
sophist, yea, no human reason, however acute 
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it may be, can give the right explanation, but 
all understanding and every explanation of 
it must be derived solely from the Holy Scrip- 
tures, which testify that original sin is an un- 
speakable evil and such an entire corruption 
of human nature that in it and all its in- 
ternal and external powers nothing pure or 
good remains, but everything is entirely cor- 
rupt, so that on account of original sin man 
is in God’s sight truly spiritually dead, with 
all his powers dead to that which is good. 

In this way, then, original sin is not ex- 
tenuated by the word accidens, [namely] when 
it is explained according to [the analogy of] 
God’s Word, after the manner in which 
Dr. Luther, in his Latin exposition of the 
third chapter of Genesis, has written with 
great earnestness against the extenuation of 
original sin; but this word serves only to 
indicate the distinction between the work of 
God (which our nature is, notwithstanding 
that it is corrupt) and the work of the devil 
(which the sin is that inheres in God’s work, 
and is the most profound and indescribable 
corruption of it). 

Therefore Luther also in his treatment of 
this subject has employed the term accidens, 
as also the term qualitas [quality], and has 
not rejected them; but at the same time he 
has, with special earnestness and great zeal, 
taken the greatest pains to explain and to 
inculcate upon each and every one what a hor- 
rible quality and accidens it is, by which 
human nature is not merely polluted, but so 
deeply corrupted that nothing pure or incor- 
rupt has remained in it, as his words on 
Ps. 90 run: Sive igitur peccatum origins 
QUALITATEM sive MORBUM vocaverimus, pro- 
fecto extremum malum est non solum pati 
aeternam iram et mortem, sed ne agnoscere 
quidem, quae pateris. That is: Whether we 
call original sin a quality or a disease, it is 
indeed the utmost evil, that we are not only 
to suffer the eternal wrath of God and eternal 
death, but that we do not even understand 
what we suffer. And again, on Gen.3: Qui 
isto veneno peccati origims a planta pedis 
usque ad verticem infecti sumus, siquidem in 
natura adhuc integra accidere. That is: We 
are infected with the poison of original sin 
from the sole of the foot to the crown of the 
head, inasmuch as this happened to us in a 
nature still perfect. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 881.] 
AE, 


OF FREE WILL, OR HUMAN POWERS. 


Since a division has occurred not only be- 
tween the Papists and us, but also among 
some theologians of the Augsburg Confession 
themselves, concerning free will, we shall, first 
of all, show exactly the points in controversy. 

For since man with [respect to] his free 
will is found and can be considered in four 
distinct, dissimilar states, the question at 
present is not what was the condition of the 
same before the Fall, or what he is able to do 
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since the Fall and before his conversion in ea- 
ternal things which pertain to this temporal 
life; also not what sort of a free will he will 
have in spiritual things after he has been 
regenerated and is controlled by God’s Spirit, 
or when he rises from the dead. But the prin- 
cipal question is only and alone, what the 
intellect and will of the wnregenerate man is 
able to do in his conversion and regeneration 
from his own powers remaining after the Fall: 
whether he is able, when the Word of God is 
preached, and the grace of God is offered us, 
to prepare himself for grace, accept the same, 
and assent thereto. This is the question upon 
which, for quite a number of years now, there 
has been a controversy among some theo- 
logians in the churches of the Augsburg Con- 
fession. 

For the one side has held and taught that, 
although man cannot from his own powers 
fulfil God’s command, or truly trust in God, 
fear and love Him, without the grace of the 
Holy Ghost, nevertheless he still has so much 
of natural powers left before regeneration as 
to be able to prepare himself to a certain ex- 
tent for grace, and to assent, although feebly; 
however, that he cannot accomplish anything 
by them, but must succumb in the struggle, 
if the grace of the Holy Ghost is not added 
thereto. 

Moreover [On the other side], both the 
ancient and modern enthusiasts have taught 
that God converts men, and leads them to the 
saving knowledge of Christ through His Spirit, 
without any created means and instrument, 
that is, without the external preaching and 
hearing of God’s Word. 

Against both these parties the pure teachers 
of the Augsburg Confession have taught and 
contended that by the fall of our first parents 
man was so corrupted that in divine things 
pertaining to our conversion and the salvation 
of our souls he is by nature blind, that, when 
the Word of God is preached, he neither does 
nor can understand it, but regards it as 
foolishness; also, that he does not of himself 
draw nigh to God, but is and remains an 
enemy of God, until he is converted, becomes 
a believer [is endowed with faith], is regener- 
ated and renewed, by the power of the Holy 
Ghost through the Word when preached and 
heard, out of pure grace, without any co- 
operation of his own. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 883.] 
_ In order to explain this controversy in a 
Christian manner, according to the guidance of 
God’s Word, and by His grace to decide it, our 
doctrine, faith, and confession are as follows: 

Namely, that in spiritual and divine things 
the intellect, heart, and will of the unregen- 
erate man are utterly unable, by their own 
natural powers, to understand, believe, accept, 
think, will, begin, effect, do, work, or concur 
in working anything, but they are entirely 
dead to what is good, and corrupt, so that in 
man’s nature since the Fall, before regenera- 
tion, there is not the least spark of spiritual 
power remaining, nor present, by which, of 
himself, he can prepare himself for God’s 
grace, or accept the offered grace, nor be 
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capable of it for and of himself, or apply or 
accommodate himself thereto, or by his own 
powers be able of himself, as of himself, to 
aid, do, work, or concur in working anything 
towards his conversion, either wholly, or half, 
or in any, even the least or most inconsider- 
able part; but that he is the servant [and 
slave] of sin, John 8, 34, and a captive of the 
devil, by whom he is moved, Eph. 2,2; 2 Tim. 
2,26. Hence the natural free will according 
to its perverted disposition and nature is 
strong and active only with respect to what 
is displeasing and contrary to God. 

This declaration and principal [general] re- 
ply to the chief question and statement of the 
controversy presented in the introduction to, 
this article is confirmed and substantiated by 
the following arguments from God’s Word, 
and although they are contrary to proud 
reason and philosophy, yet we know that the* 
wisdom of this perverted world is only foolish- 
ness before God, and that articles of faith 
must be judged only from God’s Word. 

For, first, although man’s reason or natural 
intellect indeed has still a dim spark of the 
knowledge that there is a God, as also of the 
doctrine of the Law, Rom. 1, 19 ff., yet it is so 
ignorant, blind, and perverted that when even 
the most ingenious and learned men upon 
earth read or hear the Gospel of the Son of 
God and the promise of eternal salvation,” 
they cannot from their own powers perceive, 
apprehend, understand, or ‘believe and regard 
it as true, but the more diligence and earnest- 
ness they employ, wishing to comprehend these 
spiritual things with their reason, the less 
they understand or believe, and before they 
become enlightened and are taught by the 
Holy Ghost, they regard all this only as 
foolishness or fictions. 1 Cor. 2,14: The natu- 
ral man receiveth not the things of the Spirit 
of God; for they are foolishness unto him. 
1 Cor. 1,21: For after that, in the wisdom of 
God, the world by wisdom knew not God, tt 
pleased God by the foolishness of preaching 
to save them that believe. Eph. 4,17f.: They 
(that is, those not born again of God’s Spirit) 
walk in the vanity: of their mind, having the 
understanding darkened, being alienated from 
the life of God through the tgnorance that is 
im them, because of the blindness of their 
heart. Matt. 13, 11 ff.; Luke 8, 18: Seeing 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 885.] 

they see not, and hearing they hear not, 
neither do they understand; but it is given 
unto you to know the mysteries of the king- 
dom of heaven. Rom. 3,11..12: There is none 
that understandeth, there is none that seeketh 
after God. They are all gone out of the way, 
they are all together become unprofitable ; 
there is none that doeth good, no, not one. 
Accordingly, the Scriptures flatly call natural 
man in spiritual and divine things darkness, 
Eph. 5, 8; Acts 26,18. John 1, 5: The light 
shineth in darkness (that is, in the dark, blind 
world, which does not know or regard God), 
and the darkness comprehendeth it not. Like- 
wise, the Scriptures teach that man in sins is 
not only weak and sick, but defunct and en- 
tirely dead, Eph. 2,1.5; Col. 2, 13. 
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Now, just as a man who is physically dead 
cannot of his own powers prepare or adapt 
himself to obtain temporal life again, so the 
man who is spiritually dead in sins cannot 
of his own strength adapt or apply himself 
to the acquisition of spiritual and heavenly 
righteousness and life, unless he is delivered 
and quickened by the Son of God from the 
death of sin. 


Therefore the Scriptures deny to the in- 
tellect, heart, and will of the natural man all 
aptness, skill, capacity, and ability to think, 
to understand, to be able to do,.to begin, to 
will, to undertake, to act, to work or to con- 
cur in working anything good and right in 
spiritual things as of himself. 2 Cor. 3, 5: 
Not that we are sufficient of ourselves to 
think anything as of ourselves, but our suf- 
ficiency is of God. Rom.3,12: They are to- 
gether become unprofitable. John 8, 37: My 
Word hath no place in you. John 1,5: The 
darkness comprehendeth (or receiveth) it not 
[the light]. 1 Cor. 2,14: The natural man 
receiveth not (or, as the Greek word properly 
signifies, grasps not, comprehends not, accepts 
not) the things of the Spirit, that is, he is 
not capable of spiritual things; for they are 
foolishness unto him; neither can he know 
them. Much less will he truly believe the 
Gospel, or assent thereto and regard it as 
truth. Rom. 8,7: The carnal mind, or the 
mind of the natural man, is enmity agaimst 
God; for it is not subject to the Law of God, 
neither indeed can be. And, in a word, it re- 
mains eternally true what the Son of God 
says, John 15, 5: Without Me ye can do 
nothing. And Paul, Phil. 2,13: It is God 
which worketh in you both to will and to do 
of His good pleasure. To all godly Christians 
who feel and experience in their hearts a small 
spark or longing for divine grace and eternal 
salvation this precious passage is very com- 
forting; for they know that God has kindled 
in their hearts this beginning of true godli- 
ness, and that He will further strengthen and 
help them in their great weakness to per- 
severe in true faith unto the end. 


Here belong also all the prayers of the saints 
in which they pray that they may be taught, 
enlightened, and sanctified by God, and by 
this very act declare that they cannot obtain 
those things which they ask of God from their 


{Concordia Triglotta, p. 887.] 
own natural powers; as, in Ps. 119 alone 
David prays more than ten times that God 
would impart to him understanding, that he 
might rightly comprehend and learn the divine 
doctrine. [Very many] similar prayers are in 
the writings of Paul, Eph. 1,17; Col. 1, 9; 
Phil. 1,9. These prayers and passages con- 
cerning our ignorance and inability have been 
written for us, not for the purpose of render- 
ing us idle and remiss in reading, hearing, 
and meditating upon God’s Word, but, first, 
that we should thank God from the heart that 
by His Son He has delivered us from the dark- 
ness of ignorance and the captivity of sin and 
death, and through Baptism and the Holy 
Ghost regenerated and illumined us. 
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And after God through the Holy Ghost in 
Baptism has kindled and effected a beginning 
of the true knowledge of God and faith, we 
should pray Him without ceasing that through 
the same Spirit and His grace, by means of 
the daily exercise of reading and practising 
God’s Word, He would preserve in us faith 
‘and His heavenly gifts, strengthen us from 
day to day, and keep us to the end. For un- 
less God Himself be he schoolmaster, we can 
study and learn nothing that is acceptable to 
Him and salutary to ourselves and others. 

Secondly, God’s Word testifies that the in- 
tellect, heart, and will of the natural, un- 
regenerate man in divine things are not only 
turned entirely away from God, but also 
turned and perverted against God to every 
evil; also, that he is not only weak, incapable, 
unfit, and dead to good, but also is so lamen- 
tably perverted, infected, and corrupted by 
original sin that he is entirely evil, perverse, 
and hostile to God by his disposition and 
nature, and that he is exceedingly strong, 
alive, and active with respect to everything 
that is displeasing and contrary to God. 
Gen. 8, 22: The imagination of man’s heart 
is evil from his youth. Jer.17,9: The heart 
of man is deceitful and desperately wicked, 
or perverted and full of misery, so that it is 
unfathomable. This passage St. Paul explains 
Rom. 8: The carnal mind is enmity against 
God. Gal. 5,17: The flesh lusteth against 
the spirit; and these are contrary the one to 


the other. Rom. 7,14: We know that the 
Law is spiritual; but I am carnal, sold 
under sin. And soon after, 18, 23: I know 


that in me, that is, in my flesh, dwelleth no 
good thing. For I delight in the Law of God 
after the inward man, which is regenerate by 
the Holy Ghost; but I see another law in my 
members, warring against the law of my mind, 
and bringing me into captivity to the law 
of sin. 

Now, if in St. Paul and in other regenerate 
men the natural or carnal free will even after 
regeneration strives against God’s Law, it will 
be much more obstinate and hostile to God’s 
Law and will before regeneration. Hence it 
is manifest (as it is further declared in the 
article concerning original sin, to which we 
now refer for the sake of brevity) that the 
free will from its own natural powers, not 
only cannot work or concur in working any- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 889.] 

thing for its own conversion, righteousness, 
and salvation, nor follow [obey], believe, or 
assent to the Holy Ghost, who through the 
Gospel offers him grace and salvation, but 
from its innate, wicked, rebellious nature it 
resists God and His will hostilely, unless it be 
enlightened and controlled by God’s Spirit. 

On this account the Holy Scriptures also 
compare the heart of the unregenerate man 
to a hard stone, which does not yield to the 
one who touches it, but resists, and to a rough 
block, and to a wild, unmanageable beast; 
not that man since the Fall is no longer a 
rational creature, or is converted to God with- 
out hearing and meditating upon the divine 
Word, or in external, worldly things cannot 
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understand, or of his free will do, or abstain 
from doing, anything good or evil. 

For, as Doctor Luther says Ps. 90: “In 
worldly and external affairs, which pertain 
to the livelihood and maintenance of the body, 
man is cunning, intelligent, and quite active; 
but in spiritual and divine things, which per- 
tain to the salvation of the soul, man is like 
a pillar of salt, like Lot’s wife, yea, like a log 
and a stone, like a lifeless statue, which uses 
neither eyes nor mouth, neither sense nor 
heart. For man neither sees nor perceives 
the terrible and fierce wrath of God on account 
of sin and death [resulting from it], but ever 
continues in his security, even knowingly and 
willingly, and thereby falls into a thousand 
dangers, and finally into eternal death and 
damnation; and no prayers, no supplications, 
no admonitions, yea, also no threats, no chid- 
ing, are of any avail, yea, all teaching and 
preaching is lost upon him, until he is en- 
lightened, converted, and regenerated by the 
Holy Ghost, for which [renewal of the Holy 
Ghost], indeed, no stone or block, but man 
alone, was created. And although God, ac- 
cording to His just, strict sentence, has utterly 
cast away the fallen evil spirits forever, He 
has nevertheless, out of special, pure mercy, 
willed that poor fallen human nature might 
again become and be capable and participant 
of conversion, the grace of God and eternal 
life; not from its own natural, active for 
effective] skill, aptness, or capacity (for the 
nature of man is obstinate enmity against 
God), but from pure grace, through the gra- 
cious efficacious working of the Holy Ghost.” 
And this Dr. Luther calls capacitatem (non 
activam, sed passivam), which he explains 
thus: Quando patres liberum arbitrium de- 
fendunt, capacitatem libertatis eius praedi- 
cant, quod scilicet verti potest ad bonum per 
gratiam Dei et fiert revera liberum, ad quod 
creatum est. That is: When the Fathers de- 
fend the free will, they are speaking of this, 
that it is capable of freedom in this sense, 
that by God’s grace it can be converted to 
good, and become truly free, for which it was 
created in the beginning. (Tom. 1, p. 236.) 
To like effect also Augustine has written, 
lib. 2, Contra Iulianum. Doctor Luther on 
Hosea 6; also in the Church-Postil on the 
Epistle for Christmas; also on the Gospel ' 
for the third Sunday after Epiphany. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 891.] 

But before man is enlightened, converted, 
regenerated, renewed, and drawn by the Holy 
Ghost, he can of himself and of his own natu- 
ral powers begin, work, or concur in working 
in spiritual things and in his own conversion 
or regeneration just as little as a stone or 
a block or clay. For although he can con- 
trol the outward members and hear the Gos- 
pel, and to a certain extent meditate upon it, 
also discourse concerning it, as is to be seen — 
in the Pharisees and hypocrites, nevertheless 
he regards it as foolishness, and cannot be- 
lieve it. And in this respect he acts eyen 
worse than a block, inasmuch as he is rebel- 
lious and hostile to God’s will, unless the 
Holy Ghost is efficacious in him, and kindles 
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and works in him faith and other virtues 
pleasing to God, and obedience. 

Thirdly, in this manner, too, the Holy 
Scriptures ascribe conversion, faith in Christ, 
regeneration, renewal, and all that belongs to 
their efficacious beginning and completion, not 
to the human powers of the natural free will, 
neither entirely, nor half, nor in any, even the 
least or most inconsiderable part, but in soli- 
dum, that is, entirely, solely, to the divine 
‘working and the Holy Ghost, as also the 
Apology teaches. 

Reason and free will are able to a certain 
extent to live an outwardly decent life; but 
to be born anew, and to obtain inwardly an- 
other heart, mind, and disposition, this only 
the Holy Ghost effects. He opens the under- 
standing and heart to understand the Scrip- 
tures and to give heed to the Word, as it is 
written Luke 24,45: Then opened He their 
understanding that they might understand the 
Scriptures. Also Acts 16,14: Lydia heard us ; 
whose heart the Lord opened that she attended 
unto the things which were spoken of Paul. 
He worketh in us both to will and to do of 
His own good pleasure, Phil. 2,13. He giwes 
repentance, Acts 5, 31; 2 Tim. 2,25. He works 
faith, Phil. 1,29: For unto you it is given, in 
behalf of Christ, not only to believe on Him. 
Eph. 2,8: It is the gift of God. John 6, 29: 
This is the work of God, that ye believe on* 
Him whom He hath sent. He gives an under- 
standing heart, seeing eyes, and hearing ears, 
Deut. 29,4; Matt. 13, 15. He is a Spirit of 
regeneration and renewal, Titus 3, 5.6. He 
takes away the hard heart of stone, and gives 
a new tender heart of fiesh, that we may walk 
in His commands, Hzek. 11, 19; Deut. 30, 6; 
Ps. 51, 10. He creates us in Christ Jesus to 
good works, Eph. 2, 10, and makes us new 
creatures, 2 Cor. 5,17; Gal. 6,15. And, in 
short, Hvery good gift is of God, Jas. 1, 17. 
No one can come to Christ unless the Father 
draw him, John 6, 44. No one knoweth the 
Father, save him to whom the Son will reveal 
Him, Matt. 11, 27. No one can call Christ 
Lord except by the Holy Ghost, 1 Cor. 12, 3. 
Without Me, says Christ, ye can do nothing, 
John 15, 5. All our sufficiency is of God, 
2 Cor. 3,5. What hast thou that thou didst 
mot receive? Now, if thow didst receive itt, 
why dost thou glory as 1f thou hadst not re- 
ceived it? 1 Cor. 4,7. Accordingly, St. Augus- 
tine particularly writes of this passage that 
by it he was convinced that he must lay aside 
his former erroneous opinion, when he had 
maintained the following in his treatise De 
Praedestinatione, chap. 3: Gratiam Dei in eo 
tantum consistere, quod in praeconio veritatis 
Dei voluntas nobis revelaretur; ut autem 
praedicato nobis evangelio  consentiremus, 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 8938.] 
nostrum esse proprium et ex nobis esse. Item 
erravt (inquit), cum dicerem, nostrum esse 
credere et velle; Dei autem, dare credentibus 
et volentibus facultatem operandi. That is: 
I erred in this, that I held that the grace of 
God consists only in this, that God in the 
preaching of the truth reveals His will; but 
that our consenting to the preached Gospel 
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is our own work, and is within our own 
powers. Likewise, St. Augustine writes fur- 
ther: I erred when I said that it is withim 
our own power to believe the Gospel and to 
will; but it is God’s work to give to them 
that believe and will the power to effect 
something. ; 

This doctrine is founded upon God’s Word, 
and conformable to the Augsburg Confession 
and other writings above mentioned, as the 
following testimonies prove. 


In Article XX the Confession says as fol- 
lows: Because through faith the Holy Ghost 
is gwen, the heart thus becomes fit for doing 
good works. For before, because it is with- 
out the Holy Ghost, it is too weak, and, be- 
sides, is in the devil’s power, who drives poor 
human nature into many sins. [Without 
Christ, without faith, and without the Holy 
Ghost men are in the power of the devil, who 
drives men to manifold and open crimes. 
Therefore men are first taught regarding 
faith, how the Holy Spirit is given, and that 
Christ aids and protects us against the 
devil, ete.] And a little afterward: For 
without faith and without Christ human 
nature and ability [reason and virtue] are 
much too weak to do good works [to resist 
the devil who drives men into sinning]. 


. These passages clearly testify that the Augs- 
burg Confession does not at all recognize [pro- 
nounce] the will of man in spiritual things 
as free, but says that he is the devil’s captive; 
how, then, is he to be able of his own, powers 
to turn himself to the Gospel or Christ? 


The Apology (Art. XVIII) teaches thus of 
free will: [We do not deny liberty to the 
human will.] We also say that reason has, 
to a certain extent, a free will; for in the 
things which are to be comprehended by 
reason. [as such] we have a free will [liberty 
im the choice of works and things]. And 
a little after: For such hearts as are without 
the Holy Ghost are without the fear of God, 
without faith, without trust [in God]; they 
do not believe that God hears them, that He 
forgives their sins, and helps them in troubles ; 
therefore they are godless. Now, “a corrupt 
tree cannot bring forth good fruit,” and “with- 
out faith it ts impossible to please God.” 
Therefore, although we concede that it is 
within our ability to perform such an out- 
ward work [we concede to free will the lb- 
erty and power to perform the outward works 
of the Law], nevertheless, we say that in 
spiritual things [truly to fear God, truly to 
believe in God] the free will and reason have 
no ability, ete. Here it is clearly seen that 
the Apology ascribes no ability to the will of 
man, either for beginning good or for co- 
operating of itself. 

In the Smalcald Articles (Of Sin) also the 
following errors concerning the free will are 
rejected: That man has a free will to do good 
and omit evil, etc. And shortly afterward it 
is also rejected as an error when men teach: 
That it is not founded upon Scripture, that 
for a good work the Holy Ghost with His 
grace is necessary. 
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in the Smalcald 
And 


Furthermore, we read 

Articles (Of Repentance), as follows: 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 895.) 
in Christians this repentance continues until 
death, because through the entire life it con- 
' tends with sin remaining in the flesh, as Paul, 
Rom. 7, 23, testifies that he wars with the Law 
in his members, etc., and that not by his own 
powers, but by the gift of the Holy Ghost, 
which follows the remission of sins. This gift 
daily cleanses and sweeps out the remaining 
sins, and works so as to render man truly pure 
and holy. These words say nothing whatever 
of our will, or that even in regenerate men it 
works anything of itself, but ascribe it to the 
gift of the Holy Ghost, which cleanses man 
and makes him daily more godly and holy; 
and our own powers are entirely excluded 
therefrom. 

In the Large Catechism of Dr. Luther (the 
Third Article of the Christian Faith) it is 
written thus: And I am also a part and mem- 
ber of the same, a sharer and joint owner of 
all the goods it possesses, brought to it and 
incorporated into it by the Holy Ghost, by 
having heard and continuing to hear the Word 
of God, which is the beginning of entering it. 
For formerly, before we had attained to this, 
we were altogether of the devil, knowing noth- 
ing of God and of Christ. Thus, until the 
last day, the Holy Ghost abides with the holy 
congregation, or Christendom, by means of 
which He brings us to Christ, and which He 
employs to teach and preach to us the Word, 
whereby He works and promotes sanctifica- 
tion, causing [this community] daily to grow 
and become strong in the faith and the fruits 
of the Spirit, which He produces. In these 
words the Catechism does not mention our 
free will or cooperation with a single word, 
but ascribes everything to the Holy Ghost, 
namely, that through the office of the ministry 
He brings us into the Christian Church, 
wherein He sanctifies us, and brings it about 
that we daily grow in faith and good works. 

And although the regenerate even in this 
life advance so far that they will what is 
good, and love it, and even do good and grow 
in it, nevertheless this (as above stated) is 
not of our will and ability, but the Holy 
Ghost, as Paul himself speaks concerning this, 
works such willing and doing, Phil. 2,13. As 
also in Eph. 2, 10 he ascribes this work to God 
alone, when he says: For we are His work- 
manship, created in Ohrist Jesus unto good 
works, which God hath before ordained that 
we should walk therein. 

In the Small Catechism of Dr. Luther it is 
thus written: J believe that I cannot by my 
own reason or strength believe in Jesus Ohrist, 
my Lord, or come to Him; but the Holy Ghost 
has called me through the Gospel, enlightened 
me with His gifts, and sanctified and kept me 
im the true faith; even as He calls, gathers, 
enlightens, and sanctifies the whole Christian 
Church on earth, and keeps it with Jesus 
Ohrist in the one true famth, etc. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 897.] 

And in the explanation of the Second Peti- 

tion of the Lord’s Prayer the following words 
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occur: How is this done? When our Heav- 
enly Father gives us His Holy Spirit, so that 
by His grace we believe His holy Word and 
live a godly life, ete. 

These testimonies state that by our own 
powers we cannot come to Christ, but God 
must give us His Holy Ghost, by whom we 
are enlightened, sanctified, and thus brought 
to Christ through faith, and kept with Him; 
and no mention is made either of our will or 
cooperation. £ 


To this we will add a passage in which 
Dr. Luther declared himself later, with a 
solemn protestation that he intended to per- 
severe in this doctrine unto the end, in his 
Large Confession concerning the Holy Supper, 
where he says: Herewith I reject and con- 
demn as nothing but error all dogmas which 
extol our free will, as they directly conflict 
with this help and grace of our Savior Jesus 
Christ. For since outside of Christ death and 
sin are our lords, and the devil our god and 
prince, there can be no power or might, no 
wisdom or understanding, whereby we can 
qualify ourselves for, or strive after, right- 
eousness and life; but we- must be blinded 
people and prisoners of sin and the devil’s 
own, to do and to think what pleases them 
and is contrary to God and His command- 
ments. 


In these words Dr. Luther, of blessed and 
holy memory, ascribes to our free will no 
power whatever to qualify itself for right- 
eousness or strive after it, but says that man 
is blinded and held captive to do only the 
devil’s will, and that which is contrary to 
God the Lord. Therefore there is here no co- 
operation of our will in the conversion of man, 
and man must be drawn and born anew of 
God; otherwise there is no thought in our 
hearts which of itself could turn to the holy 
Gospel for the purpose of accepting it. Even 
so Dr. Luther wrote of this matter also in his 
book De Servo Arbitrio, i.e., Of the Captive 
Will of Man, in opposition to Erasmus, and 
elucidated and supported this position well 
and thoroughly, and afterward he repeated 
and explained it in his glorious exposition of 
the book of Genesis, especially of chapter 26. 
There likewise his meaning and understanding 
of some other peculiar disputations intro- 
duced incidentally by Erasmus, as of abso- 
lute necessity, etc., have been secured by him 
in the best and most careful way against all 
misunderstanding and perversion; to which 
we also hereby appeal and refer others. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 899.] 

Therefore it is teaching incorrectly to as- 
sert that unregenerate man has still so much 
power as to desire to receive the Gospel and 
to be comforted by it, and that thus the 
natural human will cooperates somewhat [in 
a manner] in conversion. For such an erro- 
neous opinion is contrary to the holy, divine 
Scriptures, the Christian Augsburg Confession, 
its Apology, the Smalcald Articles, the Large 
and the Small Catechisms of Luther, and other 
writings of this excellent, highly [divinely] 
enlightened theologian. 
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This doctrine concerning the inability and 
wickedness of our natural free will and con- 
cerning our conversion and _ regeneration, 
namely, that it is a work of God alone and 
not of our powers, is [impiously, shamefully, 
and maliciously] abused in an unchristian 
manner both by enthusiasts and by Epicu- 
reans; and by their speeches many persons 
have become disorderly and irregular, and 


idle and indolent in all Christian exercises. 


of prayer, reading and devout meditation; 
for they say that, since they are unable from 
their own natural powers to convert them- 
selves to God, they will always strive with 
all their might against God, or wait until 
God converts them by force against their 
will; or since they can do nothing in these 
spiritual things, but everything is the opera- 


tion of God the Holy Ghost alone, they wilh, 


regard, hear, or read neither the Word nor 
the Sacrament, but wait until God, without 
means, instils into them His gifts from 
heaven, so that they can truly feel and per- 
ceive in themselves that God has converted 
them. e 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 901.) 

Other desponding [weak and disturbed] 
hearts [our godly doctrine concerning the free 
will not being rightly understood] might per- 
haps fall into hard thoughts and [perilous] 
doubts as to whether God has elected them, 
and will work His gifts also in them through 
the Holy Ghost, especially when they are 
sensible of no strong, ardent faith and sin- 
cere obedience, but only of weakness, fear, 
and misery. 

For this reason we shall now relate, fur- 
thermore, from God’s Word how man is con- 
verted to God, how and through what means 
(namely, through the oral Word and the holy 
Sacraments) the Holy Ghost wants to be effi- 
cacious in_us, and to work and bestow in our 
hearts true repentance, faith, and new spir- 
_ itual power and ability for good, and how we 
should conduct ourselves towards these means, 
and [how we should] use them. 

It is not God’s will that any one should be 
damned [perish], but that all men should be 
converted to Him and be saved eternally. 
Ezek. 33,11: As I liwe, I have no pleasure in 
the death of the wicked, but that the wicked 
turn from his way and live. John 3,16: For 
God so loved the world that He gave his only- 
begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in Him 
should not perish, but have everlasting life. 

Therefore God, out of His immense good- 
ness and mercy, has His divine eternal Law 
and His wonderful plan concerning our re- 
demption, namely, the holy, alone-saving Gos- 
pel of His eternal Son, our only Savior and 
Redeemer, Jesus Christ, publicly preached; 
and by this [preaching] collects an eternal 
Church for Himself from the human race, and 
works in the hearts of men true repentance 
and knowledge of sins, and true faith in the 
Son of God, Jesus Christ. And by this means, 
and in no other way, namely, through His 
holy Word, when men hear it preached or 
read it, and the holy Sacraments when they 
are used according to His Word, God desires 
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to call men to eternal salvation, draw them 
to Himself, and convert, regenerate, and sanc- 
tify them. 1 Cor. 1,21: For after that in the 
wisdom of God the world by wisdom knew not 
God, it pleased God by the foolishness of 
preaching to save them that believe. Acts 10, 
5.6: Peter shall tell thee what thou oughtest 
to do. Rom. 10,17: Faith cometh by hear- 
ing, and hearing by the Word of God. John 
17, 17.20: Sanctify them by Thy truth; Thy 
Word is truth, etc. Netther pray I for these 
alone, but for them also which shall believe 


on Me through their Word. Therefore the . | 


eternal Father calls down from heaven con- 
cerning His dear Son and concerning all who 
preach repentance and forgiveness of sins in 
His name: Hear ye Him, Matt. 17, 5. 

Now, all who wish to be saved ought to 
hear this preaching [of God’s Word]. For the 
preaching and hearing of God’s Word are in- 
struments of the Holy Ghost, by, with, and 
through which He desires to work efficaciously, 
and to convert men to God, and to work in 
them both to will and to do. 

This Word man can externally hear and 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 903.] 
read, even though he is not yet converted to 
God and regenerate; for in these external 
things, as said above, man even since the Fall 
has to a certain extent a free will; so that he 
can go to church and hear or not hear the 
sermon. 

Through this means, namely, the preaching 
and hearing of His Word, God works, and 
breaks our hearts, and draws man, so that 
through the preaching of the Law he comes 
to know his sins and God’s wrath, and ex- 
periences in his heart true terrors, contrition, 
and sorrow, and through the preaching and 
consideration of the holy Gospel concerning 
the gracious forgiveness of sins in Christ a 
spark of faith is kindled in him, which ac- 
cepts the forgiveness of sins for Christ’s sake, 
and comforts itself with the promise of the 
Gospel, and thus the Holy Ghost (who works 
all this) is sent into the heart, Gal. 4, 6. 

_ Now, although both, the planting and water- 
ing of the preacher, and the running and will- 
ing of the hearer, would be in vain, and no 
conversion would follow it if the power and 
efficacy of the Holy Ghost were not added 
thereto, who enlightens and converts the hearts 
through the Word preached and heard, so 
that men believe this Word and assent thereto, 
still, neither preacher nor hearer is to doubt 
this grace and efficacy of the Holy Ghost, but 
should be certain that when the Word of God 
is preached purely and truly, according to the 
command and will of God, and men listen 
attentively and earnestly and meditate upon 
it, God is certainly present with His grace, 
and grants, as has been said, what otherwise 
man can neither accept nor give from his own 
powers. For concerning the presence, opera- 
tion, and gifts of the Holy Ghost we should 
not and cannot always judge ew sensu [from 
feeling], as to how and when they are ex- 
perienced in the heart; but because they are 
often covered and occur in great weakness, 
we should be certain from, and according to, 
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been] converted. And it is nevertheless true 
that man Wwtore kis conversion ie till 2 
rational) creature, having an understandin 
and will, however, not an understanding wi 
te divine things, or a will to will some- 
oA and walutary. Yet he can do noth- 
ing w or towards kis omversion (as kas 
ales been 2214 [froquently] above), and is in 
this respect much worse than 2 siome and 
Wok: for he resists the Word and will of 
God, until God awakens im from the death 
enli ana renzws him. 

a God doce act foree taan we 
become goAly (for those who always resist 
the Holy G and persistently ose the 
known truth, 22 Stephen ezye of the rdenA 
Jews, Acts 7,51, are not eomverteal), yt Ga 
the Lord draws the man whom He wishes 
[decreed] to convert, and draws him in such 
a way that his darkencd understanding is 
tarned inte an enlightened one and hie per- 
verse will into an obedient one. And this 
[just this] is what the Scriptures call ore 
ating 1 now heart, Ps. 51, 0. 

And for this reason it cannot be correctly 
#034 that man before his conversion hase 2 
mus agen, o a way, namely, of working 
somcthing good and salutary in divine things. 
Por inasmuch 24 man before his conversion is 
dead in eins, Eph. 2,5, there can be in him no 
power work @ ing good in divine things, 
and hence, tao, he has no modus agi, or 
way of working in divine things. But when 
we treat of the matter how God works in man, 
God has nevertheless [it is truce, indecd, that 
God bas] one modus agendi, or way of work 
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Ghost we can and should cooperate, 2 
still in great weakness. But this (that we 
cxnperate) doce not cocor from our carnal 
natural powers, but from the new powers and 
gilts which the Holy Ghost kas begun in us 
conversion, 24 St. Paul expressly and ear- 
nestly exhorts that as workers together with 
Him we receive not the grace of God in vam, 
2 Cor. 6,1. But this is to be understood in 
no other way than that the converted man 
docs good to such an extent and so long 22 
GA ye His Holy Spirit rules, guides, and 
leads him, and that 2¢ soon ae God would 
withdraw His gracious hand from him, he 
could not for a moment persevere in obedience 
to God. But if this were understood thus [if 
any one would take the expression of St. Paul 
in this sense], that the converted man o&- 
operates with the Holy Ghost in the manner 
2% when two horses together draw 2 wagon, 
this could in no way be conceded without 
prejudice to the divine truth (2 Cor. 6, 1: 
Levigvrri, aagazaisiuzs: We whe are te- 
cante or crnorkers with God beecech you wh 
are Godse husbaniry and Goode builiing, 
1 Cor. 3, 9, to imitate our crample, that the 
grace of God may not be among you in vain, 
1 Cor. 15,10, but that ye may be the temple 
of boa living and dvelliing im you, 2 Cor. 
, 16.) 
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Therefore there is a great difference between 
baptized and unbaptized men. For since, ac- 
cording to the doctrine of St. Paul, Gal. 3, 27, 
all who have been baptized have put on Christ, 
and thus are truly regenerate, they have now 
arbitrium liberatum (a liberated will), that 
is, as Christ says, they have been made free 
again, John 8, 36; whence they are able not 
only to hear the Word, but also to assent to 
it and accept it, although in great weakness. 

For since we receive in this life only the 
first-fruits of the Spirit, and the new birth 
is not complete, but only begun in us, the 
combat and struggle of the flesh against the 
spirit remains even in the elect and truly 
regenerate men; for there is a great difference 
perceptible among Christians not only in this, 
that one is weak and another strong in the 
spirit, but each Christian, moreover, experi- 


ences in himself that at one time he is joyful 4 


in spirit, and at another fearful and alarmed ; 
at one time ardent in love, strong in faith and 
hope, and at another cold and weak. 

But when the baptized have acted against 
‘their conscience, allowed sin to rule in them, 
and thus have grieved and lost. the Holy Ghost 
in them, they need not be rebaptized, but must 
be converted again, as has been sufficiently 
said before. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 909.] 


For this is certainly true that in genuine” 


conversion a change, new emotion [renewal], 
and movement in the intellect, will, and heart 
must take place, namely, that the heart per- 
ceive sin, dread God’s wrath, turn from sin, 
perceive and accept the promise of grace in 
Christ, have good spiritual thoughts, a Chris- 
tian purpose and diligence, and strive against 
the flesh. For where none of these occurs or 
is present, there is also no true conversion. 
_ But since the question is de causa efficiente 
(concerning the efficient cause), that is, who 
works this in us, and whence man has this, 
and how he attains it, this doctrine informs 
us that, since the natural powers of man can- 
not do anything or help towards it, 1 Cor. 
2,14; 2 Cor. 3, 5, God, out of His infinite good- 
ness and mercy, comes first to us [precedes 
us], and causes His holy Gospel to be 
preached, whereby the Holy Ghost desires to 
work and accomplish in us this conversion 
and renewal, and through preaching and medi- 
tation upon His Word kindles in us faith and 
other godly virtues, so that they are gifts 
and operations of the Holy Ghost alone. This 
doctrine, therefore, directs us to the means 
whereby the Holy Ghost desires to begin and 
work this [which we have mentioned], also 
instructs us how those gifts are preserved, 
strengthened, and increased, and admonishes 
us that we should not let this grace of God 
be bestowed on us in vain, but diligently ex- 
ercise it [those gifts], and ponder how griey- 
ous a sin it is to hinder and resist such opera- 
tions of the Holy Ghost. 

From this thorough explanation of the en- 
tire doctrine concerning free will we can now 
judge, lastly, also the questions upon which, 
for quite a number of years, there has been 
controversy in the churches of the Augsburg 
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Confession (Am homo ante, in, post conver- 
sionem Spiritui Sancto repugnet, vel pure pas- 
sive se habeat; an homo convertatur ut trun- 
cus; an Spiritus Sanctus detur repugnanti- 
bus, et an conversio hominis fiat per modum 
coactionis; that is, Whether man before, in, 
or after his-conversion resists the Holy Ghost, 
and whether he does nothing whatever, but 
only suffers what God works in him [or is 
purely passive]; likewise, whether in conver- 
sion man acts and is like a block; likewise, 
whether the Holy Ghost is given to those who 
resist Him; likewise, whether conversion oc- 
curs by coercion, so that God coerces men to 
conversion by force against their wills), and 
can perceive, expose, censure, and rejeet the 
opposite dogmas and errors, namely: 

1. First, the folly of the Stoics and Mani- 
cheans [who asserted] that everything that 
happens must so happen, et hominem coactum 
omnia facere, that is, that man does every- 
thing from coercion, and that even in out- 
ward works the will of man has no freedom 
or ability to render to a certain extent ex- 
ternal righteousness and respectable deport- 
ment, and to avoid external sins and vices, 


‘or that the will of man is coerced to external 


wicked deeds, inchastity, robbery, murder, etc. 
2. Secondly, the error of the gross Pela- 
gians, that the free will, from its own natural 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 911.] 
powers, without the Holy Ghost, can turn to 
God, believe the Gospel, and be obedient to 
God’s Law from the heart, and by this its 
voluntary obedience can merit the forgiveness 
of sins and eternal life. 

3. Thirdly, the error of the Papists and 
scholastics, who have proceeded in a some- 
what more subtile manner, and have taught 
that man from his own natural powers can 
make a beginning of doing good and of his 
own conversion, and that then the Holy Ghost, . 
because man is too weak to bring it to com- 
pletion, comes to the aid of the good begun 
from a person’s own natural powers. 

4. Fourthly, the doctrine of the Synergists, 
who pretend that man is not absolutely dead 
to good ,in spiritual things, but is badly 
wounded and half dead. Therefore, although 
the free will is too weak to make a beginning, 
and to convert itself to God by its own powers, 
and to be obedient to God’s Law from the 
heart, nevertheless, when the Holy Ghost 
makes a beginning, and calls us through the 
Gospel, and offers His grace, the forgiveness 
of sins, and eternal salvation, that then the 
free will, from its own natural powers, can 
meet God, and to a certain extent, although 
feebly, do something towards it, help and co- 
operate thereto, can qualify itself for, and 
apply itself to, grace, and apprehend, accept 
it, and believe the Gospel, and can also co- 
operate, by its own powers, with the Holy 
Ghost, in the continuation and maintenance 
of this work. 

Over against this, however, it has been 
shown at length above that such power, 
namely, facultas applicandi se ad gratiam, 
that is, to qualify one’s self by nature for 
grace, does not proceed from our own natural 
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powers, but alone from the operation of the 
Holy Ghost. 

5. Likewise, the following doctrine of the 
Popes and monks, that after his regeneration 
man can completely fulfil the Law of God in 
this life, and that through this fulfilment of 
the Law he is righteous before God and merits 
eternal life. 

6. On the other hand, the enthusiasts should 
be rebuked with great earnestness and zeal, 
and should in no way be tolerated in the 
Church of God, who imagine [dream] that 
God, without any means, without the hearing 
of the divine Word, and without the use of 
the holy Sacraments, draws men to Himself, 
and enlightens, justifies, and saves them. 

7. Also those who imagine that in conver- 
sion and regeneration God creates a new heart 
and new man in such a way that the substance 
and essence of the old Adam, and especially 
the rational soul, are completely destroyed, 
and a new essence of the soul is created out of 
nothing. This error St. Augustine expressly 
rebukes in [his exposition of] Psalm 25, where 
he quotes the passage from Paul, Eph. 4, 22: 
Put off the old man, etc., and explains it in the 
following words: Ne aliquis arbitretur depo- 
nendam esse aliquam substantiam, exposuit, 
quid esset: ,,Deponite veterem hominem et 
induite novum™, cum dicit in consequentibus: 
»Quapropter deponentes mendacium, loquimimi 
veritatem.* Ecce, hoc est deponere veterem 
hominem et induere novum etc.; that is, 
Lest any one might think that the substance 
or essence of man is to be laid aside, he has 
himself explained what it is to lay aside the 
old. man, and to put on the new, when he 

' [Concordia Triglotta, p. 913.] 
says in the succeeding words: “Putting away 
lying, speak the truth.” Behold, that is to 
put off the old man and to put on the new. 

8. Likewise, if the following expressions are 
used without being explained, namely, that 
the will of man before, in, and after conver- 
sion resists the Holy Ghost, and that the Holy 
Ghost is given to those who resist Him. 

For from the preceding explanation it is 
manifest that where no change whatever in 
intellect, will, and heart occurs through the 
Holy Ghost to that which is good, and man 
does not at all believe the promise, and is not 
rendered fit by God for grace, but entirely 
resists the Word, there no conversion takes 
place or can be. For conversion is such a 
change through the operation of the Holy 
Ghost in the intellect, will, and heart of man 
that by this operation of the Holy Ghost man 
can accept the offered grace. And, indeed, all 
those who obstinately and persistently resist 
the operations and movements of the Holy 
Ghost, which take place through the Word, 
do not receive, but grieve and lose, the Holy 
Ghost. 

Now, there remains, nevertheless, also in the 
regenerate, an obstinacy [a certain rebellious- 
ness] of which the Scriptures speak, namely, 
that the flesh lusteth against the spirit, 
Gal. 5,17, likewise, that fleshly lusts war 
against the soul, 1 Pet. 2,11, and that the law 
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in the members wars against the law of the 
mind, Rom. 7, 23. 

Accordingly, the man who is not regenerate 
resists God altogether, and is entirely a ser- 
vant of sin, John 8, 34; Rom. 6, 16. The 
regenerate person, however, delights in the 
Law of God after the inward man, but never- 
theless sees in his members the law of sin, 
which wars against the law of the mind; on 
this account he serves the Law of God with 
his mind, but with the flesh the law of sin, 
Rom. 7, 25. In this way the correct opinion 
can and should be thoroughly, clearly, and 
discreetly explained and taught. 

As to the expressions of Chrysostom and 
Basil: Trahit Deus, sed volentem trahit; tan- 
tum velis, et Deus praeoccurrit, likewise, the 
saying of the Scholastics [and Papists], Ho- 
minis voluntas in conversione non est otiosa, 
sed agit aliquid, that is, God draws, but He 
draws the willing; likewise: Only be will- 
ing, and God will anticipate you; likewise: 
In conversion the will of man is not idle, but 
effects something (expressions which have 
been introduced for confirming the natural 
free will in man’s conversion, against the 
doctrine concerning God’s grace), it is mani- 
fest from the explanation heretofore presented 
that they are not in harmony with the form 
of sound doctrine, but contrary to it, and 
therefore ought to be avoided when we speak 
of conversion to God. 

For the conversion of our corrupt will, 
which is nothing else than a resuscitation of 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 915.) 
it from spiritual death, is only and solely the 
work of God (just as also the resuscitation 
in the resurrection of the body must be as- 
cribed to God alone), as has been fully set 
forth above and proved by manifest testi- 
monies of Holy Scripture. 

But how God in conversion changes stub- 
born and unwilling into willing men through 
the drawing of the Holy Ghost, and that after 
such conversion, in the daily exercise of re- 
pentance, the regenerate will of man is not 
idle, but also cooperates in all the works of 
the Holy Ghost which He does through us, 
has already been sufficiently explained above. 

So also when Luther says that with respect 
to his conversion man is pure passive (purely 
passive), that is, does nothing whatever 
towards it, but only suffers what God works 
in him, his meaning is not that conversion 
takes place without the preaching and hear- 
ing of God’s Word; nor is this his meaning, 
that in conversion no new emotion whatever 
is awakened in us by the Holy Ghost and no 
spiritual operation begun; but he means that 
man of himself, or from his natural powers, 
cannot do anything or help towards his con- 
version, and that conversion is not only in 
part, but altogether an operation, gift, and 
present, and work of the Holy Ghost alone, 
who accomplishes and effects it by His power 
and might, through the Word, in the intellect, 
will, and heart of man, tamquam in subiecto 
patiente, that is, while man does or works 
nothing, but only suffers; not as a figure is 
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cut into stone or a seal impressed into wax, 
which knows nothing of it, neither perceives 
and wills this, but in the way which has been 
recounted and explained a short while ago. 
Since also the youths in the schools have 
been greatly perplexed de tribus causis effici- 
entibus, concurrentibus im conwersione homi- 
nis non renati, that is, by the doctrine of the 
three efficient causes of the conversion of un- 
regenerate man to God, as to the manner in 
which they, namely, the Word of God preached 
and heard, the Holy Ghost, and the will of 
man, concur, it is again manifest from the ex- 
planation above presented that conversion to 
God is a work of God the Holy Ghost alone, 
who is the true Master that alone works this 
in us, for which He uses the preaching and 
hearing of His Holy Word as His ordinary 
[and lawful] means and instrument. But the 
intellect and will of the unregenerate mah 
are nothing else than subiectwm converten- 
dum, that is, that which is to be converted, 
it being the intellect and will of a spiritually 
dead man, in whom the Holy Ghost works 
conversion and. renewal, towards which work 
man’s will that is to be converted does noth- 
ing, but suffers God alone to work in him, 
until he is regenerate; and then he works 
also with the Holy Ghost [cooperates] that 
which is pleasing to God in other good works 
that follow, in the way and to the extent fully 
set forth above. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 917.] 
III. 
OF THE RIGHTEOUSNESS OF FAITH 
BEFORE GOD. 


The third controversy which has arisen 
among some theologians of the Augsburg Con- 
fession is concerning the righteousness of 
‘Christ or of faith, which God imputes by 
grace, through faith, to poor sinners for 
righteousness. 

For one side has contended that the right- 
eousness of faith, which the apostle calls the 
righteousness of God, is God’s essential right- 
eousness, which is Christ Himself as the true, 
natural, and essential Son of God, who dwells 
in the elect by faith and impels them to do 
right, and thus is their righteousness, com- 
pared with which righteousness the sins of 
all men are as a drop of water compared with 
the great ocean. 

Over against this, others have held and 
taught that Christ is our righteousness ac- 
cording to His human nature alone. 

In opposition to both these parties it has 
been unanimously taught by the other teachers 
of the Augsburg Confession that Christ is our 
righteousness not according to His divine na- 
ture alone, nor according to His human nature 
alone, but according to both natures; for He 
has redeemed, justified, and saved us from 
our sins as God and man, through His com- 
plete obedience; that therefore the righteous- 
ness of faith is the forgiveness of sins, recon- 
ciliation with God, and our adoption as God’s 
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children only on account of the obedience of 
Christ, which through faith alone, out of pure 
grace, is imputed for righteousness to all true 
believers, and on account of it they are ab- 
solved from all their unrighteousness. 
Besides this [controversy] there have been 
still other disputes caused and excited on ac- 
count of the Interim [on occasion of the for- 
mula of the Interim or of Interreligion], and 
otherwise, concerning the article of justifica- 
tion, which will hereafter be explained in anti- 
thesi, that is, in the enumeration of those 
errors which are contrary to the pure doctrine 
in this article. 
This article concerning justification by faith 
(as the Apology says) is the chief article in 
the entire Christian doctrine; without which 
no poor conscience can have any firm conso- 
lation, or can truly know the riches of the , 
grace of Christ, as Dr. Luther also has writ- 
ten: If this only article remains pure on the 
battlefield, the Christian Church also remains 
pure, and in goodly harmony and without any 
sects; but if it does not remain pure, it is not 
possible that any error or fanatical spirit can 
be resisted. (Tom. 5, Jena, p. 159.) And con- 
cerning this article especially Paul says that 
a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump. 
Therefore, in this article he urges with so 
much zeal and earnestness the particulas ea- 


-cliisivas, that is, the words whereby the works 


of men are excluded (namely, without Law, 
without works, by grace [freely], Rom. 3, 28; 
4,5; Eph. 2, 8.9), in order to indicate how 
highly necessary it is that in this article, aside 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 919.] 5 
from [the presentation of] the pure doctrine, 
the antithesis, that is, all contrary dogmas, be 
stated separately, exposed, and rejected by this 
means. 

Therefore, in order to explain this contro- 
versy in a Christian way by means of God’s 
Word, and, by His grace, to settle it, our doc- 
trine, faith, and confession are as follows: 

Concerning the righteousness of faith be- 
fore God we believe, teach, and confess unani- 
mously, in accordance with the comprehensive 
summary of our faith and confession presented 
above, that poor sinful man is justified before 
God, that is, absolved and declared free and 
exempt from all his sins, and from the sen- 
tence of well-deserved condemnation, and 
adopted into sonship and heirship of eternal 
life, without any merit or worth of our own, 
also without any preceding, present, or any 
subsequent works, out of pure grace, because 
of the sole merit, complete obedience, bitter 
suffering, death, and resurrection of our Lord 
Christ alone, whose obedience is reckoned to 
us for righteousness. 

These treasures are offered us by the Holy 
Ghost in the promise of the holy Gospel; and 
faith alone is the only means by which we lay 
hold upon, accept, and apply, and appropriate 
them to ourselves. This faith is a gift of God, 
by which we truly learn to know Christ, our 
Redeemer, in the Word of the Gospel, and 
trust in Him, that for the sake of His obedi- 
ence alone we have the forgiveness of sins by 
grace, are regarded as godly and righteous 
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God the Father, and are eternally saved. 

erefore it is considered and understood to 
be the same thing when Paul says that we are 
justified by faith, Rom. 3, 28, or that faith is 
counted to us for righteousness, Rom. 4, 5, and 
when he says that we are made righteous by 
the obedience of One, Rom. 5, 19, or that by 
the righteousness of One justification of faith 
came to all men, Rom. 5,18. For faith justi- 
fies, not for this cause and reason that it is 
se good a work and so fair a virtue, but be- 
cause it lays hold of and accepts the merit of 
Christ in the promise of the holy Gospel; for 
this must be applied and appropriated to us 
by faith, if we are to be justified thereby. 
Therefore the righteousness which is imputed 
to faith or to the believer out of pure grace 
is the obedience, suffering, and resurrection of 
Christ, sinee He has made satisfaction for us 
to the Law, and paid for [expiated] our sins. 
For since Christ is not man alone, but God 
and man in one undivided person, He was as 
little subject to the Law, because He is the 
Lord of the Law, as He had to suffer and die 
as far as His person is concerned. For this 
reason, then, His obedience, not only in suf- 
fering and dying, but also in this, that He in 
our stead was voluntarily made under the 
Law, and fulfilled it by this obedience, is im- 
puted to us for righteousness, so that, on ac- 
count of this complete obedience, which He 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 921.) 

rendered His heavenly Father for us, by doing 
and suffering, in living and dying, God for- 
gives our sins, regards us as godly and right- 
eous, and eternally saves us. This righteous- 
ness is offered us by the Holy Ghost through 
the Gospel and in the Sacraments, and is 
applied, appropriated, and received through 
faith, whence believers have’ reconciliation 
with God, forgiveness of sins, the grace of 
God, sonship, and heirship of eternal life. 

Accordingly, the word justify here means 
to declare righteous and free from sins, and to 
absolve one from eternal punishment for the 
sake of Christ’s righteousness, which is im- 
puted by God to faith, Phil. 3,9. For this 
use and understanding of this word is common 
in the Holy Scriptures of the Old and the New 
Testament. Prov. 17,15: He that justifieth 
the wicked, and he that condemneth the just, 
even they both are abomination to the Lord. 
Is. 5, 23: Woe unto them which justify the 
wicked for reward, and take away the right- 
eousness of the righteous from him! Rom. 
8, 33: Who shall lay anything to the charge 
of God’s elect? It is God that justifieth, that 
is, absolves from sins and acquits. 

However, since the word regeneratio, regen- 
eration, is sometimes employed for the word 
iwstificatio, justification, it is necessary that 
this word be properly explained, in order that 
the renewal which follows justification of faith 
may not be confounded with the justification 
of faith, but that they may be properly dis- 
tinguished from one another. 

For, in the first place, the word regeneratio, 
that is, regeneration, is used so as to comprise 
at the same time the forgiveness of sins for 
Christ’s sake alone, and the succeeding re- 
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newal which the Holy Ghost works in those 
who are justified by faith. Then, again, it is 
[sometimes] used pro remissione peccatorum 
et adoptione in filios Dei, that is, so as to 
mean only the remission of sins, and that we 
are adopted as sons of God. And in this latter 
sense the word is much and often used in the 
Apology, where it is written: Justificatio est 
regeneratio, that is, Justification before God 
is regeneration. St. Paul, too, has employed 
these words as distinct from one another, 
Titus 3,5: He saved us by the washing of re- 
generation and renewal of the Holy Ghost. 
As also the word vivificatio, that is, making 
alive, has sometimes been used in a like sense. - 
For when man is justified through faith 
(which the Holy Ghost alone works), this is 
truly a regeneration, because from a child of 
wrath he becomes a child of God, and thus is 
transferred from death to life, as it is written: 
When we were dead in sins, He hath quick- 
ened us together with Christ, Eph. 2,5. Like- 
wise: The just shall live by faith, Rom. 1, 17; 
Hab. 2,4. In this sense the word is much and 
witen used in the Apology. 

But again, it is often taken also for sancti- 
fication and renewal, which succeeds the right- 
eousness of faith, as Dr. Luther has thus used 
it in his book concerning the Church and the 
Councils, and elsewhere. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 923.] 

But when we teach that through the opera- 
tion of the Holy Ghost we are born anew and 
justified, the sense is not that after regenera- 
tion no unrighteousness clings any more to 
the justified and regenerate in their being and 
life, but that Christ covers all their sins which 
nevertheless in this life still inhere in nature 
with His complete obedience. But irrespective _ 
of this they are declared and regarded godly 
and righteous by faith and for the sake of 
Christ’s obedience (which Christ rendered the 
Father for us from His birth to His most 
ignominious death upon the cross), although, 
on account of their corrupt nature, they still 
are and remain sinners to the grave [while 
they bear about this mortal body]. Nor, on 
the other hand, is this the meaning, that 
without repentance, conversion, and renewal 
we might or should yield to sins, and remain 
and continue in them. 

For true [and not feigned] contrition must 
precede; and to those who, in the manner 
stated, out of pure grace, for the sake of the 
only Mediator, Christ, without any works and 
merit, are righteous before God, that is, are 
received into grace, the Holy Ghost is also 
given, who renews and sanctifies them, and 
works in them love to God and to their 
neighbor. But since the incipient renewal is 
imperfect in this life, and sin still dwells in 
the flesh, even in the regenerate, the right- 
eousness of faith before God consists in the 
gracious imputation of the righteousness of 
Christ, without the addition of our works, so 
that our sins are forgiven us and covered, 
and are not imputed, Rom. 4, 6 ff. 

But here very good attention must be given 
with especial diligence, if the article of justi- 
fication is to remain pure, lest that which pre- 
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cedes faith, and that which follows after it, 
be mingled together or inserted into the article 
of justification as necessary and belonging to 
it, because it is not one or the same thing to 
speak of conversion and of justification. 

For not everything that belongs to conver- 
sion belongs likewise to the article of justi- 
fication, in and to which belong and are neces- 
sary only the grace of God, the merit of 
Christ, and faith, which receives this in the 
promise of the Gospel, whereby the righteous- 
ness of Christ is imputed to us, whence we 
receive and have forgiveness of sins, recon- 
ciliation with God, sonship, and heirship of 
eternal life. 

Therefore true, saving faith is not in those 
who are without contrition and sorrow, and 
have a wicked purpose to remain and per- 
severe in sins; but true contrition precedes, 
and genuine faith is in or with true repen® 
ance [justifying faith is in those who repent 
truly, not feignedly]. 

Love is also a fruit which surely and neces- 
sarily follows true faith. For the fact that 
one does not love is a sure indication that he 
is not justified, but is still in death, or has 
lost the righteousness of faith again, as John 
says, 1 John 3,14. But when Paul says, Rom. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 925.) 

38,28: We are justified by faith without 
works, he indicates thereby that neither the 
contrition that precedes, nor the works that 
follow, belong in the article or transaction of 
justification by faith. For good works do not 
precede justification, but follow it, and the 
person must first be justified before he can do 
good works. 

In like manner also renewal and sanctifi- 
cation, although it is also a benefit of the 
’ Mediator, Christ, and a work of the Holy 
Ghost, does not belong in the article or affair 
of justification before God, but follows the 
same, since, on account of our corrupt flesh, 
it is not entirely perfect and complete in this 
life, as Dr. Luther writes well concerning this 
in his beautiful and large exposition of the 
Epistle to the Galatians, in which he says as 
follows: We concede indeed that instruction 
should be given also concerning love and good 
works, yet in such a way that this be done 
when and where it is necessary, namely, when 
otherwise and outside of this matter of justi- 
fication we have to do with works. But here 
the chief matter dealt with is the question, not 
whether we should also do good works and ea- 
ercise love, but by what means we can be justi- 
fied before God, and saved. And here we 
answer thus with St. Paul: that we are justi- 
fied by faith im Ohrist alone, and not by the 
deeds of the Law or by love. Not that we 
hereby entirely reject works and love, as the 
adversaries falsely slander and accuse us, but 
that we do not allow ourselves to be led away, 
as Satan desires, from the chief matter with 
which we have to do here to another and 
foreign affair which does not at all belong to 
this matter. Therefore, whereas, and as long 
as we are occupied with this article of justi- 
fication, we reject and condemn works, since 
this article is so constituted that it can ad- 
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mit of no disputation or treatment whatever 
regarding works; therefore in this matter we 
cut short all Law and works of the Law. So 
far Luther. 

In order, therefore, that troubled hearts 
may have a firm, sure consolation, also, that 
due honor be given to the merit of Christ and 
the grace of God, the Scriptures teach that 
the righteousness of faith before God consists 
alone in the gracious [gratuitous] reconcilia- 
tion or the forgiveness of sins, which is pre- 
sented to us out of pure grace, for the sake 
of the only merit of the Mediator, Christ, and 
is received through faith alone in the promise 
of the Gospel. In like manner, too, in justi- 
fication before God faith relies neither upon 
contrition nor upon love or other virtues, but 
upon Christ alone, and in Him upon His com- 
plete obedience by which He has fulfilled the 
Law for us, which [obedience] is imputed to 
believers for righteousness. | 

Moreover, neither contrition nor love or any 
other virtue, but faith alone is the sole means 
and instrument by which and through which 
we can receive and accept the grace of God, 
the merit of Christ, and the forgiveness of 
sins, which are offered us in the promise of 
the Gospel. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 927.] 
It is also correctly said that believers who 


‘in Christ through faith have been justified, 


have in this life first the imputed righteous- 
ness of faith, and then also the incipient 
righteousness of the new obedience or of good 
works. But these two must not be mingled 
with one another or be both injected at the 
same time into the article of justification by 
faith before God. For since this incipient 
righteousness or renewal in us is incomplete 
and impure in this life because of the flesh, 


‘the person cannot stand with and by it [on 


the ground of this righteousness] before God’s 
tribunal, but before God’s tribunal only the 
righteousness of the obedience, suffering, and 
death of Christ, which is imputed to faith, 
can stand, so that only for the sake of this 
obedience is the person (even after his re- 
newal, when he has already many good works 
and lives the best [upright and blameless] 
life) pleasing and acceptable to God, and is 
received into adoption and heirship of eter- 
nal life. 

Here belongs also what St. Paul writes 
Rom. 4, 3, that Abraham was justified before 
God by faith alone, for the sake of the Medi- 
ator, without the cooperation of his works, 
not only when he was first converted from 
idolatry and had no good works, but also 
afterwards, when he had been renewed by the 
Holy Ghost, and adorned with many excellent 
good works, Gen. 15, 6; Heb. 11, 8. And 
Paul puts the following question, Rom. 4, 1 ff.: 
On what did Abraham’s righteousness before 
God for everlasting life, by which he had a 
gracious God, and was pleasing and acceptable 
to Him, rest at that time? 

This he answers: Jo him who worketh not, 
but believeth on Him that justifieth the un- 
godly, his faith is counted for righteousness ; 
as David also, Ps. 32,1, speaks of the blessed- 
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ness of the man to whom God imputes right- 
eousness without works. Hence, even though 
the converted and believing [in Christ] have 
incipient renewal, sanctification, love, virtue, 
and good works, yet these neither can nor 
should be drawn into, or mingled with, the 
article of justification before God, in order 
that the honor due Him may remain with 
Christ the Redeemer, and tempted consciences 
may have a sure consolation, since our new 
obedience is incomplete and impure. 

And this is the meaning of the Apostle Paul 
when in this article he urges so diligently and 
zealously the particulas exclusivas, that is, the 
words by which works are excluded from the 
article of justification: absque operibus, sine 
lege, gratis, non ex operibus, that is, by grace, 
without merit, without works, not of works. 
These exclusivae are all comprised in the ex- 
pression: By faith alone in Christ we are 
justified before God and saved. For thereby 
works are excluded, not in the sense that 
a true faith can exist without contrition, or 
that good works should, must, and dare not 
follow true faith as sure and indubitable 
fruits, or that believers dare not nor must do 
anything good; but good works are excluded 
from the article of justification before God, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 929.] 
so that they must not be drawn into, woven 
into, or mingled with the transaction of the 
justification of the poor sinner before God as 
necessary or belonging thereto. And the true 
sense of the particulae exclusivae in articulo 
iustificationis, that is, of the aforementioned 
terms, in the article of justification, consists 
in the following, and they should also be urged 
in this article with all diligence and earnest- 
ness [on account of these reasons]: 

1. That thereby [through these particles] 
all our own works, merit, worthiness, glory, 
and confidence in all our works are entirely 
excluded in the article of justification so that 
our works shalt not be constituted or regarded 
as either the cause or the merit of justifica- 
tion, neither entirely, nor half, nor in the least 
part, upon which God could or ought to look, 
or we to rely in this article and action. 

2. That this remain the office and property 
of faith alone, that it alone, and nothing else 
whatever, is the means or instrument by and 
through which God’s grace and the merit of 
Christ in the promise of the Gospel are re- 
ceived, apprehended, accepted, applied to us, 
and appropriated; and that from this office 
and property of such application or appropria- 
tion love and all other virtues or works are 
excluded. 

3. That neither renewal, sanctification, vir- 
tues nor good works are tamquam forma aut 
pars aut causa wstificationis, that is, our 
righteousness before God, nor are they to be 
constituted and set up as a part or cause of 
our righteousness, or otherwise under any pre- 
text, title, or name whatever to be mingled in 
the article of justification as necessary and 
belonging thereto; but that the righteousness 
of faith consists alone in the forgiveness of 
sins out of pure grace, for the sake of Christ’s 
merit alone; which blessings are offered us 
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in the promise of the Gospel, and are received, 
accepted, applied, and appropriated by faith 
alone. 

In the same manner the order also between 
faith and good works must abide and be main- 
tained, and likewise between justification and 
renewal, or sanctification. 

For good works do yot precede faith, neither 
does sanctification precede justification. But 
first faith is kindled in us in conversion by 
the Holy Ghost from the hearing of the Gospel. 
This lays hold of God’s grace in Christ, by 
which the person is justified. Then, when the 
person is justified, he is also renewed and 
sanctified by the Holy Ghost, from which re- 
newal and sanctification the fruits of good 
works then follow. Ht haec non ita divellun- 
tur, quasi vera fides aliquando et aliquamdiu 
stare possit cum malo proposito, sed ordine 
causarum et effectuum, antecedentium et con- 
sequentium, ita distribuuntur. Manet enim, 
quod Lutherus recte dicit: Bene conveniunt 
et sunt connexa inseparabiliter fides et opera; 
sed sola fides est, quae apprehendit benedictio- 
nem sine operibus, et tamen nunquam est sola. 
That is: This should not be understood as 
though justification and renewal were sun- 
dered from one another in such a manner that 
a genuine faith sometimes could exist and con- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 931.] 

tinue for a time together with a wicked in- 
tention, but hereby only the order [of causes 
and effects, of antecedents and consequents] 
is indicated, how one precedes or succeeds, the 
other. For what Luther has correctly said 
remains true nevertheless: Faith and good 
works well agree and fit together [are im- 
separably connected]; but it is faith alone, 
without works, which lays hold of the bless- 
ing; and yet tt is never and at no time alone. 
This has been set forth above. 

Many disputations also are usefully and 
well explained by means of this true distinc- 
tion, of which the Apology treats in refer- 
ence to the passage James 2, 20. For when we 
speak of faith, how it justifies, the doctrine of 
St. Paul is that faith alone, without works, 
justifies, Rom. 3, 28, inasmuch as it applies 
and appropriates to us the merit of Christ, as 
has been said. But if the question is, wherein 
and whereby a Christian ean perceive and dis- 
tinguish, either in himself or in others, a true 
living faith from a feigned and dead faith, 
(since many idle, secure Christians imagine 
for themselves a delusion in place of faith, 
while they nevertheless have no true faith,) 
the Apology gives this answer: James calls 
that dead faith where good works and fruits 
of the Spirit of every kind do not follow. And 
to this effect the Latin edition of the Apology 
says: Jacobus recte negat, nos tali fide iusti- 
ficari, quae est sine operibus, hoc est, quae 
mortua est. That is: St. James teaches cor- 
rectly when he denies that we are justified by 
such a faith as is without works, which is 
dead faith. 

But James speaks, as the Apology says, con- 
cerning the works of those who have already 
been justified through Christ, reconciled with 
God, and obtained forgiveness of sins through 
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Christ. But if the question is, whereby and 
whence faith has this, and what appertains to 
this that it justifies and saves, it is false and 
incorrect to say: Fidem non posse iustificare 
sine operibus; vel fidem, quatenus caritatem, 
qua formatur, coniunctam habet, wstificare ; 
vel fidei, ut iustificet, necessariam esse prae- 
sentiam bonorum operum; vel bona opera esse 
causam sine qua non, quae per particulas ex- 
clusivas ex articulo wstificationis non eaclu- 
dantur. That is: That faith cannot justify 
without works; or that faith justifies or 
makes righteous, inasmuch as it has love with 
it, for the sake of which love this is ascribed 
to faith [it has love with it, by which it is 
formed]; or that the presence of works with 
faith is necessary if otherwise man is to be 
justified thereby before God; or that the pres- 
ence of good works in the article of justifi- 
cation, or for justification, is needful, so that 
good works are a cause without which man 
cannot be justified, and that they are not ex- 
cluded from the article of justification by the 
particulae exclusivae: absque operibus etc., 
that is, when St. Paul says: without works. 
For faith makes righteous only inasmuch as 
and because, as a means and instrument, it 
lays hold of, and accepts, the grace of God and 
the merit of Christ in the promise of the 
Gospel. 

Let this suffice, according to the plan of this 
document, as a summary explanation of the 
doctrine of justification by faith, which is 
treated more at length in the above-mentioned. 
writings. From these, the antithesis also, 
that is, the false contrary dogmas, are mani- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 933.) 
fest, namely, that in addition to the errors 
recounted above also the following and similar 
ones, which conflict with the explanation now 
published, must be censured, exposed, and re- 
jected, as when it is taught: 

l. That our love or good works are a merit 
or cause of justification before God, either en- 
tirely or at least in part. 

2. Or that by good works man must render 
himself worthy and fit that the merit of Christ 
may be imparted to him. 

3. Vel formalem nostram iustitiam coram 
Deo esse inhaerentem nostram novitatem seu 
caritatem ; that is, that our real righteousness 
before God is the love or renewal which the 
Holy Ghost works in us, and which is in us. 

4, Or that two things or parts belong to 
the righteousness of faith before God in which 
. it consists, namely, the gracious forgiveness 
of sins, and then, secondly, also renewal or 
sanctification. 

5. Item, fidem iustificare tantum initialiter, 
vel partiahter, vel principaliter; et novitatem 
vel caritatem nostram iustificare etiam coram 
Deo vel completive, vel minus principaliter 
(that is, that faith justifies only initially, 
either in part or primarily, and that our new- 
ness or love justifies even before God, either 
completively or secondarily ). 

6. Item, ceredentes coram Deo iustificari vel 
coram Deo iustos esse simul et imputatione 
et inchoatione, vel partim imputatione, par- 
tum inchoatione novae obedientiae (that is, 
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also that believers are justified before God, or 
are righteous before God, both by imputation 
and by inchoation at the same time, or partly 
by the imputation of Christ’s righteousness 
and partly by the beginning of new obedience). 

7. Item, applicationem promissionis gratiae 
fieri et fide cordis et confessione oris ac reli- 
quis virtutibus (that is, also that the appli- 
cation of the promise of grace occurs both by 
faith of the heart and confession of the mouth, 
and by other virtues). That is: Faith makes 
righteous for this reason alone, that righteous- 
ness is begun in us by faith, or in this way, 
that faith takes the precedence in justifica- 
tion; nevertheless, renewal and love also be- 
long to our righteousness before God, how- 
ever, in such a way that it is not the chief 
cause of our righteousness, but that our right- 
eousness before God is not entire and complete 
without such love and renewal. Likewise, that 
believers are justified and righteous before 
God at the same time by the imputed right- 
eousness of Christ and the incipient new obedi- 
ence, or in part by the imputation of Christ’s 
righteousness and in part by the incipient new 
obedience. Likewise, that the promise of grace 
is appropriated to us by faith in the heart, 
and confession which is made with the mouth, 
and by other virtues. ~ 

Also this is incorrect, when it is taught 


- that man must be saved in some other way or 


through something else than as he is justified 
before God, so that we are indeed justified be- 
fore God by faith alone, without works, but 
that it is impossible to be saved without works 
or obtain salvation without works. 

This is false, for the reason that it is 
directly opposed to the declaration of Paul, 
Rom. 4,6: The blessedness is of the man unto 
whom God imputeth righteousness without 
works. And Paul’s reason [the basis of Paul’s 
argument] is that we obtain both, salvation 
as well as righteousness, in one and the same 
way; yea, that by this very means, when we 
are justified by faith, we receive at the same 
time adoption and heirship of eternal life and 
salvation; and on this account Paul employs 
and emphasizes the particulas exclusivas, that 
is, those words by which works and our own 
merits are entirely excluded, namely, by grace, 
without works, as forcibly in the article con- 
cerning salvation as in the article concerning 
righteousness. 

Likewise also the disputation concerning the 
indwelling in us of the essential righteousness 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 935.] 
of God must be correctly explained. For al- 
though in the elect, who are justified b 
Christ and reconciled with God, God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, who is the eter- 
nal and essential righteousness, dwells by faith 
(for all Christians are temples of God the 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, who also im- 
pels them to do right), yet this indwelling of 
God is not the righteousness of faith of which 
St. Paul treats and which he calls iustitiam 
Dei, that is, the righteousness of God, for the 
sake of which we are declared righteous before 
God; but it follows the preceding righteous- 
ness of faith, which is nothing else than the 
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forgiveness of sins and the gracious adoption 
of the poor sinner, for the sake of Christ’s 
obedience and merit alone. 

Accordingly, since in our churches it is ac- 
knowledged [established beyond controversy] 
among the theologians of the Augsburg Con- 
fession that all our righteousness is to be 
sought outside the merits, works, virtues, and 
worthiness of ourselves and of all men, and 
rests alone upon Christ the Lord, it must be 
carefully considered in what respect Christ is 
ealled our Righteousness in this affair of justi- 
fication, namely, that our righteousness rests 
not upon one or the other nature, but upon 
the entire person of Christ, who as God and 
man is our Righteousness in His only, entire, 
and complete obedience. 

For even though Christ had been conceived 
and born without sin by the Holy Ghost, and 
had fulfilled all righteousness in His human 
nature alone, and yet had not been true and 
eternal God, this obedience and suffering of 
His human nature could not be imputed to us 
for righteousness. As also, if the Son of God 
had not become man, the divine nature alone 
could not be our righteousness. Therefore we 
believe, teach, and confess that the entire 
obedience of the entire person of Christ, which 
He has rendered the Father for us even to His 
most ignominious death upon the cross, is im- 
puted to us for righteousness. For the human 
nature alone, without the divine, could neither 
by obedience nor suffering render satisfaction 
to eternal almighty God for the sins of all the 
world; however, the divinity alone, without 
the humanity, could not mediate between God 
and us. 

But, since it is the obedience as above men- 
tioned [not only of one nature, but] of the 
entire person, it is a complete satisfaction and 
expiation for the human race, by which the 
eternal, immutable righteousness of God, re- 
vealed in the Law, has been satisfied, and is 
thus our righteousness, which avails before 
God and is revealed in the Gospel, and upon 
which faith relies before God, which God im- 
putes to faith, as it is written, Rom. 5, 19: 
For as by one man’s disobedience many were 
made sinners, so by the obedience of One shall 
many be made righteous; and 1 John 1,7: 
The blood of Jesus Christ, the Son of God, 
cleanseth us from all sin. Likewise: The 
just shall live by his faith, Hab. 2,4; Rom. 
lle 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 937.) 

Thus neither the divine nor the human 
nature of Christ by itself is imputed to us 
for righteousness, but only the obedience of 
the person who is at the same time God and 
man. And faith thus regards the person of 
Christ as it was made under the Law for us, 
bore our sins, and in His going to the Father 
offered to His heavenly Father for us poor 
sinners His entire, complete obedience, from 
His holy birth even unto death, and has 
thereby covered all our disobedience which in- 
heres in our nature, and its thoughts, words, 
and works, so that it is not imputed to us for 
condemnation, but is pardoned and forgiven 
out of pure grace, alone for Christ’s sake. 
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Therefore we unanimously reject and con- 
demn, besides the above-mentioned, also the 
following and all similar errors, as contrary 
to God’s Word, the doctrine of the prophets 
and apostles, and our Christian faith: 


1. When it is taught that Christ is our 
righteousness before God according to His 
divine nature alone. { 

2. That Christ is our righteousness accord- 
ing to His human nature alone. 

3. That in the passages from the prophets 
and apostles, when the righteousness of faith 
is spoken of, the words justify and to be justi- 
fied are not to signify to declare free from 
sins and to obtain the forgiveness of sing, but 
to be made actually and really righteous be- 
cause of love infused by the Holy Ghost, vir- 
tues, and the works following from it. 

4, That faith looks not only to the obedience 
of Christ, but to His divine nature as it dwells 
and works in us, and that by this indwelling 
our sins are covered before God. 

5. That faith is such a trust in the obedi- 
ence of Christ as can be and remain in a per- 
son notwithstanding he has no genuine repent- 
ance, in whom also no love follows, but who 
persists in sins against his conscience. 

6. That not God dwells in the believers, but 
only the gifts of God. 

These and like errors, one and all, we unani- 
mously reject as contrary to the clear Word 
of God, and by God’s grace abide firmly and 
constantly in the doctrine of the righteousness 
of faith before God, as it is embodied, ex- 
pounded, and proved from God’s Word in the 
Augsburg Confession, and the Apology issued 
after it. R 

Concerning what is needful furthermore for 
the proper explanation of this profound and 
chief article of justification before God, upon 
which depends the salvation of our souls, we 
direct, and for the sake of brevity herewith 
refer, every one to Dr. Luther’s beautiful and 
glorious exposition of the Epistle of St. Paul 
to the Galatians. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 939.] 
Lf 
OF GOOD WORKS. 


A disagreement has also occurred among 
the theologians of the Augsburg Confession 
concerning good works, one part employing 
the following words and manner in speaking 
of them: Good works are necessary for sal- 
vation; it is impossible to be saved without 
good works; likewise, no one has been saved 
without good works; because, they say, good 
works are required of true believers as fruits 
of faith, and faith without love is dead, al- 
though such love is no cause of salvation. 

The other part, however, contended, on the 
contrary, that good works are indeed neces- 
sary; however, not for salvation, but for other 
reasons; and that on this account the afore- 
cited propositiones, or expressions, which have 
been used (as they are not in accord with the 
form of sound doctrine and with the Word, 
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and have been always and are still set by 
the Papists in opposition to the doctrine of 
our Christian faith, in which we confess that 
faith alone justifies and saves) are not to be 
tolerated in the Church, in order that the 
merit of Christ, our Savior, be not diminished, 
and the promise of salvation may be and re- 
main firm and certain to believers. 

In this controversy also the following con- 
troverted proposition, or expression, was em- 
ployed by some few, that good works are in- 
jurious to salvation. It has also been argued 
by some that good works are not necessary, 
but are voluntary [free and spontaneous], be- 
cause. they are not extorted by fear and the 
penalty of the Law, but are to be done from 
a voluntary spirit and a joyful heart. Over 
against this the other side contended that 
good works are necessary. 

This [latter] controversy was originally oct 
casioned by the words necessitas and libertas, 
that is, necessary and free, because especially 
the word necessitas, necessary, signifies not 
only the eternal, immutable order according 
to which all men are obliged and in duty 
bound to obey God, but sometimes also a co- 
ercion, by which the Law forces men to good 
works. : 

But afterwards there was a disputation not 
only concerning the words, but the doctrine 
itself was attacked in the most violent man- 
ner, and it was contended that the new obedi- 
ence in the regenerate is not necessary because 
of the above-mentioned divine order. 

In order to explain this disagreement in 
a Christian way and according to the guid- 
ance of God’s Word, and by His grace to 
settle it completely, our doctrine, faith, and 
confession are as follows: 

First, there is no controversy among our 
theologians concerning the following points in 
this article, namely: that it is God’s will, 
order, and command that believers should 
walk in good works; and that truly good 
works are not those which every one contrives 
himself from a good intention, or which are 

edone according to traditions of men, but those 
which God Himself has prescribed and com- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 941.] 
manded in His Word; also, that truly good 
works are done, not from our own natural 
powers, but in this way: when the person by 
faith is reconciled with God and renewed by 
the Holy Ghost, or, as Paul says, is created 
anew in Christ Jesus to good works, Eph. 2, 10. 

Nor is there a controversy as to how and 
why the good works of believers, although in 
this flesh they are impure and incomplete, are 
pleasing and acceptable to God, namely, for 
the sake of the Lord Christ, by faith, because 
the person is acceptable to God. For the 
works which pertain to the maintenance of 
external discipline, which are also done by, 
and required of, the unbelieving and uncon- 
verted, although commendable before the 
world, and besides rewarded by God in this 
world with temporal blessings, are neverthe- 
less, because they do not proceed from true 
faith, in God’s sight sins, that is, stained with 
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sin, and are regarded by God as sins and im- 
pure on account of the corrupt nature and be- 
cause the person is not reconciled with God. 
For a corrupt tree cannot bring forth good 
fruit, Matt. 7, 18, as it is also written Rom. 
14,23: Whatsoever is not of faith is sin. For 
the person must first be accepted of God, and 
that for the sake of Christ alone, if also the 
works of that person are to please Him. 

Therefore, of works that are truly good and 
well-pleasing to God, which God will reward 
in this world and in the world to come, faith 
must be the mother and source; and on this 
account they are called by St. Paul true fruits 
of faith, as also of the Spirit. For, as Dr. Lu- 
ther writes in the Preface to St. Paul’s Epistle 
to the Romans: Thus faith is a divine work 
in us, that changes us and regenerates us of 
God, and puts to death the old Adam, makes 
us entirely different men in heart, spirit, mind, 
and all powers, and brings with it [confers] 
the Holy Ghost. Oh, it is a living, busy, 
active, powerful thing that we have in faith, 
so that it is impossible for it not to do good 
without ceasing. Nor does it ask whether 
good works are to be done; but before the 
question is asked, it has wrought them, and 
is always engaged in doing them. But he who 
does not do such works is void of faith, and 
gropes and looks about after faith and good 
works, and knows neither what faith nor what 
good works are, yet babbles and prates with 
many words concerning faith and good works. 
[Justifying] faith is a living, bold [firm] 
trust in God’s grace, so certain that a man 
would die a thousand times for it [rather 
than suffer this trust to be wrested from 
him]. And this trust and knowledge of divine 
grace renders joyful, fearless, and cheerful 
towards God and all creatures, which [joy 
and cheerfulness] the Holy Ghost works 
through faith; and on account of this, man 
becomes ready and cheerful, withowt coercion, 
to do good to every one, to serve every one, 
and to suffer everything for love and praise 
to God, who has conferred this grace on him, 
so that it is impossible to separate works from 
faith, yea, just as impossible as it is for heat 
and light to be separated from fire. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 943.] 

But since there is no controversy on these 
points among our theologians, we will not 
treat them here at length, but only explain 
ourselves, part against part, in a simple and 
plain manner regarding the controverted 
points. 

And first, as regards the necessity or volun- 
tariness of good works, it is manifest that in 
the Augsburg Confession and its Apology these 
expressions are often used and repeated that 
good works are necessary. Likewise, that it 
is necessary to do good works, which also: are 
necessarily to follow faith and reconciliation. 
Likewise, that we necessarily are to do and 
must do such good works as God has com- 
manded. Thus also in the Holy Scriptures 
themselves the words necessity, needful, and 
necessary, likewise, ought and must, are used 
concerning what we are bound to do because 
of God’s ordinance, command, and will, as 
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Rom. 18, 5; 1 Cor. 9, 9;, Acts 5, 29; John 
15, 12; 1 John 4, 21. 

Therefore the expressions or propositions 
mentioned [that good works are necessary, 
and that it is necessary to do good] are un- 


justly censured and rejected in this Christian | 


and proper sense, as has been done by some; 
for they are employed and used with pro- 
priety to rebuke and reject the secure, Epi- 
eurean delusion, by which many fabricate for 
themselves a dead faith or delusion which is 
without repentance and without good works, 
as though there could be in a heart true faith 
and at the same time the wicked intention to 
persevere and continue in sins, which is im- 
possible; or, as though one could, indeed, have 
and retain true faith, righteousness, and sal- 
vation even though he be and remain a cor- 
rupt and unfruitful tree, whence no good 
fruits whatever come, yea, even though he per- 
sist in sins against conscience, or purposely 
engages again in these sins, — all of which is 
incorrect and false. 

But in this connection the following distine- 
tion must also be noted, namely, that the mean- 
ing must be: necessitas ordinis, mandati et 
voluntatis Christi ac debiti nostri, non autem 
necessitas coactionis (a necessity of Christ’s 
ordinance, command, and will, and of our obli- 
gation, but not a necessity of coercion). That 
is: When this word necessary is employed, 
it should be understood not of coercion, but 
only of the ordinance of the immutable will 
of God, whose debtors we are; thither also 
His commandment points that the creature 
should be obedient to its Creator. For in 
other places, as 2 Cor. 9,7, and in the Epistle 
of St. Paul to Philemon, v. 14, also 1 Pet. 5, 2, 
that is termed of necessity which is wrung 
from one against his will, by force or other- 
wise, so that he acts externally for appear- 
ance, but nevertheless without and against 
his will. For such specious [hypocritical] 
works God does not want [does not approve], 
but the people of the New Testament are to 
be a willing people, Ps. 110, 3, and sacrifice 
freely, Ps. 54, 6, not grudgingly or of neces- 
sity, but are to be obedient from the heart, 
2 Cor. 9,7; Rom. 6,17. For God loveth a 
cheerful giwer, 2 Cor.9,7. In this understand- 
ing and in such sense it is correctly said and 
taught that truly good works should be done 
willingly or from a voluntary spirit by those 
whom the Son of God has made free, even as 
it was especially for [confirming] this opinion 
that the disputation concerning the voluntari- 
ness of good works was engaged in by some. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 945.] 

But here, again, it is well to note also the 
distinction of which St. Paul says, Rom. 7, 
22f.: [I am willing] and delight in the Law 
of God after the inward man. But I see an- 
other law in my members, that is not only 
unwilling or disinclined, but also warring 
against the law of my mind. And as regards 
the unwilling and rebellious flesh, Paul says, 
1 Cor. 9,27: I keep under my body, and bring 
at into subjection, and Gal. 5, 24; Rom. 8, 13: 
They that are Chrisi’s have crucified, yea, 
slain, the flesh with its affections and lusts. 

Book of Concord. 


of justification and salvation. 
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But it is false, and must be censured, when 
it is asserted and taught as though good 
works were free to believers in the sense that 
it were optional with them to do or to omit 
them, or that they might or could act \con- 
trary thereto [to the Law of God], and none 
the less could retain faith and God’s favor 
and grace. 

Secondly, when it is taught that good works 
are necessary, it must also be explained why 
and for what reasons they are necessary, 
which reasons are enumerated in the Augs- 
burg Confession and Apology. 

But here we must be well on our guard lest 
works are drawn and mingled into the article 
Therefore the 
propositions are justly rejected, that to be- 
lievers good works are necessary for salva- 
tion, so that it is impossible to be saved with- 
out good works. For they are directly con- 
trary to the doctrine de particulis excluswis 
in articulo iustificationis et salvationis (con- 
cerning the exclusive particles in the article 
of justification and salvation), that is, they 
conflict with the words by which St. Paul has 
entirely excluded our works and merits from 
the article of justification and salvation, and 
ascribed everything to the grace of God and 
the merit of Christ alone, as explained in the 
preceding article. Again, they [these propo- 
sitions concerning the necessity of good works 
for salvation] take from afflicted, troubled 
consciences the comfort of the Gospel, give 
occasion for doubt, are in many ways danger- 
ous, strengthen presumption in one’s own 
righteousness and confidence in one’s own 
works; besides, they are accepted by the 
Papists, and in their interest adduced against 
the pure doctrine of the alone-saving faith. 
Moreover, they are contrary to the form of 
sound words, as it is written that blessedness 
is only of the man unto whom God imputeth 
righteousness without works, Rom. 4,6. Like- 
wise, in the Sixth Article of the Augsburg 
Confession it is written that we are saved 
without works, by faith alone. Thus Dr. Lu- 
ther, too, has rejected and condemned these 
propositions: 

1. In the false prophets among the Gala- 
tians [who led the Galatians into error]. 

2. In the Papists, in very many places. 

3. In the Anabaptists, when they present 
this interpretation: We should not indeed 
rest faith upon the merit of works, but we 
must nevertheless have them as things neces- 
sary to salvation. 

4. Also in some others among his own fol- 
lowers, who wished to interpret this propo- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 947.] 
sition thus: Although we require works as 
necessary to salvation, yet we do not teach to 

place trust in works. On Gen. 22. 

Accordingly, and for the reasons now enu- 
merated, it is justly to remain settled in our 
churches, namely, that the aforesaid modes of 
speech should not be taught, defended, or ex- 
cused, but be thrown out of our churches and 
repudiated as false and incorrect, and as ex- 
pressions which were renewed in consequence 
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of the Interim, originated from it, and were 
[again] drawn into discussion in times of per- 
secution, when there was especial need of a 
clear, correct confession against all sorts of 
corruptions and adulterations of the article of 
justification. f 

Thirdly, since it is also disputed whether 
good works preserve salvation, or~ whether 
they are necessary for preserving faith, right- 
eousness, and salvation, and this again is of 
high and great importance, — for he that shall 
endure unto the end, the same shall be sawed, 
Matt. 24,13; also Heb. 3,6.14: We are made 
partakers of Christ, if we hold the beginning 
of owr confidence steadfast unto the end, — 
we must also explain well and precisely how 
righteousness and salvation are preserved in 
us, lest it be lost again. 

Above all, therefore, the false Epicurean de- 


lusion is to be earnestly censured and rejectéd,® 


namely, that some imagine that faith and the 
righteousness and salvation which they have 
received can be lost through no sins or wicked 
deeds, not even through wilful and inten- 
tional ones, but that a Christian although he 
indulges his wicked lusts without fear and 
shame, resists the Holy Ghost, and purposely 
engages in sins against conscience, yet none 
the less retains faith, God’s grace, righteous- 
ness, and salvation. 

Against this pernicious delusion the follow* 
ing true, immutable, divine threats and severe 
punishments and admonitions should be often 
repeated and impressed upon Christians who 
are justified by faith: 1 Cor.6,9: Be not de- 
ceived: neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor 
adulterers, ete., shall inherit the kingdom of 
God. Gal. 5,21; Eph. 5,5: They which do 
such things shall not inherit the kingdom of 
God. Rom. 8,13: If ye live after the flesh, 
ye shall die. Col. 3,6: For which thing’s 
sake the wrath of God cometh upon the chil- 
dren of disobedience. 

But when and in what way the exhortations 
to good works can be earnestly urged from 
this basis without darkening the doctrine of 
faith and of the article of justification, the 
Apology shows by an excellent model, when 
in Article XX, on the passage 2 Pet. 1, 10: 
Give diligence to make your calling and elec- 
tion sure, it says as follows: Peter teaches 
why good works should be done, namely, that 
we may make our calling sure, that is, that 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 949.] 
we may not fall from our calling if we 
again sin. “Do good works,’ he says, “that 
you may persevere in your heavenly calling, 
that you may not fall away again, and lose 
the Spirit and the gifts, which come to you, 
not ow account of works that follow, but of 
grace, through Christ, and are now retained 
by faith. But faith does not remain in those 
who lead a sinful life, lose the Holy Ghost, 
and reject repentance.” Thus far the Apology. 

But, on the other hand, the sense is not that 
faith only in the beginning lays hold of right- 
eousness and salvation, and then resigns its 
office to the works as though thereafter they 
had to sustain faith, the righteousness re- 
ceived, and salvation; but in order that the 
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promise, not only of receiving, but also of re- 
taining righteousness and salvation, may be 
firm and sure to us, St. Paul, Rom. 5, 2, as- 
cribes to faith not only the entrance to grace, 
but also that we stand in grace and boast 
of the future glory, that is, the beginning, 
middle, and end he ascribes all to faith alone. 
Likewise, Rom. 11, 20: Because of unbelief 
they were broken off, and thou standest by 
faith. Col. 1, 22: He will present you holy 
and unblamable and unreprovable in His sight, 
if ye continue in the faith. 1 Pet.1,5.9: By 
the power of God we are kept through faith 
unto salvation. Likewise: Recewing the end 
of your faith, even the salwation of your souls. 

Since, then, it is manifest from God’s Word 
that faith is the proper and only means by 
which righteousness and salvation are not 
only received, but also preserved by God, the 
decree of the Council of Trent, and whatever 
elsewhere is set forth in the same sense, is 
justly to be rejected, namely, that our good 
works preserve salvation, or that the right- 
eousness of faith which has been received, or 
even faith itself, is either entirely or in part 
kept and preserved by our works. 

For although before this controversy quite 
a few pure teachers employed such and simi- 
lar expressions in the exposition of the Holy 
Scriptures, in no way, however, intending 
thereby to confirm the above-mentioned errors 
of the Papists, still, since afterwards a con- 
troversy arose concerning such expressions, 
from which all sorts of offensive distractions 
[debates, offenses, and dissensions] followed, 
it is safest of all, according to the admonition 
of St. Paul, 2 Tim. 1, 13, to hold fast as well 
to the form of sound words as to the pure doc- 
trine itself, whereby much unnecessary wran- 
gling may be cut off and the Church preserved 
from many scandals. 

Fourthly, as regards the proposition that 
good works are said to be injurious to salva- 
tion, we explain ourselves clearly as follows: 
If any one should wish to drag good works 
into the article of justification, or rest his 
righteousness or trust for salvation upon 
them, to merit God’s grace and be saved by 
them, to this not we say, but St. Paul himself 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 951.] 

says, and repeats it three times, Phil. 3,7 ff., 
that to such a man his works are not only 
useless and a hindrance, but also injurious. 
But this is not the fault of the good works 
themselves, but of the false confidence placed 
in the works, contrary to the express Word 
of God. 

However, it by no means follows thence 
that we are to say simpliciter and flatly: 
Good works are injurious to believers for or 
as regards their salvation; for in believers 
good works are indications of salvation when 
they are done propter veras causas et ad veros 
fines (from true causes and for true ends), 
that is, in the sense in which God requires 
them of the regenerate, Phil. 1, 20; for it is 
God’s will and express command that believers 
should do good works, which the Holy Ghost 
works in believers, and with which God is 
pleased for Christ’s sake, and to which He 
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promises a glorious reward in this life and 
the life to come. 

For this reason, too, this proposition is cen- 
sured and rejected in our churches, because as 
a flat statement it is false and offensive, by 
which discipline and decency might be im- 
paired, and a barbarous, dissolute, secure, Epi- 
eurean life be introduced and strengthened. 
For what is injurious to his salvation a per- 
son should avoid with the greatest diligence. 

However, since Christians should not be de- 
terred from good works, but should be ad- 
monished and urged thereto most diligently, 
this bare proposition cannot and must not 
be tolerated, employed, nor defended in the 
Chureh [of Christ]. 


Vv. 
OF THE LAW AND THE GOSPEL. 


As the distinction between the Law and the 
Gospel is a special brilliant light, which serves 
to the end that God’s Word may be rightly 
divided, and the Scriptures of the holy proph- 
ets and apostles may be properly explained 
and understood, we must guard it with es- 
pecial care, in order that these two doctrines 
may not be mingled with one another, or a 
law be made out of the Gospel, whereby the 
merit of Christ is obscured and troubled con- 
sciences are robbed of their comfort, which 
they otherwise have in the holy Gospel when 
it is preached genuinely and in its purity, and 
by which they can support themselves in their 
most grievous trials against the terrors of 
the Law. 

Now, here likewise there has occurred a dis- 
sent among some theologians of the Augsburg 
Confession; for the one side asserted that the 
Gospel is properly not only a preaching of 
-grace, but at the same time also a preaching 
of repentance, which rebukes the greatest sin, 
namely, unbelief. But the other side held and 
contended that the Gospel is not properly 
a preaching of repentance or of reproof 
[preaching of repentance, convicting sin], as 
that properly belongs to God’s Law, which re- 
proves all sins, and therefore unbelief also; 

[Concordia Triglotia, p. 958.] 
but that the Gospel is properly a preaching 
of the grace and favor of God for Christ’s 
sake, through which the unbelief of the con- 
verted, which previously inhered in them, and 
which the Law of God reproved, is pardoned 
and forgiven. 

Now, when we consider this dissent aright, 
it has been caused chiefly by this, that the 
term Gospel is not always employed and 
understood in one and the same sense, but in 
two ways, in the Holy Scriptures, as also by 
ancient and modern church-teachers. For 
sometimes it is employed so that there is 
understood by it the entire doctrine of Christ, 
our Lord, which He proélaimed in His min- 
istry upon earth, and commanded to be pro- 
claimed in the New Testament, and hence com- 
prised in it the explanation of the Law and 
the proclamation of the favor and grace of 
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God, His heavenly\ Father, as it is written, 
Mark 1,1: The beginning of the Gospel of 
Jesus Ohrist, the Son of God. And shortly 
afterwards the chief heads are stated: e- 
pentance and forgiveness of sins. Thus, when 
Christ after His resurrection commanded the 
apostles to preach the Gospel in all the world, 
Mark 16, 15, He compressed the sum of this 
doctrine into a few words, when He said, 
Luke 24, 46.47: Thus it is written, and thus 
it behooved Christ to suffer, and to rise from 
the dead the third day; and that repentance 
and remission of sins should be preached in 
His name among all nations. So Paul, too, 
calls his entire doctrine the Gospel, Acts 
20,21; but he embraces the sum of this doc- 
trine under the two heads: Repentance toward 
God and. faith toward our Lord Jesus Christ. 
And in this sense the generalis definitio, that 
is, the description of the word Gospel, when 
employed in a wide sense and without the 
proper distinction between the Law and the 
Gospel, is correct, when it is said that the 
Gospel is a preaching of repentance and the re- 
mission of sins. For John, Christ, and the 
apostles began their preaching with repent- 
ance, and explained and urged not only the 
gracious promise of the forgiveness of sins, 
but also the Law of God. Furthermore the 
term Gospel is employed in another, namely, 
in its proper sense, by which it comprises not 
the preaching of Weak ates but only the 
preaching of the grace of God, as follows 
directly afterwards, Mark 1, 15, where Christ 
says: Iepent, and believe the Gospel. 

Likewise the term repentance also is not em- 
ployed in the Holy Scriptures in one and the 
same sense. For in some passages of Holy 
Scripture it is employed and taken for the 
entire conversion of man, as Luke 13,5: Ha- 
cept ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish. 
And in chap. 15,7: Likewise joy shall be in 
heaven over one sinner that repenteth. But 
in this passage, Mark 1, 15, as also elsewhere, 
where repentance and faith in Christ, Acts 
20, 21, or repentance and remission of sins, 
Luke 24, 46.47, are mentioned as distinct, to 
repent means nothing else than truly to 
acknowledge sins, to be heartily sorry for 
them, and to desist from them. This knowl- 

{Concordia Triglotta, p. 955. ] 

edge comes from the Law, but is not sufficient 
for saving conversion to God, if faith in Christ 
be not added, whose merits the comforting 
preaching of the holy Gospel offers to all peni- 
tent sinners who are terrified by the preach- 
ing of the Law. For the Gospel proclaims the 
forgiveness of sins, not to coarse and secure 
hearts, but to the bruised or penitent, Luke 
4,18. And lest repentance or the terrors of 
the Law turn into despair, the preaching of 
the Gospel must be added, that it may be 
a repentance unto salvation, 2 Cor. 7, 10. 

For since the mere preaching of the Law, . 
without Christ, either makes presumptuous 
men, who imagine that they can fulfil the Law 
by outward works, or forces them utterly to 
despair, Christ takes the Law into His hands, 
and explains it spiritually, Matt. 5, 21 ff.; 
Rom. 7, 14 and 1, 18, and thus reveals His 
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wrath from heaven upon all sinners, and 
shows how great it is; whereby they are 
directed to the Law, and from it first learn 
to know their sins aright — a knowledge 
which Moses never could extort from them. 
For as the apostle testifies, 2 Cor. 3, 14 f., even 
though Moses is read, yet the veil which he 
put over his face is never lifted, so that they 
cannot understand the Law spiritually, and 
how great things it requires of us, and how 
severely it curses and condemns us because we 
cannot observe or fulfil it. Nevertheless, when 
it shall turn to the Lord, the veil shall be 
taken away, 2 Cor. 3, 16. 

Therefore the Spirit of Christ must not only 
comfort, but also through the office of the Law 
reprove the world of sin, John 16, 8, and thus 
must do in the New Testament, as the prophet 
says, Is. 28, 21, opus alienuwm, ut faciat opus 
proprium, that is, He must do the work of an™® 
other (reprove), in order that He may [after- 
wards] do His own work, which is to comfort 
and preach of grace. For to this end He was 
earned [from the Father] and sent to us by 
Christ, and for this reason, too, He is called 
the Comforter, as Dr. Luther has explained in 
his exposition of the Gospel for the Fifth Sun- 
day after Trinity, in the following words: 

Anything that preaches concerning our sins 
and God’s wrath, let it be done how or when 
it will, that is all a preaching of the Law. 
Again, the Gospel is such a preaching as shows 
and gives nothing else than grace and forgive- 
ness in Ohrist, although it is true and right 
that the apostles and preachers of the Gospel 
(as Christ Himself also did) confirm the 
preaching of the Law, and begin it with those 
who do not yet acknowledge their sins nor are 
terrified at [by the sense of] God’s wrath; as 
He says, John 16,8: “The Holy Ghost will re- 
prove the world of sin because they believe not 
on Me.” Yea, what more forcible, more ter- 
rible declaration and preaching of God’s wrath 
against sin is there than just the suffering 
and death of Christ, His Son? But as long 
as all this preaches God’s wrath and terrifies 
men, it is not yet the preaching of the Gospel 
nor Christ’s own preaching, but that of Moses 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 957.] 

and the Law against the impenitent. For the 
Gospel and Ohrist were never ordained and 
given for the purpose of terrifying and con- 
demning, but of comforting and cheering those 
who are terrified and timid. And again: 
Christ says, John 16, 8: “The Holy Ghost will 
reprove the world of sin’; which cannot be 
done except through the explanation of the 
Law. Jena, Tom. 2, fol. 455. 

So, too, the Smalecald Articles say: The 
New Testament retains and urges the office 
of the Law, which reveals sins and God’s 
wrath; but to this office 1t immediately adds 
the promise of grace through the Gospel. 

And the Apology says: To a true and salu- 
tary repentance the preaching of the Law 
alone is not sufficient, BUT THE GOSPEL SHOULD 
BE ADDED THERETO. Therefore the two doc- 
trines belong together, and should also be 
urged by the side of each other, but in a defi- 
mite order and with a proper distinction; and 
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the Antinomians or assailants of the Law are 
justly condemned, who abolish the preaching 
of the Law from the Church, and wish sins 
to be reproved, and repentance and sorrow _ 
to be taught, not from the Law, but from the 
Gospel. . 

But in order that every one may see that 
in the dissent of which we are treating we 
conceal nothing, but present the matter to 
the eyes of the Christian reader plainly and 
clearly: 

Therefore [we shall set forth our meaning: ] 
we unanimously believe, teach, and confess 
that the Law is properly a divine doctrine, 
in which the righteous, immutable will of 
God is revealed, what is to be the quality of 
man in his nature, thoughts, words, and 
works, in order that he may be pleasing and 
acceptable to God; and it threatens its trans- 
gressors with God’s wrath and temporal and 
eternal punishments. For as Luther writes 
against the law-stormers [Antinomians]: 
Everything that reproves sin is and belongs 
to the Law, whose peculiar office it is to re- 
prove sin and to lead tosthe knowledge of 
sins, Rom. 3, 20; 7, 7; and as unbelief is the 
root and well-spring of all repreh@nsible sins 
{all sins that must be censured and reproved], 
the Law reproves unbelief also. 

However, this is true likewise that the Law 
with its doctrine is illustrated and explained 
by the Gospel; and nevertheless it remains 
the peculiar office of the Law to reprove sins 
and teach concerning good works. ‘ 

Thus, the Law reproves unbelief, [namely,] 
when men do not believe the Word of God. 
Now, since the Gospel, which alone properly 
teaches and commands to believe in Christ, 
is God’s Word, the Holy Ghost, through the 
office of the Law, also reproves unbelief, that 
men do not believe in Christ, although it is 
properly the Gospel alone which teaches con- 
cerning saving faith in Christ. 

However, now that man has not kept the 
Law of God, but transgressed it, his corrupt 
nature, thoughts, words, and works fighting 
against it, for which reason he is under 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 959.] 

God’s wrath, death, all temporal calamities, 
and the punishment of hell-fire, the Gospel is 
properly a doctrine which teaches what man 
should believe, that he may obtain forgiveness 
of sins with God, namely, that the Son of God, 
our Lord Christ, has taken upon Himself and 
borne the curse of the Law, has expiated and 
paid for all our sins, through whom alone 
we again enter into favor with God, obtain 
forgiveness of sins by faith, are delivered 
from death and all the punishments of sins, 
and eternally saved. 

For everything that comforts, that offers 
the favor and grace of God to transgressors of 
the Law, is, and is properly called, the Gos- 
pel, a good and joyful message that God will 
we punish sins, but forgive them for Christ’s 
sake, 

Therefore every penitent sinner ought to be- 
lieve, that is, place his confidence in the Lord 
Christ alone, that He was delivered for our 
offenses, and was raised again for our justi- 
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fication, Rom. 4, 25, that He was made sin for 
us who knew no sin, that we might be made 
the righteousness of God in Him, 2 Cor. 5, 21, 
who of God is made unto us Wisdom, and 
Righteousness, and Sanctification, and Re- 
demption, 1 Cor. 1, 30, whose obedience is 
counted to us for righteousness before God’s 
strict tribunal, so that the Law, as above set 
forth, is a ministration that kills through the 
letter and preaches condemnation, 2 Cor. 3, 7, 
hut the Gospel is the power of God unto sal- 
vation to every one that believeth, Rom. 1, 16, 
that preaches righteousness and gives the 
Spirit, 1 Cor.1,18; Gal.3,2. As Dr.Luther 
has urged this distinction with especial dili- 
gence in nearly all his writings, and has prop- 
erly shown that the knowledge of God derived 
from the Gospel is far different from that 
which is taught and learned from the Law, 
because even the heathen to a certain extent 
had a knowledge of God from the natural law, 
although they neither knew Him aright nor 
glorified Him aright, Rom. 1, 20 f. 

From the beginning of the world these two 
proclamations [kinds of doctrines] have been 
ever and ever inculcated alongside of each 
other in the Church of God, with a proper dis- 
tinction. For the descendants of the vener- 
ated ‘patriarchs, as also the patriarchs them- 
selves, not only called to mind constantly how 
in the beginning man had been created right- 
eous and holy by God, and through the fraud 
of the Serpent had transgressed God’s com- 
mand, had become a sinner, and had corrupted 
and precipitated himself with all his posterity 
into death and eternal condemnation, but also 
encouraged and comforted themselves again 
by the preaching concerning the Seed of the 
Woman, who would brwise the Serpent’s head, 
Gen. 3, 15; likewise, concerning the Seed of 
Abraham, in whom all the nations of the earth 
shall be blessed, Gen. 22,18; likewise, con- 
cerning David’s Son, who should restore again 
the kingdom of Israel and be a light to the 
heathen, Ps..110, 1; Is. 49,6; Luke 2, 32, who 
was wounded for our transgressions, and 
bruised for our imiquities, by whose stripes 
we are healed, Is. 53, 5. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 961.] 

These two doctrines, we believe and confess, 
should ever and ever be diligently inculcated 
in the Church of God even to the end of the 
world, although with the proper distinction of 
which we have heard, in order that, through 
the preaching of the Law and its threats in 
the ministry of the New Testament the hearts 
of impenitent men may be terrified, and 
brought to a knowledge of their sins and to 
repentance; but not in such a way that they 
lose heart and despair in this process, but that 
(since the Law is a schoolmaster unto Christ 
that we might be justified by faith, Gal. 3, 24, 
and thus points and leads us not from Christ, 
but to Christ, who is the end of the Law, 
Rom. 10, 4) they be comforted and strength- 
ened again by the preaching of the holy Gospel 
concerning Christ, our Lord, namely, that to 
those who believe the Gospel, God forgives 
all their sins through Christ, adopts them as 
children for His sake, and out of pure grace, 
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without any merit on their part, justifies and 
saves them, however, not in such a way that 
they may abuse the grace of God, and sin 
hoping for grace, as Paul, 2 Cor. 3,7 ff., thor- 
oughly and forcibly shows the distinction be- 
tween the Law and the Gospel. 

Now, in order that both doctrines, that of 
the Law and that of the Gospel, be not 
mingled and confounded with one another, and 
what belongs to the one may not be ascribed 
to the other, whereby the merit and benefits 
of Christ are easily obscured and the Gospel 
is again turned into a doctrine of the Law, 
as has occurred in the Papacy, and thus Chris- 
tians are deprived of the true comfort which 
they have in the Gospel against the terrors 
of the Law, and the door is again opened in 
the Church of God to the Papacy, therefore 
the true and proper distinction between the 
Law and the Gospel must with all diligence 
be inculecated and preserved, and whatever 
gives occasion for confusion inter legem et 
evangelium (between the Law and the Gos- 
pel), that is, whereby the two doctrines, Law 
and Gospel, may be confounded and mingled 
into one doctrine, should be diligently pre- 
vented. It is, therefore, dangerous and wrong 
to convert the Gospel, properly so called, as 
distinguished from the Law, into a preaching 
of repentance or reproof [a preaching of re- 
pentance, reproving sin]. For otherwise, if 
understood in a general sense of the entire 
doctrine, also the Apology says several times 
that the Gospel is a preaching of repentance 
and the forgiveness of sins. Meanwhile, how- 
ever, the Apology also shows that the Gospel 
is properly the promise of the forgiveness of 
sins and of justification through Christ, but 
that the Law is a doctrine which reproves sins 
and condemns. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 963. 
Walle 
OF THE THIRD USE OF GOD’S LAW. 


Since the Law of God is useful, 1. not only 
to the end that external discipline and decency 
are maintained by it against wild, disobedient 
men; 2. likewise, that through it men are 
brought to a knowledge of their sins; 3. but 
also that, when they have been born anew by 
the Spirit of God, converted to the Lord, and 
thus the veil of Moses has been lifted from 
them, they live and walk in the Law, a dis- 
sension has occurred between some few theo- 
logians concerning this third and last use of 
the Law. For the one side taught and main- 
tained that the regenerate do not learn the 
new obedience, or in what good works they 
ought to walk, from the Law, and that this 
teaching [concerning good works] is not to 
be urged thence [from the Law], because they 
have been made-free by the Son of God, have 
become the temples of His Spirit, and there- 
fore do freely of themselves what God requires 
of them, by the prompting and impulse of the 
Holy Ghost, just as the sun of itself, without 
any [foreign] impulse, completes its ordinary 
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course. Over against this the other side 
taught: Although the truly believing are 


_ verily moved by God’s Spirit, and thus, ac- 
cording to the inner man, do God’s will from 
a free spirit, yet it is just the Holy Ghost 
who uses the written law for instruction with 
them, by which the truly believing also learn 
to serve God, not according to their own 
thoughts, but according to His written Law 
and Word, which is a sure rule and standard 
of a godly life and walk, how to order it in 
accordance with the eternal and immutable 
will of God. 

For the explanation and final settlement of 
this dissent we unanimously believe, teach, 
and confess that although the truly believing 
and truly converted to God and justified 
Christians are liberated and made free from 
the curse of the Law, yet they should daily 
exercise themselves in the Law of the Lord,& 
as it is written, Ps. 1,2; 119,1: Blessed is the 
man whose delight is in the Law of the Lord, 
and in His Law doth he meditate day and 
night. For the Law is a mirror in which the 
will of God, and what pleases Him, are ex- 
actly portrayed, and which should [therefore] 
be constantly held up to the believers and be 
diligently urged upon them without ceasing. 

For although the Law is not made for a 
righteous man, as the apostle testifies 1 ‘Tim. 
1, 9, but for the unrighteous, yet this is not 
to be understood in the bare meaning, that 
the justified are to live without law. For the 
Law of God has been written in their heart, 
and also to the first man immediately after 
his creation a law was given according to 
which he was to conduct himself. But the 
meaning of St. Paul is that the Law cannot 
burden with its curse those who have been 
reconciled to God through Christ; nor must 
it vex the regenerate with its coercion, be- 
cause they have pleasure in God’s Law after 
the inner man. 

And, indeed, if the believing and elect chil- 
dren of God were completely renewed in this 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 965.] 
life by the indwelling Spirit, so that in their 
nature and all its powers they were entirely 
free from sin, they would need no law, and 
hence no one to drive them either, but they 
would do of themselves, and altogether volun- 
~tarily, without any instruction, admonition, 
urging or driving of the Law, what they are 
in duty bound to do according to God’s will; 
just as the sun, the moon, and all the constel- 
lations of heaven have their regular course of 
themselves, unobstructed, without admonition, 
urging, driving, force, or compulsion, accord- 
ing to the order of God which God once ap- 
pointed for them, yea, just as the holy angels 

render an entirely voluntary obedience. 

However, believers are not renewed in this 
life perfectly or completely, completive vel 
consummative fas the ancients say]; for al- 
though their sin is covered by the perfect 
obedience of Christ, so that it is not imputed 
to believers for condemnation, and also the 
mortification of the old Adam and the re- 
newal in the spirit of their mind is begun 
through the Holy Ghost, nevertheless the old 
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Adam clings to them still in their nature and 
all its internal and external powers. Of this 
the apostle has written Rom. 7, 18 ff.: I know 
that in me [that is, in my flesh] dwelleth no 
good thing. And again: For that which I do 


I allow not; for what I would, that doI not; - 


but what I hate, that do I, Likewise: I see 
another law in my members, warring against 
the law of my mind, and bringing me into 
captivity to the law of sin. Likewise, Gal. 
5,17: The flesh lusteth against the spirit and 
the spirit against the flesh; and these are con- 
trary the one to the other, so that ye cannot 
do the things that ye would. 

Therefore, because of these lusts of the 
flesh the truly believing, elect, and regenerate 
children of God need in this life not only the 
daily instruction and admonition, warning, 
and threatening of the Law, but also fre- 
quently punishments, that they may be roused 
[the old man is driven out of them] and fol- 
low the Spirit of God, as it is written 
Ps. 119, 71: It ts good for me that I have 
been afflicted, that I might learn Thy statutes. 
And again, 1 Cor. 9,27: I keep under my body 
and bring it into subjection, lest that, by any 
means, when I have preached to others, I my- 
self should be a castaway. And again, Heb. 
12,8: But if ye be without chastisement, 
whereof all are partakers, then are ye bastards 
and* not sons; as Dr. Luther has fully ex- 
plained this at greater length in the Summer 
Part of the Church Postil, on the Epistle for 
the Nineteenth Sunday after Trinity. 

But we must also explain distinctively what 
the Gospel does, produces, and works towards 
the new obedience of believers, and what is the 
office of the Law in this matter, as regards 
the good works of believers. 

For the Law says indeed that it is God’s 
will and command that we should walk in 
a new life, but it does not give the power and 
ability to begin and do it; but the Holy 
Ghost, who is given and received, not through 
the Law, but through the preaching of the 
Gospel, Gal. 3, 14, renews the heart. There- 
after the Holy Ghost employs the Law so as 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 967.) . 
to teach the regenerate from it, and to point 
out and show them in the Ten Commandments 
what is the [good and] acceptable will of 
God, Rom. 12, 2, in what good works God hath 
before ordained that they should walk, Eph. 
2,10. He exhorts them thereto, and when 
they are idle, negligent, and rebellious in this 
matter because of the flesh, He reproves them 
on that account through the Law, so that He 
carries on both offices together: He slays and 
makes alive; He leads into hell and brings 
up again. For His office is not only to com- 
fort, but also to reprove, as it is written: 
When the Holy Ghost is come, He will reprove 
the world (which includes also the old Adam) 
of sin, and of righteousness, and of judgment. 
But sin is everything that is contrary to God’s 
Law. And St. Paul says: All Scripture given 
by inspiration of God is profitable for doc- 
trine, for reproof, etc., and to reprove is the 
peculiar office of the Law. Therefore, as often 
as believers stumble, they are reproved by the 
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Holy Spirit from the Law, and by the same 
Spirit are raised up and comforted again with 
the preaching of the Holy Gospel. 

But in order that, as far as. possible, all 
misunderstanding may be prevented, and the 
distinction between the works of the Law and 
those of the Spirit be properly taught and pre- 
served, it is to be noted with especial diligence 
that when we speak of good works which are 
in accordance with God’s Law (for otherwise 
they are not good works), then the word Law 
has only one sense, namely, the immutable 
will of God, according to which men are to 
conduct themselves in their lives. 

The difference, however, is in the works, be- 
cause of the difference in the men who strive 
to live according to this Law and will of God. 
For as long as man is not regenerate, and 
[therefore] conducts himself according to the 
Law and does the works because they are com- 
manded thus, from fear of punishment or de- 
sire for reward, he is still under the Law, and 
his works are called by St. Paul properly 
works of the Law, for they are extorted by 
the Law, as those of slaves; and these are 
saints after the order of Cain [that is, hypo- 
erites]. 

But when man is born anew by the Spirit 
of God, and liberated from the Law, that is, 
freed from this driver, and is led by the Spirit 
of Christ, he lives according to the immutable 
will of God comprised in the Law, and so far 
as he is born anew, does everything from a 
free, cheerful spirit; and these are called not 
properly works of the Law, but works and 
fruits of the Spirit, or as St. Paul names it, 
the law of the mind and the Law of Ohrist. 
For such men are no more under the Law, 
but under grace, as St. Paul says, Rom. 8, 2 
[Rom. 7, 23; 1 Cor. 9, 21]. 

But since believers are not completely re- 
newed in this world, but the old Adam clings 
to them even to the grave, there also remains 
in them the struggle between the spirit and 
the flesh. Therefore they delight indeed in 
God’s Law according to the inner man, but 
the law in their members struggles against 
the law in their mind; hence they are never 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 969.] 
without the Law, and nevertheless are not 
under, but in the Law, and live and walk in 
the Law of the Lord, and yet do nothing from 
constraint of the Law. 

But as far as the old Adam is concerned, 
which still clings to them, he must be driven 
not only with the Law, but also with punish- 
ments; nevertheless he, does everything 


against his will and under coercion, no less - 


than the godless are driven and held in obedi- 
ence by the threats of the Law, 1 Cor. 9, 27; 
Rom. 7, 18. 19. 

So, too, this doctrine of the Law is needful 
for believers, in order that they may not hit 
upon a holiness and devotion of their own, 
and under the pretext of the Spirit of God 
set up a self-chosen worship, without God’s 
Word and command, as it is written Deut. 12, 
8.28.32: Ye shall not do... every man what- 
soever is right in his own eyes, etc., but ob- 
serve and hear all these words which I com- 
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mand thee. Thou shalt not add thereto, nor 


diminish therefrom. 

So, too, the doctrine of the Law, in and 
with [the exercise of] the good works of be- 
lievers, is necessary for the reason that other- 
wise man can easily imagine that his work 
and life are entirely pure and perfect. But 
the Law of God prescribes to believers good 
works in this way, that it shows and indi- 
cates at the same time, as in a mirror, that 
in this life they are still imperfect and im- 
pure in us, so that we must say with the hbe- 
loved Paul, 1 Cor. 454: I know nothing by 
myself; yet am I not hereby justified. Thus 
Paul, when exhorting the regenerate to good 
works, presents to them expressly the Ten 
Commandments, Rom. 13,9; and that his 
good works are imperfect and impure he recog- 
nizes from the Law, Rom.7,7 ff.; and David 
declares Ps. 119,32: Viam mandatoruwm tuo- 
rum cucurri, I will run the way of Thy com- 
mandments ; but enter not into judgment with 
Thy servant, for in Thy sight shall no man 
living be justified, Ps. 143, 2. 

But how and why the good works of he- 
lievers, although in this life they are im- 
perfect and impure because of sin in the flesh, 
are nevertheless acceptable and well-pleasing 
to God, is not taught by the Law, which re- 
quires an altogether perfect, pure obedience 
if it is to please God. But the Gospel teaches. 
that our spiritual offerings are acceptable to 
God through faith for Christ’s sake, 1 Pet. 
2,5; Heb. 11,4 ff. In this way Christians are 
not under the Law, but under grace, because 
by faith in Christ the persons are freed from 
the curse and condemnation of the Law; and 
because their good works, although they are 
still imperfect and impure, are acceptable to 
God through Christ; moreover, because so far 
as they have been born anew according to the 
inner man, they do what is pleasing to God, 
not by coercion of the Law, but by the renew- 
ing of the Holy Ghost, voluntarily and spon- 
taneously from their hearts; however, they 
maintain nevertheless a constant struggle 
against the old Adam. 

For the old Adam, as an intractable, re- 
fractory ass, is still a part of them, which 
must be coerced to the obedience of Christ, 
not only by the teaching, admonition, force, 
and threatening of the Law, but also often- 
times by the club of punishments and troubles, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 971.] 

until the body of sin is entirely put -off, and 
man is perfectly renewed in the resurrection, 
when he will need neither the preaching of 
the Law nor its threatenings and punishments, 
as also the Gospel any longer; for these be- 
long to this [mortal and] imperfect life. But 
as they will behold God face to face, so they 
will, through the power of the indwelling 
Spirit of God, do the will of God [the heay- 
enly Father] with unmingled joy, voluntarily, 
unconstrained, without any hindrance, with 
entire purity and perfection, and will rejoice 
in it eternally. 

Accordingly, we reject and condemn as an 
error pernicious and detrimental to Christian 
discipline, as also to true godliness, the teach- 
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ing that the Law, in the above-mentioned way 
and degree, should not be urged upon Chris- 
tians and the true believers, but only upon 
the unbelieving, unchristians, and impenitent. 


Vil. 
OF THE HOLY SUPPER. 


@ Although, in the opinion of some, the expo- 
sition of this article perhaps should not be 
inserted into this document, in which we in- 
tend to explain the articles which have been 
drawn into controversy among the theologians 
of the Augsburg Confession (from which the 
Sacramentarians soon in the beginning, when 
the Confession was first composed and pre- 
sented to the Emperor at Augsburg in 1530, 
entirely withdrew and separated, and pre- 
sented their own Confession), still, since some 
theologians, and others who boast [their ad- 
herence to] the Augsburg Confession, have, 
alas! during the last years, given their assent 
in this article to the Sacramentarians no 
longer secretly, but partly publicly and against 
their own conscience have endeavored to wrest 
forcibly and to pervert the Augsburg Con- 
fession as being in this article in entire 

. harmony with the doctrine of the Sacramen- 
tarians, we neither can nor should omit our, 
testimony by our confession of the divine 
truth also in this document, and must repeat 
the true sense and proper understanding of 
the words of Christ and of the Augsburg Con- 
fession with reference to this article, and [for 
we recognize it to be our duty], so far as in 
us lies, by God’s help, preserve it [this pure 
doctrine] also for posterity, and faithfully 
warn our hearers, together with other godly 
Christians, against this pernicious error, which 
is entirely contrary to the divine Word and 
the Augsburg Confession, and has been fre- 
quently condemned. 


STATUS CONTROVERSIAE. 


The Chief Controversy between Our Doc- 
trine and that of the Sacramentarians 
in This Article. 


Although some Sacramentarians strive to 
employ words that come as close as possible 
to the Augsburg Confession and the form and 
mode of speech in its [our] churches, and con- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 973.] 
fess that in the Holy Supper the body of 
Christ is truly received by believers, still, 
when we insist that they state their meaning 
properly, sincerely, and clearly, they all de- 
clare themselves unanimously thus: that the 
true essential body and blood of Christ is ab- 
sent from the consecrated bread and wine in 
the Holy Supper as far as the highest heaven 
is from the earth. For thus their own words 
trun: Abesse Christi corpus et sangwinem 
a signis tanto intervallo dicimus, quanto ab- 
est terra ab altissimis coelis. That is: “We 
say that the body and blood of Christ are as 
far from the signs as the earth is distant from 
the highest heaven.” Therefore they under- 
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stand this presence of the body of Christ not 
as a presence here upon earth, but only re- 
spectu fidet (with respect to faith) [when 
they speak of the presence of the body and 
blood of Christ in the Supper, they do not 
mean that they are present upon earth, ex- 
cept with respect to faith], that is, that our 
faith, reminded and excited by the visible 
signs, just as by the Word preached, elevates 
itself and ascends above all heavens, and re- 
ceives and enjoys the body of Christ, which is 
there in heaven present, yea, Christ Himself, 
together with all His benefits, in a manner 
true yand essential, but nevertheless spiritual 
onlyf For [they hold that] as the bread and 
wine are here upon earth and not in heaven, 
so the body of Christ is now in heaven and 
not upon earth, and consequently nothing else 
is received by the mouth in the Holy Supper 
than bread and wine. 

Now, originally, they alleged that the Lord’s 
Supper is only an external sign, by which 
Christians are known, and that nothing else 
is offered in it than mere bread and wine 
(which are bare signs [symbols] of the absent 
body of Christ). When this [figment] would 
not stand the test, they confessed that the 
Lord Christ is truly present in His Supper, 
namely per communicationem idiomatum (by 
the communication of attributes), that is, ac- 
cording to His divine nature alone, but not 
with His body and blood. 

Afterwards, when they were forced by 
Christ’s words to confess that the body of 
Christ is present in the Supper, they still 
understood and declared it in no other way 
than spiritually [only of a spiritual presence], 
that is, of partaking through faith of His 
power, efficacy, and benefits, because [they 
say] through the Spirit of Christ, who is 
everywhere, our bodies, in which the Spirit 
of Christ dwells here upon earth, are united 
with the body of Christ, which is in heaven. 

The consequence was that many great men 
were deceived by these fine, plausible words, 
when they alleged and boasted that they were 
of no other opinion than that the Lord Christ 
is present in His [Holy] Supper truly, essen- 
tially, and as one alive; but they understand 
this according to His divine nature alone, and 
not of His body and blood, which, they say, 
are now in heaven, and nowhere else, and that 
He gives us with the bread and wine His true 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 975.] 
body and blood to eat, to partake of them 
spiritually through faith, but not bodily with 
the mouth. 

For they understand the words of the Sup- 
per: Hat, this is My body, not properly, as 
they read, according to the letter, but figu- 
rate, as figurative expressions, so that eating 
the body of Christ means nothing else than, 
believing, and body is equivalent to symbol, 
that is, a sign or figure of the body of Christ, 
which is not in the Supper on earth, but only 
in heaven. The word is they interpret sacra- 
mentaliter sew modo significativo (sacramen- 
tally, or in a significative manner), nequis 
rem cum signis ita putet copulari, ut Christi 
quoque caro nunc in terris adsit modo quodam 
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invisibili et incomprehensibili (in order that 
no one may regard the thing so joined with 
the signs that the flesh also of Christ is now 
present on earth in an invisible and incompre- 
hensible manner); that is, that the body of 
Christ is united with the bread sacramentally, 
or significatively, so that believing, godly 
Christians as surely partake spiritually of 
the body of Christ, which is above, in heaven, 
as they eat the bread with the mouth. But 
that the body of Christ is present here upon 
earth in the Supper essentially, although in- 
visibly and incomprehensibly, and is received 
orally, with the consecrated bread, even by 
hypocrites or those who are Christians only in 
appearance [by name], this they are accus- 
tomed to execrate and condemn as a horrible 
blasphemy. 

Over against this it is taught in the Augs- 
burg Confession from God’s Word concerning 
the Lord’s Supper: That the true body and 
blood of Christ are truly present in the Holy 
Supper under the form of bread and wine, and 
are there dispensed and received ; and the con- 
trary doctrine is rejected (namely, that of the 
Sacramentarians, who presented their own 
Confession at the same time at Augsburg, that 
the body of Christ, because He has ascended 
to heaven, is not truly and essentially present 
here wpon earth inthe Sacrament [which de- 
nied the true and substantial presence of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Sacrament of 
the Supper administered on earth, namely, 
for the reason that Christ had ascended into 
heaven]); even as this opinion is clearly ex- 
pressed in Luther’s Small Oatechism in the 
following words: The Sacrament of the Altar 
is the true body and blood of our Lord Jesus 
Christ under the bread and wine, for us 
Christians to eat and to drink, instituted by 
Christ Himself; and in the Apology this is 
not only explained still more clearly, but also 
established by the passage from Paul, 1 Cor. 
10, 16, and by the testimony of Cyril, in the 
following words: The Tenth Article has been 
approved, in which we confess that in the 
Lord’s Supper the body and blood of Christ 
are truly and substantially present, and are 
truly tendered with the visible elements, bread 
and wine, to those who receive the Sacrament. 
For since Paul says: “The bread which we 
break is the communion of the body of 
Ohrist,” etc., it would follow, if the body of 
Christ were not, but only the Holy Ghost were 
truly present, that the bread is not a com- 
munion of the body, but of the Spirit of 
Christ. Besides, we know that not only the 
Romish, but also the Greek Church has 
taught the bodily presence of Christ in the 
Holy Supper. And testimony is produced 
from Cyril that Christ dwells also bodily in 
us in the Holy Supper by the communication 
of His flesh. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 977.) 
Afterwards, when those who at Augsburg 
delivered their own Confession concerning this 
article had allied themselves with the Confes- 
sion of our churches [seemed to be willing to 
approve the Confession of our churches], the 
following Formula Concordiae, that is, articles 
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of Christian agreement, between the Saxon 
theologians and those of Upper Germany was 
composed and signed at Wittenberg, in the 
year 1536, by Dr. Martin Luther and other 
theologians on both sides: 

We have heard how Mr. Martin Buccr eax- 
plained his own opinion, and that of the other 
preachers who came with him from the cities, 
concerning the holy Sacrament of the body 
and blood of Christ, namely, as follows: 

They confess, according to the words of 
Trenaeus, that in this Sacrament there are 
two things, a heavenly and an earthly. Ac- 
cordingly, they hold and teach that with the 
bread and wine the body and blood of Christ 
are truly and essentially present, offered, and 
received. And although they believe in no 
transubstantiation, that is, an essential trans- 
formation of the bread and wine into the body 
and blood of Christ, nor hold that the body 
and blood of Christ are included in the bread 
LOCALITER, that is, locally, or are otherwise 
permanently wnited therewith apart from the 
use of the Sacrament, yet they concede that 
through the sacramental union the bread is 
the body of Christ, ete. [that when the bread 
is offered, the body of Christ is at the same 
time present, and is truly tendered]. for 
apart from the use, when the bread is laid 
aside and preserved in the sacramental vessel 
[the pyx], or is carried about in the proces- 
sion and exhibited, as is done in popery, they 
do not hold that the body of Christ is present. 

Secondly, they hold that the institution of 
this Sacrament made by Christ is efficacious 
in Christendom [the Church], and that it does 
not depend wpon the worthiness or unworthi- 
ness of the minister who offers the Sacrament, 
or of the one who receives it. Therefore, as 
St. Paul says, that even the unworthy partake 
of the Sacrament, they hold that also to the 
unworthy the body and blood of Christ are 
truly offered, and the unworthy truly receiwe 
them, if [where] the institution and command 
of the Lord Christ are observed. But such 
persons receive them to condemnation, as 
St. Paul says; for they misuse the holy Sacra- 
ment, because they receive it without true 
repentance and without faith. For it was in- 
stituted for this purpose, that it might testify 
that to those who truly repent and comfort 
themselves by faith in Christ the grace and 
benefits of Christ are here applied, and that 
they are incorporated into Christ and are 
washed by His blood. 

In the following year, when the chief theo- 
logians of the Augsburg Confession assembled 
from all Germany at Smalcald, and deliber- 
ated as to what to present in the Council con- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 979.] 
cerning this doctrine of the Church, by com- 
mon consent the Smalcald Articles were com- 
posed by Dr. Luther and signed by all the 
theologians, jointly and severally, in which 
the proper and true meaning is clearly ex- 
pressed in short, plain words, which agree 
most accurately with the words of Christ, and 
every subterfuge and loophole is barred to 
the Sacramentarians (who had interpreted 
[perverted] the Formula of Concord, that is, 
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the above-mentioned articles of union, framed 
the preceding year, to their advantage, as say- 
ing that the body of Christ is offered with the 
‘bread in no other way than as it is offered, 
together with all His benefits, by the Word 
of the Gospel, and that by the sacramental 
union nothing else than the spiritual presence 
of the Lord Christ by faith is meant); for 
they [the Smalcald Articles] declare: The 
bread and wine in the Holy Supper are the 
true body and blood of Jesus Christ, which are 
offered and received, not only by the godly, 
but also by godless Christians [those who have 
nothing Christian except the name]. 

Dr. Luther has also more amply expounded 
and confirmed this opinion from God’s Word 
in the Large Oatechism, where it is written: 
What, then, is the Sacrament of the Altar? 
Answer: It is the true body and blood of our 
Lord Jesus Ohrist, in and under the bread ant 
wine, which we Christians are commanded by 
the Word of Christ to eat and to drink. And 
shortly after: It is the Word, I say, which 
makes and distinguishes this Sacrament, so 
that it is not mere bread and wine, but is, and 
is called, the body and blood of Christ. Again: 
With this Word you can strengthen your con- 
science and say: If a hundred thousand 
devils, together with all fanatics, should rush 
forward, crying, How can bread and wine be 
the body and blood of Christ? I know that att 
spirits and scholars together are not as wise 
as is the Divine Majesty in His little finger. 
Now, here stands the Word of Christ: “Taice, 
eat; this is My body. Drink ye all of this; 
this is the new testament in My blood,’ etc. 
Here we abide, and would like to see those 
who will constitute themselves His masters, 
and make it different from what He has 
spoken. It is true, indeed, that if you take 
away the Word, or regard it without the 
Word, you have nothing but mere bread and 
wine. But if the words remain with them, 
as they shall and must, then, in virtue of the 
same, it is truly the body and blood of Christ. 
For as the lips of Christ say and speak, so it 
is, as He can never lie or deceive. 

Hence it is easy to reply to all manner of 
questions about which at the present time men 
are disturbed, as, for instance, whether a 
wicked priest can administer and distribute 
the Sacrament, and such like other points. 
For here conclude and reply: Even though 
a knave take or distribute the Sacrament, he 
receives the true Sacrament, that is, the true 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 981.] 

body and blood of Christ, just as truly as he 
who recewes or administers it in the most 
worthy manner. For it is not founded wpon 
the holiness of men, but wpon the Word of 
God. And as no saint upon earth, yea, no 
angel in heaven, can change bread and wine 
into the body and blood of Christ, so also can 
no one change or alter it, even though it be 
abused. 

For the Word, by which it became a sacra- 
ment and was instituted, does not become 
false because of the person or his unbelief. 
For He does not say: If you believe or 
are worthy, you will recewe My body and 
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blood, but: “Take, eat and drink; this is 
My body and blood’; Vikewise: “Do this” 
(namely, what I now do, institute, give, and 
bid you take). That is as much as to say, 
No matter whether you be worthy or un- 
worthy, you have here His body and blood, 
by virtue of these words which are added to 
the bread and wine. This mark and observe 
well; for upon these words rest all our foun- 
dation, protection, and defense against all 
error and temptation that have ever come or 
may yet come. . 

Thus far the Large Catechism, in which the 
true presence of the body and blood of Christ 
in the Holy Supper is established from God’s 
Word; and this [presence] is understood not 
only of the believing and worthy, but also of 
the unbelieving and unworthy. 

But inasmuch as this highly illumined man 
[Dr. Luther, the hero illumined with unparal- 
leled and most excellent gifts of the Holy 
Ghost] foresaw in the Spirit that after his 
death some would endeavor to make him 
suspected of having receded from the above- 
mentioned doctrine and other Christian arti- 
cles, he has appended the following protesta- 
tion to his Large Confession: 

Since I see that as time wears on, sects and 
errors increase, and that there is no end to the 
rage and fury of Satan, in order that hence- 


‘forth during my life or after my death some 


of them may not, in future, support them- 
selves by me, and falsely quote my writings 
to strengthen their error as the Sacramen- 
tarians and Anabaptists begin to do, I mean 
by this writing to confess my faith, point by 
point [concerning all the articles of our re- 
ligion], before God and all the world, in which 
I intend to abide until my death, and therein 
(so help me God!) to depart from this world 
and to appear before the judgment-seat of 
Jesus Christ. And if after my death any one 
should say: If Dr. Luther were living now, 
he would teaeh and hold this or that article 
differently, for he did not sufficiently consider 
it, against this I-say now as then, and then 
as now, that, by God’s grace, I have most dili- 
gently compared all these articles with the 
Scriptures time and again [have examined 
them, not once, but very often, according to 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 983.] 
the standard of Holy Scripture], and often 
have gone over them, and would defend them 
as confidently as I have now defended the 
Sacrament of the Altar. I am not drunk nor 
thoughtless; I know what I say; I also am 
sensible of what it means for me at the com- 
ing of the Lord Ohrist at the final judgment. 
Therefore I want no one to regard this as 
a jest or mere idle talk; it is a serious matter 
to me; for by God’s grace I know Satan a 
good deal; if he can pervert or confuse God’s 
Word, what will he not do with my words or 
those of another? Tom. 2, Wittenb., German, 
fol. 243. 

After this protestation, Doctor Luther, of 
blessed memory, presents, among other arti- 
cles, this also: In the same manner I also 
speak and confess (he says) concerning the 
Sacrament of the Altar, that there the body 
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and blood of Christ are in truth orally eaten 
and drunk in the bread and wine, even though 
the priests [ministers] who administer it [the 
Lord’s Supper], or those who receive it, should 
not believe or otherwise misuse it. For it 
does not depend upon the faith or unbelief of 
men, but upon God’s Word and ordinance, un- 
less they first change God’s Word and ordi- 
nance and interpret it otherwise, as the ene- 
mies of the Sacrament do at the present day, 
who, of course, have nothing but bread and 
wine; for they also do not have the words 
_ and appointed ordinance of God, but have per- 
verted and changed them according to their 
own [false] notion. Fol. 245. 

Dr. Luther, who, above others, certainly 
understood the true and proper meaning of 
the Augsburg Confession, and who constantly 
remained steadfast thereto till his end, and de- 
fended it, shortly before his death repeated 
his faith concerning this article with great 
zeal in his last Confession, where he writes 
thus: I rate as one concoction, namely, as 
Sacramentarians and fanatics, which they also 
are, all who will not believe that the Lord’s 
bread in the Supper is His true natural body, 
which the godless or Judas received with the 
mouth, as well as did St. Peter and all [other] 
saints; he who will not believe this (I say) 
should let me alone, and hope for no fellow- 
ship with me; this is not going to be altered 
{thus my opinion stands, which I am not 
going to change]. Tom. 2, Wittenb., German, 
fol. 252. 

From these explanations, and especially 
from that of Dr. Luther as the leading teacher 
of the Augsburg Confession, every intelligent 
man who loves truth and peace, can un- 
doubtedly perceive what has always been the 
proper meaning and understanding of the 
Augsburg Confession in regard to this article. 

For the reason why, in addition to the ex- 
pressions of Christ and St. Paul (the bread in 
the Supper is the body of Christ or the com- 
mumnion of the body of Christ), also the forms: 
under the bread, with the bread, in the bread 
[the body of Christ is present and offered], are 
employed, is that by means of them the papis- 
tical transubstantiation may be rejected and 
the sacramental union of the unchanged es- 

“= {Concordia Triglotta, p. 985.] 
sence of the bread and of the body of Christ in- 
dicated; just as the expression, Verbum caro 
factum est, The Word was made flesh [John 
1, 14], is repeated and explained by the equiva- 
lent expressions: The Word dwelt among us; 
likewise [Col. 2,9]: Jn Him dwelleth all the 
fulness of the Godhead bodily; likewise [Acts 
10,38]: God was with Him; likewise [2 Cor. 
5, 19]: God was in Christ, and the like; 
namely, that the divine essence is not changed 
into the human nature, but the two natures, 
unchanged, are personally united. [These 
phrases repeat and declare the expression of 
John, above mentioned, namely, that by the 
incarnation the divine essence is not changed 
into the human nature, but that the two 
natures withopt confusion are personally 
united.] Even as many eminent ancient 
teachers, Justin, Cyprian, Augustine, Leo, Ge- 
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lasius, Chrysostom and others, use this simile 
concerning the words of Christ’s testament: 
This is My body, that just as in Christ two 
distinct, unchanged natures are inseparably 
united, so in the Holy Supper the two sub- 
stances, the natural bread and the true natu- 
ral body of Christ, are present together here 
upon earth in the appointed administration 
of the Sacrament. Although this union of the 
body and blood of Christ with the bread and 
wine is not a personal union, as that of the 
two natures in Christ, but as Dr. Luther and 
our theologians, in the frequently mentioned 
Articles of Agreement [Formula of Concord] 
in the year 1536 and in other places call it 
sacramentalem unionem, that is, a sacramen- 
tal union, by which they wish to indicate that, 
although they also employ the formas: in 
pane, sub pane, cum pane, that is, these dis- 
tinctive modes of speech: in the bread, under 
the bread, with the bread, yet they have re- 
ceived the words of Christ properly and as 
they read, and have understood the proposi- 
tion, that is, the words of Christ’s testament: 
Hoc est corpus meum, This is My body, not 
as a figuratam propositionem, but inusitatam 
(that is, not as a figurative, allegorical ex- 
pression or comment, but as an unusual ex- 
pression). For thus Justin says: This we 
receive not as common bread and common 
drink; but as Jesus Christ, our Savior, 
through the Word of God became flesh, and 
on account of our salvation also had flesh and 
blood, so we believe that the food blessed by 
Him through the Word and prayer is the body 
and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ. Likewise 
Dr. Luther also in his Large and especially in 
his last Confession concerning the Lord’s Sup- 
per with great earnestness and zeal defends 
the very form of expression which Christ used 
at the first Supper. 

Now, since Dr. Luther is to be regarded as 
the most distinguished teacher of the churches 
which confess the Augsburg Confession, whose 
entire doctrine as to sum and substance is 
comprised in the articles of the frequently 
mentioned Augsburg Confession, and was pre- 
sented to the Emperor Charles V, the proper 
meaning and sense of the oft-mentioned Augs- 
burg Confession can and should be derived 
from no other source more properly and cor- 
rectly than from the doctrinal and polemical 
writings of Dr. Luther. 

And, indeed, this very opinion, just cited, 
is founded upon the only firm, immovable, and 
indubitable rock of truth, from the words of 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 98T.] 
institution, in the holy, divine Word, and was 
thus understood, taught, and propagated by 
the holy evangelists and apostles, and their 
disciples and hearers. 

For since our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, 
concerning whom, as our only Teacher, this 
solemn command has been given from heaven 
to all men: Hune audite, Hear ye Him, who 
is not a mere man or angel, neither true, wise, 
and mighty only, but the eternal Truth and 
Wisdom itself and Almighty God, who knows 
very well what and how He is to speak, and 
who also can powerfully effect and execute 
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everything that He speaks and promises, as 
He says Luke 21, 33: Heaven and earth shall 
pass away, but My words shall not pass away ; 
also Matt. 28,18: All power is given unto Me 
in heaven and in earth, — 

Since, now, this true, almighty Lord, our 
Creator and Redeemer, Jesus Christ, after the 
Last Supper, when He is just beginning His 
bitter suffering and death for our sins, in 
those sad last moments, with great considera- 
tion and solemnity, in the institution of this 
most venerable Sacrament, which was to be 
used until the end of the world with great 
reverence and obedience [and humility], and 
was to be an abiding memorial of His bitter 
suffering and death and all His benefits, a 
sealing [and confirmation] of the New Testa- 
ment, .a consolation of all distressed hearts, 
and a firm bond of union of Christians with 
Christ, their Head, and with one another, itk 
the ordaining and institution of the Holy 
Supper spake these words concerning the 
bread which He blessed and gave [to His dis- 
ciples]: Take, eat; this is My body, which 
is given for you, and concerning the cup, or 
wine: This is My blood of the new testament, 
which is shed for many for the remission 
of sins ; — 

[Now, since this is so,] We are certainly in 
duty bound not to interpret and explain these 
words of the eternal, true, and almighty Son 
of God, our Lord, Creator, and Redeemer, 
Jesus Christ, differently, as allegorical, figur- 
ative, tropical expressions, according as it 
seems agreeable to our reason, but with simple 
faith and due obedience to receive the words 


as they read, in their proper and plain sense, _ 


and allow ourselves to be diverted therefrom 
[from this express testament of Christ] by no 
objections or human contradictions spun from 
human. reason, however charming they may 
appear to reason. 

Even as Abraham, when he hears God’s 
Word concerning offering his son, although, 
indeed, he had cause enough for disputing as 
to whether the words should be understood 
according to the letter or with a tolerable or 
mild interpretation, since they conflicted 
openly not only with all reason and with the 
divine and natural law, but also with the 
chief article of faith concerning the promised 
Seed, Christ, who was to be born of Isaac, 
nevertheless, just as previously, when the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 989. ] 

promise of the blessed Seed from Isaac was 
given him, he gave God the honor of truth, 
and most confidently concluded and believed 
that what God promised He could also do, 
although it appeared impossible to his reason; 
so also here he understands and believes God’s 
Word and command plainly and simply, as 
they read according to the letter, and com- 
mits the matter to God’s omnipotence and wis- 
dom, which, he knows, has many more modes 
and ways to fulfil the promise of the Seed 
from Isaac than he can comprehend with his 
blind reason ; — 

Thus we, too, are simply to believe with all 
humility and obedience the plain, firm, clear, 
and solemn words and command of our Cre- 
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ator and Redeemer, without any doubt and 
disputation as to how it agrees with our 
reason or is possible. For these words were 
spoken by that Lord who is infinite Wisdom 
and Truth itself, and also can execute and 
accomplish everything which He promises. 

Now, all the circumstances of the institu- 
tion of the Holy Supper testify that these 
words of our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ, 
which in themselves are simple, plain, clear, 
firm, and indubitable, cannot and must not be 
understood otherwise than in their usual, 
proper, and common signification. For since 
Christ gives this command [concerning eating 
His body, etc.] at the table and at supper, 
there is indeed no doubt that He speaks of 
real, natural bread and of natural wine, also 
of oral eating and drinking, so that there can 
be no metaphor, that is, a change of meaning, 
in the word bread, as though the body of 
Christ were a spiritual bread or a spiritual 
food of souls. Likewise, also Christ Himself 
takes care that there be no metonymy either, 
that is, that in the same manner there be no 
change of meaning in the word body, and that 
He does not speak concerning a sign of His 
body, or concerning an emblem [a symbol] or 
figurative body, or concerning the virtue of 
His body and the benefits which He has earned 
by the sacrifice of His body [for us], but of 
‘His’ true, essential body, which He delivered 
into death for us, and of His true, essential 
blood, which He shed for us on the tree 
[altar] of the cross for the remission of sins. 

Now, surely there is no interpreter of the 
words of Jesus Christ as faithful and sure as 
the Lord Christ Himself, who understands best 
His words and His heart and opinion, and who 
is the wisest and most knowing for expound- 
ing them; and here, as in the making of His 
last will and testament and of His ever- 
abiding covenant and union, as elsewhere in 
[presenting and confirming] all articles of 
faith, and in the institution of all other signs 
of the covenant and of grace or sacraments, as 
{for example] circumcision, the various offer- 
ings in the Old Testament and Holy Baptism, 
He uses not allegorical, but entirely proper, 
simple, indubitable, and clear words; and in 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 991.] 

order that no misunderstanding can oceur, 
He explains them more clearly with the 
words: Given for you, shed for you. He also 
allows His disciples to rest in the simple, 
proper sense, and commands them that they 
should thus teach all nations to observe what 
He had commanded them, the apostles. 

For this reason, too, all three evangelists, 
Matt. 26, 26; Mark 14, 22; Luke 22, 19, and 
St. Paul, who received the same [the institu- 
tion of the Lord’s Supper] after the ascension 
of Christ [from Christ Himself], 1 Cor. 11, 24, 
unanimously and with the same words and 
syllables repeat concerning the consecrated 
and distributed bread these. distinct, clear, 
firm, and true words of Christ: This is My 
body, altogether in one way, without any 
interpretation [trope, figure] and change. 
Therefore there is no doubt that also concern- 
ing the other part of the Sacrament these 
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words of Luke and Paul: This cup is the new 
testament in My blood, can have no other 
meaning than that which St. Matthew and 
St. Mark give: This (namely, that which you 
orally drink out of the cup) is My blood of 
the new testament, whereby I establish, seal, 
and confirm with you men this My testament 
and new covenant, namely, the forgiveness 
of sins. 

So also that repetition, confirmation, and 
explanation of the words of Christ which 
St. Paul makes 1 Cor. 10,16, where he writes 
as follows: The cup of blessing which we 
bless, is it not the communion of the blood of 
Christ? The bread which we break, is it not 
the communion of the body of Christ? is to be 
considered with all diligence and seriousness 
[accurately], as an especially clear testimony 
of the true, essential presence and distribution 
of the body and blood of Christ in the Supper. 
From this we clearly learn that not only the 
cup which Christ blessed at the first Supper, 
and not only the bread which Christ broke 
and distributed, but also that which we break 
and bless, is the communion of the body and 
blood of Christ, so that all who eat this bread 
and drink of this cup truly receive, and are 
partakers of, the true body and blood of 
Christ. For if the body of Christ were 
present and partaken of, not truly and essen- 
tially, but only according to its power and 
efficacy, the bread would have to be called, 
not a communion of the body, but of the 
Spirit, power, and benefits of Christ, as the 
Apology argues and concludes. And if Paul 
were speaking only of the spiritual com- 
munion of the body of Christ through faith, 
as the Sacramentarians pervert this passage, 
he would not say that the bread, but that the 
spirit or faith, was the communion of the body 
of Christ. But as he says that the bread is 
the communion of the body of Christ, that all 
who partake of the consecrated bread also be- 
come partakers of the body of Christ, he must 
indeed be speaking, not of a spiritual, but of 
a sacramental or oral participation of the 
body of Christ, which is common to godly and 
godless Christians [Christians only in name]. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 993.] 

This is shown also by the causes and 
circumstances of this entire exposition of 
St. Paul, in which he deters and warns those 
who ate of offerings to idols and had fellow- 
ship with heathen devil-worship, and never- 
theless went also to the table of the Lord and 
became partakers of the body and blood of 
Christ, lest they receive the body and blood 
of Christ for judgment and condemnation to 
themselves. For since all those who become 
partakers of the consecrated and broken bread 
in the Supper have communion also with the 
body of Christ, St. Paul indeed cannot be 
speaking of spiritual communion with Christ, 
which no man can abuse, and against which 
also no one is to be warned. 

Therefore also our dear fathers and prede- 
cessors, as Luther and other pure teachers of 
the Augsburg Confession, explain this state- 
ment of Paul with such words that it accords 
most fully with the words of Christ when they 
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write thus: The bread which we break is the 
distributed body of Christ, or the common 
[communicated] body of Christ, distributed 
to those who receive the broken bread. 


By this simple, well-founded exposition of 
this glorious testimony, 1 Cor. 10, we unani- 
mously abide, and we are justly astonished 
that some are so bold as to venture now to 
cite this passage, which they themselves pre- 
viously opposed to the Sacramentarians, as 
a foundation for their error, that in the Sup- 
per the body of Christ is partaken of spirit- 
ually only. [For thus they speak]: Panis 
est communicatio corporis Christi, hoc est, 2d, 
quo fit societas cum corpore Christi (quod est 
ecclesia), sew est medium, per quod fideles uni- 
mur Christo, sicut verbum evangelii fide ap- 
prehensum est medium, per quod Christo spiri- 
tualiter wnimur et corpori Christi, quod est 
ecclesia, inserimur. Translated, this reads as 
follows: “The bread is the communion of 
the body of Christ, that is, it is that by which 
we have fellowship with the body of Christ, 
which is the Church, or it is the means by 
which we believers are united with Christ, 
just as the Word of the Gospel, apprehended 
by faith, is a means through which we are 
spiritually united to Christ and incorporated 
into the body of Christ, which is the Church.” 


For that not only the godly, pious, and be- 
lieving Christians, but also unworthy, godless 
hypocrites, as Judas and his ilk, who have no 
spiritual communion with Christ, and go to 
the Table of the Lord without true repentance 
and conversion to God, also receive orally in 
the Sacrament the true body and [true] blood 
of Christ, and by their unworthy eating and 
drinking grievously sin against the body and 
blood of Christ, St. Paul teaches expressly. 
For he says, 1 Cor. 11, 27: Whosoever shall 
eat this bread, and drink this cup of the Lord, 
unworthily, sins not merely against the bread 
and wine, not merely against the signs or 
symbols and emblems of the body and blood, 
but shall be guilty of the body and blood of 
the Lord Jesus Christ, which, as there [in the 
Holy Supper] present, he dishonors, abuses, 
and disgraces, as the Jews, who in very deed 

- {Concordia Triglotta, p. 995.] 
violated the body of Christ and killed Him; 
just as the ancient Christian Fathers and 
church-teachers unanimously have understood 
and explained this passage. 


There is, therefore, a twofold eating of the 
flesh of Christ, one spiritual, of which Christ 
treats especially John 6, 54, which occurs in 
no other way than with the Spirit and faith, 
in the preaching and meditation of the Gospel, 
as well as in the Lord’s Supper, and by itself 
is useful and salutary, and necessary at all 
times for salvation to all-Christians; with- 
out which spiritual participation also the 
sacramental or oral eating in the Supper is 
not only not salutary, but even injurious and 
damning [a cause of condemnation]. 

But this spiritual eating is nothing else 
than faith, namely, to hear God’s Word 
(wherein Christ, true God and man, is pre- 
sented to us, together with all benefits which 


- 


270 


He has purchased for us by His flesh given 
into death for us, and by His blood shed for 

“us, namely, God’s grace, the forgiveness of 
sins, righteousness, and eternal life), to re- 
ceive it with faith and appropriate it to our- 
selves, and in all troubles and temptations 
firmly to rely, with sure confidence and trust, 
and to abide in the consolation that we have 
a gracious God, and eternal salvation on ac- 
count of the Lord Jesus Christ. [He who 
hears these things related from the Word of 
God, and in faith receives and applies them 
to himself, and relies entirely upon this con- 
solation (that we have God reconciled and life 
eternal on account of the Mediator, Jesus 
Christ) ,— he, I say, who with true confidence 
rests in the Word of the Gospel in all troubles 
and temptations, spiritually eats the body of 
Christ and drinks His blood.] 

The other eating of the body of Christ iy 
oral or sacramental, when the true, essential 
body and blood of Christ are also orally re- 
ceived and partaken of in the Holy Supper, 
by all who eat and drink the consecrated 
bread and wine in the Supper — by the be- 
lieving as a certain pledge and assurance that 
their sins are surely forgiven them, and Christ 
dwells and is efficacious in them, but by the 
unbelieving for their judgment and condem- 
nation, as the words of the institution by 
Christ expressly declare, when at the table 
and during the Supper He offers His disciples 
natural bread ee natural wine, which He. 
calls His true body and true blood, at the 
same time saying: Hat and drink. For in 
view of the circumstances this command evi- 
dently cannot be understood otherwise than 
of oral eating and drinking, however, not in 
a gross, carnal, Capernaitic, but in a super- 
natural, incomprehensible way; to which 
afterwards the other command adds still an- 
other and spiritual eating, when the Lord 
Christ says further: This do in remembrance 
of Me, where He requires faith [which is the 
spiritual partaking of Christ’s body]. 

Therefore all the ancient Christian teachers 
expressly, and in full accord with the entire 
holy Christian Church, teach, according to 
these words of the institution of Christ and 
the explanation of St. Paul, that the body of 

| Concordia Triglotta, p. 997.) 

Christ is not only received spiritually by 
faith, which occurs also outside of [the use 
of] the Sacrament, but also orally, not only 
by believing and godly, but also by unworthy, 
unbelieving, false, and wicked Christians. As 
this is too long to be narrated here, we would, 
for the sake of brevity, have the Christian 
reader referred to the exhaustive writings of 
our theologians. 

Hence it is manifest how unjustly and ma- 
liciously the Sacramentarian fanatics (Theo- 
dore Beza) deride the Lord Christ, St. Paul, 
and the entire Church in calling this oral par- 
taking, and that of the unworthy, duos pilos 
caudae equinae et commentum, cuius vel ipsum 
Satanam pudeat, as also the doctrine concern- 
ing the majesty of Christ, excrementum Sa- 
tanae, quo diabolus sibi ipsi et hominibus illu- 
dat, that is, they speak so horribly of it that 
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a godly Christian man should be ashamed to 
translate it. oy 

But it must [also] be carefully explained 
who are the unworthy guests of this Supper, 
namely, those who go to this Sacrament with- 
out true repentance and sorrow for their sins, 
and without true faith and the good intention 
of amending their lives, and by their unworthy 
oral eating of the body of Christ load them- 
selves with damnation, that is, with temporal 
and eternal punishments, and become guilty 
of the body and blood of Christ. ! 

For Christians who are of weak faith, diffi- 
dent, troubled, and heartily terrified because 
of the greatness and number of their sins, and 
think that in this their great impurity they 
are not worthy of this precious treasure and 
the benefits of Christ, and who feel and lament 
their weakness of faith, and from their hearts 
desire that they may serve God with stronger, 
more joyful faith and pure obedience, they 
are the truly worthy guests for whom this 
highly venerable Sacrament [and sacred feast] 
has been especially instituted and appointed; 
as Christ says, Matt. 11,28: Come unto Me, 
all ye that labor and are heavy laden, and 
I will give you rest. Also Matt.9,12: They 
that be whole need not a physician, but they 
that be sick. Also [2 Cor. 12, 9]: God’s 
strength is made perfect in weakness. Also 


.fRom. 14,1]: Him that is weak in the faith 


recewwe ye [v.3], for God hath recewed him. 
For whosoever believeth in, the Son of God, 
be it with a strong or with fa weak faith, has 
eternal life [John 3, 15 f.]. 

And worthiness does not depend upon great 
or small weakness or strength of faith, but 
upon the merit of Christ, which the distressed 
father of little faith [Mark 9, 24] enjoyed as 
well as Abraham, Paul, and others who have 
a joyful and strong faith. 

Let the foregoing be said of the true pres- 
ence and twofold participation of the body 
and blood of Christ, which occurs either by 
faith, spiritually, or also orally, both by 
worthy and unworthy [which latter is com- 
mon to worthy and unworthy]. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 999.] 

Since a misunderstanding and dissension 
among some teachers of the Augsburg Con- 
fession also has occurred concerning consecra- 
tion and the common rule, that nothing is 
@ sacrament without the appointed use [or 
divinely instituted act], we have made a fra- 
ternal and unanimous declaration to one an- 
other also concerning this matter to the-fol- 
lowing purport, namely, that not the word or 
work of any man produces the true presence 
of the body and blood of Christ in the Supper, 
whether it be the merit or recitation of the 
minister, or the eating and drinking or faith 
of the communicants; but all this should be 
ascribed alone to the power of Almighty God 
and the word, institution, and ordination of 
our Lord Jesus Christ. 

For the true and almighty words of Jesus 
Christ which He spake at the first institution 
were efficacious not only at the first Supper, 
but they endure, are valid, operate, and are 
still efficacious [their force, power, and effi- 
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cacy endure and avail even to the present], 
so that in all places where the Supper is cele- 
brated according to the institution of Christ, 
and His words are used, the body and blood 
of Christ are truly present, distributed, and re- 
ceived, because of the power and efficacy of the 
words which Christ spake at the first Supper. 
For where His institution is observed and 
His words are spoken over the bread and 
eup [wine], and the consecrated bread and 
cup [wine] are distributed, Christ Himself, 
through the spoken words, is still efficacious 
by virtue of the first institution, through His 
word, which He wishes to be there repeated. 
As Chrysostom says (in Serm.'de Pass.) in his 
Sermon concerning the Passion: Christ Him- 
self prepares this table and blesses it; for no 
man makes the bread and wine set before us 
the body and blood of Christ, but Christ Him- 
self who was crucified for us. The words are 
spoken by the mouth of the priest, but by 
God’s power and grace, by the word, where 
He speaks: “This is My body,” the elements 
presented are consecrated in the Supper. And 
just as the declaration, Gen. 1,28: “Be frutt- 
ful,.and multiply, and replenish the earth,” 
was spoken only once, but is ever efficacious 
im nature, so that it is fruitful and multiplies, 
so also this declaration [“This is My body; 
this is My blood] was spoken once, but even 
to this day and to His advent it is efficacious, 
and works so that in the Supper of the 
Church His true body and blood are present. 

Luther also [writes concerning this very 


subject in the same manner], Tom. VI, Jena,. 


Fol. 99: This His command and institution 
have this power and effect that we admimster 
and receive not mere bread and wine, but His 
body and blood, as His words declare: “This 
is My body,” ete.; “This is My blood,” ete., so 
that it is not our work or speaking, but the 
command and ordination of Christ that makes 
the bread the body, and the wine the blood, 
from the beginning of the first Supper even 
to the end of the world, and that through our 
service and office they are daily distributed. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1001.] 

Also, Tom. III, Jena, Fol. 446: Thus here 
also, even though I should pronounce over all 
bread the words: This is Christ’s body, noth- 
ing, of course, would result therefrom; but 
when in the Supper we say, according to His 
institution and command: “This is My body,” 
it is His body, not on account of our speaking 
or word uttered [because these words, when 
uttered, have this efficacy], but because of His 
command — that He has commanded us thus 
to speak and to do, and has united His com- 
mand and act with our speaking. 

Now, in the administration of the Holy 
Supper the words of institution are to be pub- 
licly spoken or sung before the congregation 
distinctly and clearly, and should in no way 
be omitted [and this for very many and the 
most important reasons. First,] in order that 
obedience may be rendered to the command 
of Christ: This do [that therefore should not 
be omitted which Christ Himself did in the 
Holy Supper], and [secondly] that the faith 
of the hearers concerning the nature.and fruit 
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of this Sacrament (concerning the presence of 
the body and blood of Christ, concerning the 
forgiveness of sins, and all benefits which have 
been purchased by the death and shedding of 
the blood of Christ, and are bestowed upon) 
us in Christ’s testament) may be excited, 
strengthened, and confirmed by Christ’s Word, 
and [besides] that the elements of bread and 
wine may be consecrated or blessed for this 
holy use, in order that the body and blood of 
Christ may therewith be administered to us 
to be eaten and to be drunk, as Paul declares 
{1 Cor. 10,16]: The cup of blessing which we 
bless, which indeed occurs in no other way 
than through the repetition and recitation of 
the words of institution. 

However, this blessing, or the recitation of 
the words of institution of Christ alone does 
not make a sacrament if the entire action of 
the Supper, as it was instituted by Christ, is 
not observed (as when the consecrated bread 
is not distributed, received, and partaken of, 
but is enclosed,-sacrificed, or carried about), 
but the command of Christ, This do (which 
embraces the entire action or administration 
in this Sacrament, that in an assembly of 
Christians bread and wine are taken, conse- 
crated, distributed, received, eaten, drunk, and 
the Lord’s death is shown forth at the same 
time) must be observed unseparated and in- 
violate, as also St. Paul places before our eyes 
the entire action of the breaking of bread or 
of distribution and reception, 1 Cor. 10, 16. 

[Let us now come also to the second point, 
of which mention was made a little before. ] 
To preserve this true Christian doctrine con- 
cerning the Holy Supper, and to avoid and 
abolish manifold idolatrous abuses and per- 
versions of this testament, the following use- 
ful rule and standard has been derived from 
the words of institution: Nihil habet ratio- 
nem sacramenti extra usum a Christo insti- 
tutum (“Nothing has the nature of a sacra- 
ment apart from the use instituted by 
Christ”) or extra actionem divinitus imstitu- 
tam (“apart from the action divinely insti- 
tuted”). That is: If the institution of Christ 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1008. ] 
be not observed as He appointed it, there is no 
sacrament. This is by no means to be rejected, 
but can and should be urged and maintained 
with profit in the Church of God. And the 
use or action here does not mean chiefly faith, 
neither the oral participation only, but the 
entire external, visible action of the Lord’s 
Supper instituted by Christ, [to this indeed is 
required] the consecration, or words of insti- 
tution, the distribution and reception, or oral 
partaking [manducation] of the consecrated 
bread and wine, [likewise the partaking] of 
the body and blood of Christ. And apart from 
this use, when in the papistic mass the bread 
is not distributed, but offered up or enclosed, 
borne about, and exhibited for adoration, it is 
to be regarded as no sacrament; just as the 
water of baptism, when used. to consecrate 
bells or to cure leprosy, or otherwise exhibited 
for worship, is no sacrament or baptism. For 
against such papistic abuses this rule has been 
set up at the beginning [of the reviving Gos- 
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_ pel], and has been explained by Dr. Luther 
himself, Tom. IV, Jena. 

Meanwhile, however, we must call attention 
also to this, that the Sacramentarians art- 
fully and wickedly pervert this useful and 
necessary rule, in order to deny the true, 
essential presence and oral partaking of the 
body of Christ, which occurs here upon earth 
alike by the worthy and the unworthy, and 
interpret it as referring to the wsus fidei, that 
is, to the spiritual and inner use of faith, as 
though it were no sacrament to the unworthy, 
and the partaking of the body occurred only 
spiritually, through faith, or as though faith 
made the body of Christ present in the Holy 
Supper, and therefore unworthy, unbelieving 
hypocrites did not receive the body of Christ 
as being present. 

Now, it is not our faith that makes the 
sacrament, but only the true word and inst, 
tution of our almighty God and Savior Jesus 
Christ, which always is and remains effica- 
cious in the Christian Church, and is not in- 
validated or rendered inefficacious by the 
worthiness or unworthiness of the minister, 
nor by the unbelief of the one who receives it. 
Just as the Gospel, even though godless 
hearers do not believe it, yet is and remains 
none the less the true Gospel, only it does not 
work for salvation, in the unbelieving; so, 
whether those who receive the Sacrament he- 
lieve or do not believe, Christ remains none 
the less true in His words when He says: 
Take, eat: this is My body, and effects this 
[His presence] not by our faith, but by His 
omnipotence. ‘ 

Accordingly, it is a pernicious, shameless 
error that some from a cunning perversion of 
this familiar rule ascribe more to our faith, 
which [in their opinion] alone renders present 
and partakes of the body of Christ, than to 
the omnipotence of our Lord and Savior, Jesus 

Christ. 
~ Now, as regards the various imaginary 
reasons and futile counter-arguments of the 
Sacramentarians concerning the essential and 
natural attributes of a human body, concern- 
ing the ascension of Christ, concerning His 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1005.] 
departure from this world, and such like, in- 
asmuch as these have one and all been refuted 
thoroughly and in detail, from God’s Word, 
by Dr. Luther in his controversial writings: 
Against the Heavenly Prophets, That These 
Words, “This Is My Body,” Still Stand Firm ; 
likewise in his Large and his Small Confession 
concerning the Holy Supper [published some 
years afterwards], and in other of his writ- 
ings, and inasmuch as since his death nothing 
new has been advanced by the factious spirits, 
we would for the sake of brevity have the 
Christian reader directed to them and have 
referred to them. 

For that we neither will, nor can, nor 
should allow ourselves to be led away by 
thoughts of human wisdom, whatever outward 
appearance or authority they may have, from 
the simple, distinct, and clear sense of the 
Word and testament of Christ to a strange 
opinion, other than the words read, but that, 
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in accordance with what is above stated, we 
understand and believe them simply, our 
reasons upon which we have rested in this 
matter ever since the controversy concerning 
this article arose, are those which Dr. Luther 
himself, in the very beginning, presented 
against the Sacramentarians in the*following 
words (Dr. Luther in his Large Confession 
concerning the Holy Supper): My reasons 
upon which I rest in this matter are the fol- 
lowing: 

l. The first is this article of our faith:' 
Jesus Christ is essential, natwral, true, per-. 
fect God and man in one person, inseparable 
and undivided. 

2. The second, that God’s right hand is 
everywhere. 

3. The third, that God’s Word is not false, 
nor does it lie. 

4, The fourth, that God has and knows of 
many modes of being in any place, and not 
only the single one concerning which the 
fanatics talk flippantly, and which philoso- 
phers call LOCALEM, or local. 

Also: The one body of Christ [says Lu- 
ther] has a threefold mode or all three modes 
of being anywhere. 

First, the comprehensible, bodily mode, as 
He went about bodily wpon earth, when, ac- 
cording to His size, He vacated and occupied 


_ space [was circumscribed by a fixed place]. 


This mode He can still use whenever He will, 
as He did after the resurrection, and will use 
at the last day, as Paul says, 1 Tim. 6, 15: 
“Which in His times He shall show, who is 
the blessed God [and only Potentate, the King 
of kings and Lord of lords].” And to the 
Colossians, 3, 4: “When Christ, who its our 
Life, shall appear.” In this manner He is not 
in God or with the Father, neither in heaven, 
as the mad spirits dream; for God is not 
a bodily space or place. And this is what 
the passages how Christ leaves the world and 
goes to the Father refer to which the false 
spirits cite. 

Secondly, the incomprehensible, spiritual 
mode, according to which He neither occupies 
nor vacates space, but penetrates all creatures 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1007.] 
wherever He pleases [according to His most 
free will]; as, to make an imperfect compari- 
son, my sight penetrates and is in air, light, 
or water, and does not occupy or vacate space ; 
as a sound or tone penetrates and is in air or 
water or board and wall, and also does not 
occupy or vacate space; likewise, as light and 
heat penetrate and are in air, water, glass, 
crystal, and the like, and also do not vacate 
or occupy space; and much more of the like 
{many comparisons of this matter could be 
adduced]. This mode He used whew He rose 
from the closed [and sealed] sepulcher, and 
passed through the closed door [to His dis- 
ciples], and in the bread and wine in the Holy 
Supper, and, as it is believed, when He was 
born of His mother [the most holy Virgin 
Mary]. 

Thirdly, the divine, heavenly mode, since He 
is one person with God, according to which, 
of course, all creatures must be far more pene- 
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trable and present to Him than they are ac- 
cording to the second mode. For if, accord- 
ing to that second mode, He can be in and 
with creatures in such a manner that they do 
not feel, touch, cirewmscribe, or comprehend 
Him, how much more wonderfully will He be 
in all creatures according to this sublime 
third mode, so that they do not circumscribe 
nor comprehend Him, but rather that He has 
them present before Himself, circwmscribes 
and comprehends them! For you must place 
this being of Christ, who is one person 
with God [for you must place this mode of 
presence of Christ which He has by His per- 
sonal union with God], very far, far outside 
of the creatures, as far as God is outside of 
them; and again as deep and near within all 
creatures as God is within them. For He is 
one inseparable person with God; where God 
is, there must He also be, or our faith is false. 
But who will say or think how this occurs? 
We know indeed that it is so, that He is in 
God outside of all creatures, and one person 
with God, but how it occurs we do not know ; 
it [this mystery] is above nature and reason, 
even above the reason of all the angels in 
heaven; it is understood and known only by 
God. Now, since it is unknown to us, and yet 
true, we should not deny His words before we 
know how to prove to a certainty that the 
body of Christ can by no means be where God 
is, and that this mode of being [presence] 1s 
false. This the fanatics must prove; but they 
will forego it. 

Now, whether God has and knows still more 
modes in which Ohrist’s body is anywhere, 
I did not intend to deny herewith, but to in- 
dicate what awkward dolts our fanatics are, 
that they concede to the body of Christ no 
more than the first, comprehensible mode; 
although they cannot even prove that to be 
conflicting with our meaning. For in no way 
will I deny that the power of God may accom- 
plish this much that a body might be in many 
places at the same time, even in a bodily, com- 
prehensible way. For who will prove that this 


[Concordia Trigtotta, p. 1009. ] 
is impossible with God? Who has seen an end 
to His power? The fanatics indeed think 
thus: God cannot do it. But who will be- 
lieve their thinking? With what do they 
make such thinking sure? Thus far Luther. 

From these words of Dr. Luther this, too, is 
clear in what sense the word spiritual is em- 
ployed in our churches with reference to this 
matter. For to the Sacramentarians this 
word spiritual means nothing else than the 
spiritual commumion, when through faith true 
believers are in the Spirit incorporated into 
Christ, the Lord, and become true spiritual 
members of His body. 

But when Dr. Luther or we employ this 
word spiritual in regard to this matter, we 
understand by it the spiritual, supernatural, 
heavenly mode, according to which Christ is 
present in the Holy Supper, working not only 
consolation and life in the believing, but also 
condemnation in the unbelieving; whereby we 
reject the Capernaitic thoughts of the gross 
[and] carnal presence which is ascribed to 
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and forced upon our churches by the Sacra- 
mentarians against our manifold public prot- . 
estations. In this sense we also say [wish 
the word spiritually to be understood when 
we say] that in the Holy Supper the body 
and blood of Christ are spiritually received, 
eaten, and drunk, although this participation 
occurs with the mouth, while the mode is 
spiritual, 

Thus our faith in this article concerning 
the true presence of the body and blood of. 
Christ in the Holy Supper is based upon the 
truth and omnipotence of the true, almighty 
God, our Lord and Savior Jesus Christ. 
These foundations are strong and firm enough 
to strengthen and establish our faith in all 
temptations concerning this article, and, on 
the contrary, to overthrow and refute all 
the counter-arguments and objections of the 
Sacramentarians, however agreeable and 
plausible they may be to our reason; and 
upon them a Christian heart also can securely 
and firmly rest and rely. 

Accordingly, with heart and mouth we re- 
ject and condemn as false, erroneous, and mis- 
leading all errors which are not in accordance 
with, but contrary and opposed to, the doc- 
trine above mentioned and founded upon God’s 
Word, such as, 

1. The papistic transubstantiation, when it 
is taught that the consecrated or blessed bread 
and wine in the Holy Supper lose entirely 
their substance and essence, and are changed 
into the substance of the body and blood of 
Christ in such a way that only the mere form 
of bread and wine is left, or accidentia sine 
subiecto (the accidents without the object) ; 
under which form of the bread, which never- 
theless is bread no longer, but according to 
their assertion has lost its natural essence, 
the body of Christ is present even apart from 
the administration of the Holy Supper, when 
the bread is enclosed in the pyx or is carried 
about for display and adoration. For nothing 
can be a sacrament without God’s command 
and the appointed use for which it is insti- 
tuted in God’s Word, as was shown above. 
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2. We likewise reject and condemn all other 
papistic abuses of this Sacrament, as the 
abomination of the sacrifice of the mass for 
the living and dead. 

3. Also, that contrary to the public com- 
mand and institution of Christ only one form 
of the Sacrament is administered to the laity; 
as these papistic abuses have been thoroughly 
refuted by means of God’s Word and the testi- 
monies of the ancient Church, in the common 
Confession and the Apology of our churches, 
the Smaleald Articles, and other writings of 
our theologians. 

However, since we have undertaken in this 
document to present especially only our con- 
fession and explanation concerning the true 
presence of the body and blood of Christ 
against the Sacramentarians, some of whom 
shamelessly insinuate themselves into our 
churches under the name of the Augsburg 
Confession, we will also state and enumerate 
here especially the errors of the Sacramen- 
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tarians, in order to warn our hearers to guard 
_ against and look out for them. | 

Accordingly, with heart and mouth we re- 
ject and condemn as false, erroneous, and mis- 
leading all Sacramentarian opiniones (opin- 
ions) and doctrines which are not in accord- 
ance with, but contrary and opposed to, the 
doctrine above presented and founded upon 
God’s Word: 

1. As when they assert that the words of 
institution are not to be understood simply 
in their proper signification, as they read, of 
the true, essential presence of the body and 
blood of Christ ‘in the Supper, but are to be 
wrested, by means of tropi (tropes) or figur- 
ative interpretations, to another new, strange 
sense. We hereby reject all such Sacramen- 
tarian opiniones (opinions) and self-contra- 
dictory notions [of which some even conflict 
with each other], however manifold and Varig 
ous they may be. 

2. Also, that the oral participation of the 
body and blood of Christ in the Supper is 
denied [by the Sacramentarians], and it is 
taught, on the contrary, that the body of 
Christ in the Supper is partaken of only spir- 
itually by faith, so that in the Supper our 
mouth receives only bread and wine. 

3. Likewise, also, when it is taught that 
bread and wine in the Supper should be re- 
garded as nothing more than tokens by which 
Christians are to recognize one another; or, 

4. That they are only figures, similitudes, 
and representations [symbols, types] of the 
far-absent body of Christ, in such a manner 
that just as bread and wine are the outward 
food of our body, so also the absent body of 
Christ, with His merit, is the spiritual food 
of our souls. 

5. Or that they are no more than tokens 
or memorials of the absent body of Christ, by 
which signs, as an external pledge, we should 
be assured that the faith which turns from 
the Supper and ascends beyond all heavens 
and there above becomes as truly participant 
of the body and blood of Christ as we truly 
receive with the mouth the external signs 
in the Supper; and that thus the assurance 
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and confirmation of our faith occur in the 
Supper only through the external signs, and 
not through the true, present body and blood 
of Christ offered to us. 

6. Or that in the Supper the power, efficacy, 
and merit of the far-absent body of Christ are 
distributed only to faith, and we thus become 
partakers of His absent body; and that, in 
this way just mentioned, wnio sacramentalis, 
that is, the sacramental union, is to be under- 
stood de analogia signi et signati (with re- 
spect to the analogy of the sign and that 
which is signified), that is, as [far as] the 
bread and wine have a resemblance to the 
body and blood of Christ. 

7. Or that the body and blood of Christ 
cannot be received and partaken of otherwise 
than only spiritually, by faith. 

8. Likewise, when it is taught that because 
of His ascension into heaven Christ is so en- 
closed and circumscribed with His body in 
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a definite place in heaven that with the same 
[His body] He cannot or will not be truly 
present with us in the Supper, which is cele- 
brated according to the institution of Christ 
upon earth, but that He is as far and remote 
from it as heaven and earth are from one an- 
other, as some Sacramentarians have wilfully 
and wickedly falsified the text, Acts 3, 21: 
oportet OChristwm coelum accipere, that is, 
Christ must occupy heaven, for the confirma- 
tion of their error, and instead thereof have 
rendered it: oportet Christwm coelo capi, 
that is, Christ must be received or be circum- 
scribed and enclosed by heaven or in heaven, 
in such a manner that in His human nature 
He can or will in no way be with us upon 
earth. 

9. Likewise, that Christ has not promised 
the true, essential presence of His body and 
blood in His Supper, and that: He neither 
can nor will afford it, because the nature 
and property of His assumed human nature 
could not suffer or admit of it. 

10. Likewise, when it is taught that not 
only the Word and omnipotence of Christ, but 
faith, renders the body of Christ present in 
the Supper; on this account the words of in- 
stitution in the administration of the Supper 
are omitted by some. For although the 
papistic consecration is justly rebuked and 


-rejected, in which the power to produce a 


sacrament is ascribed to the speaking as the 
work of the priest, yet the words of institu- 
tion can or should in no way be omitted in 
the administration of the Supper, as is shown 
in the preceding declaration. 

41. Likewise, that believers are not to seek, 
by reason of the words of Christ’s institution, 
the body of Christ with the bread and wine 
of the Supper, but are directed with their 
faith away from the bread of the Supper to 
heaven, to the place where the Lord Christ 
is with His body, that they should become 
partakers of it there. 

12. We reject also the teaching that un- 
believing and impenitent, wicked Christians, 
who only bear the name of Christ, but do not 
have the right, true, living, and saving faith, 
receive in the Supper not the body and blood 
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of Christ, but only bread and wine, And since 
there are only two kinds of guests found at 
this heavenly meal, the worthy and the un- 
worthy, we reject also the distinction made 
among the unworthy [made by some who as- 
sert] that the godless Epicureans and scoffers 
at God’s Word, who are in the external fellow- 
ship of the Church, when using the Holy Sup- 
per, do not receive the body and blood of 
Christ for condemnation, but only bread and 
wine. 

13. So, too, the teaching that worthiness 
consists not only in true faith, but in man’s 
own preparation. 

14. Likewise, the teaching that even true 
believers, who~have and keep a right, true, 
living faith, and yet lack the said sufficient 
preparation of their own, could, just as the 
unworthy guests, receive this Sacrament to 
condemnation. 
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15. Likewise, when it is taught that the 
elements or the visible species or forms of the 
consecrated bread and wine must be adored. 
However, no one, unless he be an Arian here- 
tic, can and will deny that Christ Himself, 
true God and man, who is truly and essentially 
present in the Supper, should be adored in 
spirit-and in truth in the true use of the same, 
as also in all other places, especially where 
His congregation is assembled. , 

16. We reject and condemn also all pre- 
sumptuous, frivolous [sarcastically colored], 
blasphemous questions and expressions which 
are presented in a gross, carnal, Capernaitic 
way regarding the supernatural, heavenly 
mysteries of this Supper. 

Other and additional antitheses, or rejected 
contrary doctrines, have been reproved .and 
rejected in the preceding explanation, which, 
for the sake of brevity, we will not repeat 
here, and whatever other condemnable opinio- 
mes or erroneous opinions there may be still, 
over and above the foregoing, can be easily 
gathered and named from the preceding ex- 
planation; for we reject and condemn every- 
thing that is not in accordance with, but con- 
trary and opposed to, the doctrine recorded 
above and thoroughly grounded in God’s Word. 


WAUUE, 
OF THE PERSON OF CHRIST. 


A controversy has also occurred among the 
theologians of the Augsburg Confession con- 
cerning the Person of Christ, which, however, 
did not first arise among them, but sprang 
originally from the Sacramentarians [for 
which the Sacramentarians furnished the oc- 
easion]. 

For when Dr. Luther, in opposition to the 
Sacramentarians, had maintained the true, 
essential presence of the body and blood of 
Christ in the Supper with solid arguments 
from the words of institution, the objection 
was urged against him by the Zwinglians that, 
if the body of Christ were present at the same 
time in heaven and on earth in the Holy Sup- 
_ per, it could be no real, true human body; for 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1017.] 
such majesty was said to be peculiar to God 
alone, and the body of Christ not capable of it. 

But while Dr. Luther contradicted and 
effectually refuted this, as his doctrinal and 
polemical writings concerning the Holy Sup- 
per show, which we hereby publicly confess 
[approve], as well as his doctrinal writings 
[and we wish this fact to be publicly at- 
tested], some theologians of the Augsburg Con- 
fession after his death sought, though still 
unwilling to do so publicly and expressly, to 
confess themselves in agreement with the Sac- 
ramentarians concerning the Lord’s Supper; 
nevertheless they introduced and employed 
precisely the same false arguments concern: 
ing the person of Christ whereby the Sacra- 
mentarians dared to remove the true, essen- 
tial presence of the body and blood of Christ 
from His Supper, namely, that nothing should 
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be ascribed to the human nature in the person 
of Christ which is above or contrary to its 
natural, essential property; and on this ac- 
count they have loaded the doctrine of Dr. Lu- 
ther, and all those who follow it as in con- 
formity with God’s Word, with the charge of 
almost all the ancient monstrous heresies. 

To explain this controversy in a Christian 
way, in conformity with God’s Word, accord- 
ing to the guidance [analogy] of our simple 
Christian faith, and by God’s grace entirely 
to settle it, our unanimous doctrine, faith, and 
confession are as follows: 

We believe, teach, and confess that the Son 
of God, although from eternity He has been 
a particular, distinct, entire divine person, 
and thus, with the Father and the Holy Ghost, 
true, essential, perfect God, nevertheless, in 
the fulness of time assumed also human na- 
ture into the unity of His person, not in such 
a way that there now are two persons or two 
Christs, but that Christ Jesus is now in one 
person at the same time true, eternal God, 
born of the Father from eternity, and a true 
man, born of the most blessed Virgin Mary, 
as it is written Rom.9,5: Of whom, as con- 
cerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all, 
God blessed forever. 

We believe, teach, and confess that now, in 
this one undivided person of Christ, there are 
two distinct natures, the divine, which is from 
eternity, and the human, which in time was 
assumed into the unity of the person of the 
Son of God; which two natures in the person 
of Christ are never either separated from, or 
mingled with, one another, or changed the one 
into the other, but each abides in its nature 
and essence in the person of Christ to all 
eternity. 

We believe, teach, and confess also that, as 
both natures mentioned remain unmingled 
and undestroyed in their nature and essence, 
each retains also its natural, essential prop- 
erties, and does not lay them aside to all eter- 
nity, neither do the essential properties of the 
one nature ever become the essential proper- 
ties of the other nature. 

Accordingly, we believe, teach, and confess 
that to be almighty, eternal, infinite, to be of 
itself everywhere present at once naturally, 
that is, according to the property of its na- 
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ture and its natural essence, and to know all 
things, are essential attributes of the divine 
nature, which never to eternity become essen- 
tial properties of the human nature. 

On the other hand, to be a corporeal crea- 
ture, to be flesh and blood, to be finite and 
circumscribed, to suffer, to die, to ascend and 
descend, to move from one place to another, 
to suffer hunger, thirst, cold, heat, and the 
like, are properties of the human nature, 
which never become properties of the divine 
nature. 

We believe, teach, and confess also that now, 
since the incarnation, each nature in Christ 
does not so subsist of itself that each is .or 
constitutes a separate person, but that they 
are so united that they constitute one single 
person, in which the divine and the assumed 
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human nature are and subsist at the same 
time, so that now, since the incarnation, there 
belongs to the entire person of Christ per- 
sonally, not only His divine, but also His 
sper human nature; and that, as without 

is divinity, so also without His humanity, 
the person of Christ or Fil Dei incarnati (of 
the incarnate Son of God), that is, of the Son 
of God‘ who has assumed flesh and become 
man, is not entire. Hence Christ is not two 
distinct persons, but one single person, not- 
withstanding that two distinct natures are 
found in Him, unconfused in their natural 
essence and properties. 

We believe, teach, and confess also that the 
assumed human nature in Christ not only has 
and retains its natural, essential properties, 
but that over and above these, through the 
personal union with the Deity, and afterwards 
through glorification, it has been exalted te 
the right hand of majesty, power, and might, 
over everything that can be named, not only 
in this world, but also in that which is to 
come [Eph. 1, 21]. 

Now as regards this majesty, to which 
Christ has been exalted according to His 
humanity, He did not first receive it when 
He arose from the dead and ascended into 
heaven, but when- He was conceived in His 
mother’s womb and became man, and the 
divine and human natures were personally 
united with one another. However, this per- 
sonal union is not to be understood, as some 
incorrectly explain it, as though the two na- 
tures, the divine and the human, were united 
with one another, as two boards are glued to- 
gether, so that they realiter, that is, in deed 
and truth, have no communion whatever with 
one another. For this was the error and heresy 
of Nestorius and Samosatenus, who, as Suidas 
and Theodore, presbyter of Raithu, testify, 
taught and held: dto0 giosis axowaritovs 
moos savtas mavtasacw, hoc est, naturas omni 
modo incommumeabiles esse, that is, that the 
two natures have no communion whatever 
with one another. Thereby the natures are 
separated from one another, and thus two 
Christs are constituted, so that Christ is one, 
and God the Word, who dwells in Christ, an- 
other. 

For thus Theodore the Presbyter writes: 
Paulus quidam tisdem, quibus Manes tempori- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1021.] 
bus, Samosatenus quidem ortu, sed Antiochiae 
Syriae antistes, Dominum impie dixit nudum 
fuisse hominem, in quo Deus Verbum sicut et 
in singulis prophetis habitavit [habitaverit], 
ac proinde duas naturas separatas et citra 
omnem prorsus inter se communionem in 
Christo esse, quasi alius sit Christus, alius 
Drvus Verbum in ipso habitans. That is: At 
the same time in which also the heretic Manes 
lived, one by the name of Paul, who, though 
born in Samosata, was a bishop at Antioch in 
Syria, wickedly taught that the Lord Christ 
was nothing else than a mere man in whom 
God the Word dwelt, just as in every 
prophet; therefore he also held that the divine 
and human natures are apart from one an- 
other and separate, and that in Christ they 
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have no communion whatever with one an- 
other, just as though Christ were one, and 
God the Word, who dwells in Him, the other. 

Against. this condemned heresy the Chris- 
tian Church always and at all times has 
simply believed and held that the divine and 
the human nature in the person of Christ are 
so united that they haye a true communion 
with one, another, whereby the natures [do 
not meet and] are not mingled in one essence, 
but, as Dr. Luther writes, in one person. Ac- 
cordingly, on account of this personal union 
and communion, the ancient teachers of the 
Church, before and after the Council of Chal- 
cedon, frequently employed the word miztio, 
mixture, in a good sense and with [true] dis- 
crimination. For proof of this, many testi- 
monies of the Fathers, if necessary, could be’ 
adduced, which are to be found frequently also 
in the writings of our divines, and which ex- 
plain the personal union and communion by 
the illustration animae et corporis and ferri 
candentis, that is, of the soul and body, and 
of glowing iron. For the body and soul, as 
also fire and iron, have communion with each 
other, not per phrasin, or modum loquendi, or 
verbaliter (by a phrase or mode of speaking, 
or in mere words), that is, so that it is to be 
a mere form of speech and mere words, but 
vere and realiter (truly and really), that is, 
and, nevertheless, no con- 
fusio or exaequatio naturarwm, that is, a mix- 
ing or equalizing of the natures, is thereby 
introduced, as when hydromel is made from 
honey and water, which is no longer pure 
water or pure honey, but a mixed drink. Now, 
in the union of the divine and the human 
nature in the person of Christ it is far dif- 
ferent. For it is a far different, more sub- 
lime, and [altogether] ineffable communion 
and union between the divine and the human 
nature in the person of Christ, on account of 
which union and communion God is man and 
man is God, yet neither the natures nor their 
properties are thereby intermingled, but each 
nature retains its essence and properties. 

On account of this personal union, which 
cannot be thought of nor exist without such 
a true communion of the natures, not the mere 
human nature, whose property it is to suffer 
and die, has suffered for the sins of the world, 
but the Son of God Himself truly suffered, 
however, according to the assumed human na- 
ture, and (in accordance with our simple 
Christian faith) [as our Apostles’ Creed testi- 
fies] truly died, although the divine nature 
can neither suffer nor die. This Dr. Luther 
has fully explained in his Large Confession 
concerning the Holy Supper in opposition to 
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the blasphemous alloeosis of Zwingli, who 
taught that one nature should be taken and 
understood for the other, which Dr. Luther 
committed, as a devil’s mask, to the abyss 
of hell. $ 

For this reason, then, the ancient teachers 
of the Church combined both words, xowwvia 
and évywois, communio et unio, that is, com- 
munion and union, in the explanation of this 
mystery, and have explained the one by the 
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other. Irenaeus, lib. 4, chap. 37; Athanasius, 
in the Letter to Epictetus; Hilary, Concern- 
ing the Trinity, Book 9; Basil and Gregory of 
Nyssa, in Theodoret; Damascenus, Book 8, 
chap. 19. 

On account of this personal union and com- 
munion of the divine and the human nature 
in Christ we believe, teach, and confess also, 
according to our simple Christian faith, what 
is said concerning the majesty of Christ ac- 
cording to His humanity, [by which He sits] 
at the right hand of the almighty power of 
God, and what is connected therewith [follows 
therefrom]; all of which would be naught 
and could not stand if this personal union and 
communion of the natures in the person of 
Christ did not exist realiter, that is, in deed 
and truth. 

On account of this personal union and com- 
munion of the natures, Mary, the most blessed 
Virgin, bore not a mere man, but, as the angel 
[Gabriel] testifies, such a man as is truly the 
Son of the most high God, who showed His 
divine majesty even in His mother’s womb, 
inasmuch as He was born of a virgin, with her 
virginity inviolate. Therefore she is truly the 
mother of God, and nevertheless remained 
a virgin. 

In virtue of this He also wrought all His 
miracles, and manifested this His divine 


majesty, according to His pleasure, when and. 


as He willed, and therefore not first after His 
resurrection and ascension only, but also in 
His state of humiliation; for example, at the 
wedding at Cana of Galilee; also, when He 
was twelve years old, among the learned; also 
in the garden, when with a word He cast His 
enemies to the ground; likewise in death, 
when He died not simply as any other man, 
but in and with His death conquered sin, 
death, devil, hell, and eternal damnation; 
which the human nature alone would not have 
been able to do if it had not been thus per- 
. sonally united and had not had communion 
with the divine nature. 

Hence also the human nature, after the 
resurrection from the dead, has its exaltation 
above all creatures in heaven and on earth; 
which is nothing else than that He entirely 
laid aside the form of a servant, and yet did 
not lay aside His human nature, but retains 
it to eternity, and is put in the full possession 
and use of the divine majesty according to 
His assumed human nature. However, this 
majesty He had immediately at His concep- 
tion, even in His mother’s womb, but, as the 
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apostle testifies [Phil. 2,7], laid it aside; and, 
as Dr. Luther explains, He kept it concealed 
in the state of His humiliation, and did not 
employ it always, but only when He wished. 

But now He does, since He has ascended, not 
merely as any other saint, to heaven, but, as 
the apostle testifies [Eph. 4, 10], above all 
heavens, and also truly fills all things, and 
being everywhere present, not only as God, but 
also as man [has dominion and] rules from 
sea to sea and to the ends of the earth; as the 
prophets predict, Ps. 8, 1. 6; 93, 1f.; Zech. 
9, 10, and the apostles testify, Mark 16, 20, 
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that He everywhere wrought with them and 
confirmed their word with signs following. 
Yet this occurred not in an earthly way, but, 
as Dr. Luther explains, according to the man- 
ner of the right hand of God, which is no fixed 
place in heaven, as the Sacramentarians assert 
without any ground in the Holy Scriptures, 
but nothing else than the almighty power of 
God, which fills heaven and earth, in [posses- 
sion of] which Christ is installed according 
to His humanity, realiter, that is, in deed and 
truth, sine confusione et exaequatione natu- 
rarum, that is, without confusion and equal- 
izing of the two natures in their essence and 
essential properties; by this communicated 
[divine] power, according to the words of His 
testament, He can be and truly is present with 
His body and blood in the Holy Supper, to 
which He has directed us by His Word; this 
is possible to no other man, because no man 
is in such a way united with the divine nature, 
and installed in such divine almighty majesty 
and power through and in the personal union 
of the two natures in Christ, as Jesus, the 
Son of Mary. For in Him the divine and the 
human nature are personally united with one 
another, so that in Christ dwelleth all the ful- 
ness of the Godhead bodily, Col. 2, 9, and in 
this personal union have such a sublime, inti- 
mate, ineffable communion that even the 
angels are astonished at it, and, as St. Peter 
testifies, have their delight and joy in looking 
into it [1 Pet. 1,12]; all of which will shortly 
be explained in order and somewhat more 
fully. 

From this basis of the personal union, as it 
has been stated and explained above, that is, 
from the manner in which the divine and the 
human nature in the person of Christ are 
united with one another, namely, that they 
have not only the names in common, but have 
also in deed and truth communion with one 
another, without any commingling or equal- 
izing of the same in their essences, flows also 
the doctrine de communicatione idiomatum, 
that is, concerning the true communion of the 
properties of the natures, of which more is to 
be said hereafter. 

For since this is verily so, quod propria non 
egrediantur sua subiecta (that properties do 
not leave their subjects), that is, that each 
nature retains its essential properties, and 
these are not separated from the nature and 
poured into the other nature, as water from 
one vessel into another, so also no communion 
of properties could be or subsist if the above- 
mentioned personal union or communion of 
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the natures in the person of Christ were not 
true. Next to the article of the Holy Trinity 
this is the greatest mystery in heaven and on 
earth, as Paul says: Without controversy, 
great is the mystery of godliness, that God 
was manifest in the flesh, 1 Tim. 3, 16. For 
since the Apostle Peter in clear words testifies 
[2 Ep. 1, 4] that we also, in whom Christ 
dwells only by grace, on account of that sub- 
lime mystery, are in Christ, partakers of the 
divine nature, what kind of communion of the 
divine nature, then, must that be of which the 
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apostle says that in Christ dwelt all the ful- 
ness of the Godhead bodily, so that God and 
man are one person? But since it is highly 
important that this doctrine de communica- 
tione idiomatum, that is, of the communion of 
the properties of both natures, be treated and 
explained with proper discrimination, — for 
the propositiones or praedicationes, that is, 
how to speak of the person of Christ, and of 
its natures and properties, are not all of one 
kind and mode, and when they are employed 
without proper discrimination, the doctrine be- 
comes confused and the simple reader is easily 
led astray, — the following explanation should 
be carefully noted, which, for the purpose of 
making it plainer and simple, may well be 
comprised under three heads: 

Namely, first, since in Christ two distinct 
natures exist and remain unchanged and un- 
confused in their natural essence and propery 
ties, and yet of both natures there is only one 
person, hence, that which is, indeed, an attri- 
bute of only one nature is ascribed not to that 
nature alone, as separate, but to the entire 
person, which is at the same time God and 
man (whether it is called God or man). 

But in hoc genere, that is, in this mode of 
speaking, it does not follow that what is as- 
cribed to the person is at the same time a 
property of both natures, but it is distinctively 
explained what nature it is according to which 
anything is ascribed to the person. Thus the 
Son of God was born of the seed of David ac- 
cording to the flesh, Rom.1,3. Also: Christ 
was put to death according to the flesh, and 
hath suffered for us im, or according to, the 
flesh, 1 Pet. 3, 18; 4, 1. 

However, since beneath the words, when it 
is said that what is peculiar to one nature is 
ascribed to the entire person, secret and open 
Sacramentarians conceal their pernicious 
error, by naming indeed the entire person, but 
understanding thereby nevertheless only the 
one nature, and entirely excluding the other 
nature, as though the mere human nature had 
suffered for us, as Dr. Luther in his Large 
Confession concerning the Holy Supper has 
written concerning the alloeosis of Zwingli, 
we will here set down Luther’s own words, in 
order that the Church of God may be guarded 
in the best way against this error. His words 
are as follows: 

Zwingli calls that an ALLOKOSIS when some- 
thing 1s said of the divinity of Christ which 
really belongs to the humanity, or vice versa. 
As Luke 24, 26: “Ought not Christ to have 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1029.] 
suffered these things, and to enter into His 
glory?” Here Zwingli juggles, asserting that 
[the word] Christ is understood of the human 
nature. Beware, beware, I say, of the ALLOKO- 
sis! For it is a devil’s mask, for at last it 
manufactures such a Ohrist after whom I cer- 
tainly would not be a Christian; namely, that 
henceforth Christ should be no more and do 
no more with His sufferings and life than any 
other mere saint. For if I believe this [per- 
mit myself to be persuaded] that only the 
human nature has suffered for me, then Christ 
is to me a poor Savior, then He Himself in- 
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deed needs a Savior. In a word, it is unspeak- 
able what the devil seeks by the ALLOEOSIS. 


And shortly afterwards: If the old weather- 
witch, Dame Reason, the grandmother of the 
ALLOEOSIS, would say, Yea, divinity cannot 
suffer nor die; you shall reply, That is true; 
yet, because in Christ divinity and humanity 
are one person, Scripture, on account of this 
personal union, ascribes also to divinity every- 
thing that happens to the humanity, and vice 
versa. And it is so in reality; for you must 
certainly answer this, that the person (mean- 
ing Christ) suffers and dies. Now the person 
is true God; therefore it is rightly sad: The 
Son of God suffers. For although the one part 
(to speak thus), namely, the divinity, does not 
suffer, yet the person, which is God, suffers im . 
the other part, namely, in His humanity; for 
in truth God’s Son has been crucified for us, 
that is, the person which is God. For the 
person, the person, I say, was crucified accord- 
ing to the humanity. 

And again, shortly afterwards: Jf the 
ALLOEOSIS is to stand as Zwingh teaches tt, 
then Christ will have to be two persons, one 
divine and one human, because Zwingli ap- 
plies the passages concerning suffering to the 
human nature alone, and diverts them entirely 
from the divinity. For if the works be parted 
and separated, the person must also be divided, 
since all the works or sufferings are ascribed 
not to the natures, but to the person. For it 
is the person that does and suffers everything, 
one thing according to one nature, and another 
according to the other nature, all_of which the 
learned know well. Therefore we regard our 
Lord Christ as God and man in one person, 
NON CONFUNDENDO NATURAS NEC DIVIDENDO 
PERSONAM, so that we neither confound the 
natures nor divide the person. 


Dr. Luther says also in his book Of the 
Councils and the Church: We Christians must 
know that if God is not also im the bal- 
ance, and gives the weight, we sink to the bot- 
tom with our scale. By this I mean: If it 
were not to be said [if these things were not 
true], God has died for us, but only a man, 
we would bé lost. But if “God’s death” and 
“God died” lie in the scale of the balance, then 
He sinks down, and we rise up as a light, 
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empty scale. But indeed He can also rise 
again or leap out of the scale; yet He could 
not sit in the scale unless He became a man 
like us, so that it could be said: “God died,” 
“God’s passion,” “God’s blood,” “God’s death.” 
For in His nature God cannot die; but now 
that God and man are united in one person, 
it is correctly called God’s death, when the 
man dies who is one thing or one person with 
God. Thus far Luther. 

Hence it is manifest that it is incorrect to 
say or write that the above-mentioned expres- 
sions (God suffered, God died) are only prae- 
dicationes verbales (verbal assertions), that is, 
mere words, and that it is not so in fact. For 
our simple Christian faith proves that the Son 
of God, who became man, suffered for us, died 
for us, and redeemed us with His blood. 
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Secondly, as to the execution of the office of 
Christ, the person does not act and work in, 
with, through, or according to only one nature, 
but in, according to, with, and-through both 
natures, or, as the Council of Chalcedon ex- 
presses it, one nature operates in communion 
with the other what is a property of each. 
Therefore Christ is our Mediator, Redeemer, 
King, High Priest, Head, Shepherd, etc., not 
according to one nature only, whether it be 
the divine or the human, but according to both 
natures, as this doctrine has been treated more 
fully in other places. 

Thirdly, however, it is still a much different 
thing when the question, declaration, or dis- 
cussion is, whether the natures in the personal 
union in Christ have nothing else or nothing 
more than only their natural, essential prop- 
erties; for that they have and retain these 
has been mentioned above. 

Now, as regards the divine nature in Christ, 
since in God there is no change, Jas. 1, 17, His 
divine nature, in its essence and properties, 
suffered no subtraction nor addition by the in- 
carnation; was not, in or by itself, either 
diminished or increased thereby. 

But as regards the assumed human nature 
in the person of Christ, some haye indeed 
wished to contend that even in the personal 
union with divinity it has nothing else and 
nothing more than only its natural, essential 
properties according to which it is in all 
things like its brethren; and that, on this 
account, nothing should or could be ascribed 
to the human nature in Christ which is be- 
yond, or contrary to, its natural properties, 
even though the testimony of Scripture is to 
that effect. But that this opinion is false and 
incorrect is so clear from God’s Word that 
even their own associates rebuke and reject 
this error. For the Holy Scriptures, and the 
ancient Fathers from the Scriptures [in which 
they were fully trained], testify forcefully 
that, for the reason and because of the fact 
that it has been personally united with the 
divine nature in Christ, the human nature in 
Christ, when it was glorified and exalted to 
the right hand of the majesty and power of 
God, after the form of a servant and humilia- 
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tion had been laid aside, did receive, apart 
from, and over and above its natural, essen- 
tial, permanent properties, also special, high, 
great, supernatural, inscrutable, ineffable, 
heavenly praerogativas (prerogatives) and ex- 
cellences in majesty, glory, power, and might 
above everything that can be named, not only 
in this world, but also in that which is to 
come [Eph. 1,21]; and that, accordingly, in 
the operations of the office of Christ, the 
human nature in Christ, in its measure and 
mode, is equally employed [at the same time], 
and has also its efficaciam, that is, power and 
efficacy, not only from, and according to, its 
natural, essential attributes, or only so far 
as their ability extends, but chiefly from, and 
according to, the majesty, glory, power, and 
might which it has received through the per- 
sonal union, glorification, and exaltation. 
And nowadays even the adversaries can or 
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dare scarcely deny this, except that they dis- 
pute and contend that those are only created 
gifts or finitae qualitates (finite qualities), as 
in the saints, with which the human nature 
in Christ is endowed and adorned; and that, 
according to their [crafty] thoughts or from 
their own [silly] argumentationes (argumen- 
tations) or [fictitious] proofs, they wish to 
measure and calculate of what the human 
nature in Christ could or should be capable 
or incapable without becoming annihilated. 
But the best, most certain, and surest way 
in this controversy is this, namely, that what 
Christ has received according to His assumed 
human nature through the personal union, 
glorification, or exaltation, and of what His 
assumed human nature is capable beyond the 
natural properties, without becoming annihi- 
lated, no one can know better or more thor- 
oughly than the Lord Christ Himself; and 
He has revealed it in His Word, as much as 
is needful for us to know of it in this life. 
Now, everything for which we have in this 
instance clear, certain testimonies in the 


- Scriptures, we must simply believe, and in 


no way argue against it, as though the 
human nature in Christ could not be capable 
of the same. 

Now it is indeed correct and true what has 
been said concerning the created gifts’ which 
have been given and imparted to the human 
nature in Christ, that it possesses them in or 
of itself. But these do not reach unto the 
majesty which the Scriptures, and the ancient 
Fathers from Scripture, ascribe to the assumed 
human nature in Christ. 

For to quicken, to have all judgment and 
all power in heaven and on earth, to have all 
things in His hands, to have all things in 
subjection beneath His feet, to cleanse from 
sin, etc., are not created gifts, but divine, in- 
finite properties; and yet, according to the 
declaration of Scripture, these have been given 
and communicated to the man Christ, John 
5, 27; 6,39; Matt. 28,18; Dan. 7,14; John 
3,353; 13,3; Matt..11, 27; Eph: I, 22; Heb. 
2) Sa Cor lon 27. Johns kt ole 

And that this communication is not to be 
understood per phrasin aut modum loquendi 
(as a phrase or mode of speaking), that is, 
only in words, with respect to the person ac- 
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cording to the divine nature alone, but accord- 
ing to the assumed human nature, the three 
strong, irrefutable arguments and reasons, 
now following, show: 

1. First, there is a unanimously received 
rule of the entire ancient orthodox Church 
that what Holy Scripture testifies that Christ 
received in time He received not according to 
the divine nature (according to which He has 
everything from eternity), but the person has 
received it in time ratione et respectu huma- 
nae naturae, that is, as referring, and with 
respect to, according to the assumed human 
nature. 

2. Secondly, the Scriptures testify clearly, 
John 5, 21 f:;" 6, 39 fs that? the power to 
quicken and to execute judgment has been 
given to Christ for the reason that He is the 
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Son of Man, and in as far as He has flesh and 
blood. 

3. Thirdly, the Scriptures speak not merely 
in general of the Son of Man, but also indicate 
expressly His assumed human nature, 1 John 
1, 7: The blood of Jesus Christ, His Son, 
cleanseth us from all sin, not only according 
to the merit [of the blood of Christ] which 
was once attained on the cross; but in this 
place John speaks of this, that in the work or 
act of justification not only the divine nature 
in Christ, but also His blood per modum effi- 
caciae (by mode of efficacy), that is, actually, 
cleanses us from all sins. Thus in John 6, 
48—58 the flesh of Christ is a quickening 
food; as also the Council of Ephesus con- 
cluded from this [statement of the evangelist 
and apostle] that the flesh of Christ has power 
to quicken; and as many other glorious testi- 
monies of the ancient orthodox Church con 
cerning this article are cited elsewhere. 

Now, that Christ, according to His human 
nature, has received this, and that it has 
been given and communicated to the assumed 
human nature in Christ, we shall and must 
believe according to the Scriptures. But, as 
above said, since the two natures in Christ 
are united in such a manner that they are not 
mingled with one another or changed one into 
the other, and each retains its natural, essen- 
tial property, so that the properties of one 
nature never become properties of the other 
nature, this doctrine must also be rightly ex- 
plained and diligently guarded against ali 
heresies. 

While we, then, invent nothing new of our- 
selves, but receive and repeat the explanations 
which the ancient orthodox Church has given 
hereof from the good foundation of Holy 
Scripture, namely, that this divine power, life, 
might, majesty, and glory was given to the 
assumed human nature in Christ, not in such 
a way as the Father from eternity has com- 
municated to the Son, according to the divine 
nature, His essence and all divine attributes, 
whence He is of one essence with the Father 
and is equal to God (for Christ is equal to the 
Father only according to the divine nature, 
while according to the assumed human nature 
He is beneath God; from which it is manifest 
that we make no confusionem, exaequationem, 
abolitionem, that is, no confusion, equaliza- 
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tion, or abolition of natures in Christ), so, too, 
the power to quicken is in the flesh of Christ 
not in that manner in which it is in His divine 
nature, namely, as an essential property. 

Moreover, this communication or imparta- 
tion has not occurred through an essential or 
natural infusion of the properties of the divine 
nature into the human, so that the humanity 
of Christ would have these by itself and apart 
from the divine essence, or as though the 
human nature in Christ had thereby [by this 
communication] entirely laid aside its natu- 
ral, essential properties and were now either 
transformed into divinity, or had, with such 
communicated properties, in and by itself be- 
come equal to the same, or that there should 
now be for both natures identical or, at any 
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rate, equal natural, essential properties and 
operations. For these and similar erroneous 


doctrines were justly rejected and condemned . 


in the ancient approved councils on the basis 
of Holy Scripture. Nullo enim modo vel 
facienda vel admittenda est aut conversio aut 
confusio aut exaequatio sive. naturarum im 
Christo sive essentialium proprietatum. That 
is: For in no way is conversion, confusion, 
or equalization of the natures in Christ or 
of their essential properties to be maintained 
[made] or admitted. 

Accordingly, we have never understood the 
words realis communicatio or communicated 
realiter, that is, the impartation or com- 
munion which occurs in deed and truth, of 
any physica communicatio vel essentialis 
transfusio, physical communication or essen- 
tial transfusion, that is, of an _ essential, 
natural communion or effusion, by which the 
natures would be commingled in their essence, 
and their essential properties, as some have 
craftily and wickedly, against their own con- 
science, perverted these words and phrases in 
order to make the pure doctrine suspected; 
but we have only opposed them to verbalis 
communicatio (verbal communication), that 
is, to this doctrine, when such persons assert 
that it is only phrasis and modus loquendi 
(a phrase and mode of speaking),, that is, 
nothing more than mere words, titles, and 
names, upon which they have also laid so 
much stress that they would know of no other 
communion. Hence, for the true explanation 
of the majesty of Christ we have used such 
terms de reali communicatione (of real com- 
munion), and wished to indicate by them that 
this communion has occurred in deed and 
truth, however, without any confusion of na- 
tures and their essential properties. 

We, therefore, hold and teach, in conformity 
with the ancient orthodox Church, as it has 
explained this doctrine from the Scriptures, 
that the human nature in Christ has received 
this majesty according to the manner of the 
personal union, namely, because the entire 
fulness of the divinity dwells in Christ, not 
as in other holy men or angels, but bodily, 
as in its own body, so that it shines forth 
with all its majesty, power, glory, and efficacy 
in the assumed human nature, voluntarily 
when and as He [Christ] wills, and in, with, 
and through the same manifests, exercises, 
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and executes His divine power, glory, and - 


efficacy, as the soul does in the body and fire 
in glowing iron (for by means of these illus- 
trations, as was also mentioned above, the en- 
tire ancient Church has explained this doce- 
trine). This was concealed and withheld [for 
the greater part] at the time of the humilia- 
tion; but now, after the form of a servant [or 
exinanition] has been laid aside, it is fully, 
powerfully, and publicly exercised before all 
saints, in heaven and on earth; and in the 
life to come we shall also behold this His 
glory face to face, John 17, 24. 

Thus there is and remains in Christ only 
one divine omnipotence, power, majesty, and 
glory, which is peculiar to the divine nature 
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alone; but it shines, manifests, and exercises 
itself fully, yet voluntarily, in, with, and 
through the assumed, exalted human nature 
in Christ. Just as in glowing iron there are 
not two kinds of power to shine and burn 
{as though the fire had a peculiar, and the 
iron also a peculiar and separate power of 
shining and burning], but the power to shine 
and to burn is a property of the fire; but 
since the fire is united with the iron, it mani- 
fests and exercises this its power to shine and 
to burn in, with, and through the glowing 
iron, so that thence and from this union also 
the glowing iron has the power to shine and 
to burn without conversion of the essence and 
of the natural properties of fire and iron. 
For this reason we understand such testi- 
monies of Scripture as speak of the majesty 
to which the human nature in Christ is ex- 
alted, not in such a way as if the divine 
majesty, which is peculiar to the divine nature 
of the Son of God, is in the person of the Son 
of Man to be ascribed [to Christ] simply and 
purely according to His divine nature, or that 
this majesty is to be in the human nature of 
Christ in such a manner only that from it 
His human nature should have but the mere 
title and name per phrasin et modum loquendi 
(by a phrase and mode of speaking), that is, 
only in words, but in deed and truth should 
have no communion whatever with it. For 
in that way (since God is a spiritual, un- 
divided essence, and therefore present every- 
where and in all creatures, and wherever He is, 
dwelling, however, especially in believers and 
saints, there He has with Him such majesty 
of His) it might also be said with truth that 
in all creatures in whom God is, but especially 
in believers and saints, in whom He dwells, 
all the fulness of the Godhead dwells bodily, 
all treasures of wisdom and knowledge are 
hid, all power in heaven and earth is given, 
because the Holy Ghost, who has all power, 
is given them. In this way, then, no distinc- 
tion would be made between Christ according 
to His human nature and other holy men, and 
thus Christ would be deprived of His majesty, 
which He has received above all creatures, as 
a man or according to His human nature. 
For no other creature, neither man nor angel, 
can or shall say: All power is given unto 
me in heaven and in earth, since, although 
God, with all the fulness of His Godhead, 
which He has everywhere with Himself, is in 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1041.] 
the saints, He does not dwell in them bodily, 
nor is personally united with them as in 
Christ. For from such personal union it fol- 
lows that Christ says, even according to His 
human nature, Matt. 28, 18: All power is 
given unto Me in heaven and in earth, Also 
John 13,3: Jesus knowing that the Father 
had given all things into His hands. Also 
Col. 2,9: In Him dwelleth all the fulness of 
the Godhead bodily. Also:, Thow crownedst 
Him with glory and honor, and didst set Him 
over the works of Thy hands; Thou hast put 
all things in subjection under His feet. For 
m that He put all in subjection wnder Him, 
He left nothing that is not put wnder Him, 
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Heb. 2,7 1.; Ps.'8, 6. He is excepted which 
did put all things under Him, 1 Cor. 15, 27. 

By no means, however, do we believe, teach, 
and confess such an infusion of the majesty 
of God and of all its properties into the human 
nature of Christ by which the divine nature 
is weakened [by which anything of the divine 
nature departs], or anything of its own is sur- 
rendered to another that it does not retain for 
itself, or that the human nature in its sub- 
stance and essence should have received equal 
majesty, separate or distinct from the nature 
and essence of the Son of God, as when Water, 
wine, or oil is poured from one vessel into 
another. For the human nature, as also no 
other creature, either in heaven or on earth, 
is capable of the omnipotence of God in such 
a manner that it would become in itself an 
almighty essence, or have in and by itself 
almighty properties; for thereby the human 
nature in Christ would be denied, and would 
be entirely converted into the divinity, which 
is contrary to our Christian faith, as also to 
the doctrine of all the prophets and apostles. 

But we believe, teach, and confess that God 


the Father has so given His Spirit to Christ, 


His beloved Son, according to the assumed 


humanity (on account of which He is called 


also Messias, i. e., the Anointed), that He has 
not received His gifts by measure as other 
saints. For wpon Christ the Lord, according 
to His assumed human nature (because, ac- 
cording to His divinity, He is of one essence 
with the Holy Ghost), rests the Spirit of wis- 
dom and understanding, the Spirit of cownsel 
and might, the Spirit of knowledge [and of the 
fear of the Lordy Cola2,33) Is.lly 2. Glee 
not in such a way that on this account, as 
a man, He knew and could do only some 
things, as other saints know and can do by 
the Spirit of God, who works in them only 
created gifts, but since Christ, according to 
His divinity, is the second person in the Holy 
Trinity, and from Him, as also from the 
Father, the Holy Ghost proceeds, and thus is 
and remains His and the Father’s own Spirit 
to all eternity, not separated from the Son of 
God, therefore (as the Fathers say) the entire 
fulness of the Spirit has been communicated 
by the personal union to Christ according to 
the flesh, which is personally united with the 
Son of God. This voluntarily manifests and 
shows itself, with all its power therein, there- 
with and thereby [in, with, and through the 
human nature of Christ], so that He [Christ, 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1043.] 
according to His human nature] not only 
knows some things and is ignorant of others, 
can do some things and is unable to do others, 
but [according to the assumed human nature] 
knows and can do all things. For upon Him 
the Father poured without measure the Spirit 
of wisdom and power, so that, as man, He 
has received through this personal union all 
knowledge and all power in deed and truth. 
And thus all the treasures of wisdom are hid- 
den in Him, thus all power is given to Him, 
and He is seated at the right hand of the 
majesty and power of God. From history it 
can be learned that at the time of the Em- 
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peror Valens there was among the Arians 
a peculiar sect which was. called the Agno- 
etae, because they imagined that the Son, the 
Word of the Father, knew indeed all things, 
but that His assumed human nature is igno- 
rant of many things; against whom also 
Gregory the Great wrote. 

On account of this personal union, and the 
communion resulting from it, which the divine 
and the human nature have with one another 
in the person of Christ in deed and truth, 
there is ascribed to Christ according to the 
flesh what His flesh, according to its nature 
and essence, cannot be of itself, and, apart 
from this union, cannot have, namely, that 
His flesh is a truly quickening food and His 
blood a truly quickening drink; as the two 
hundred Fathers of the. Council of Ephesus 
have testified, carnem Christi esse vivificam 
seu vivificatricem, that is, that the flesh of 
Christ is a quickening flesh [or a quickener]. 
Hence, too, this man only, and no man besides, 
either in heaven or on earth, can say with 
truth, Matt. 18, 20: Where two or three are 
gathered together in My name, there am I in 
the midst of them. Also Matt. 28, 20: Lo, 


I am with you alway, even unto the end of | 


the world. 

And these testimonies we do not understand, 
as though only the divinity of Christ were 
present with us in the Christian Church and 
congregation, and such presence were to con- 
cern Christ according to His humanity in no 
way whatever; for in that manner Peter, 
Paul, and all the saints in heaven, since 
divinity which is everywhere present dwells 
in them, would also be with us on earth, which 
the Holy Scriptures, however, testify only of 
Christ, and of no other man besides. But we 
hold that by these words [the above passages 
of Scripture] the majesty of the man Christ 
is declared, which Christ has received, accord- 
ing to His humanity, at the right hand of the 
majesty and power of God, namely, that also 
according to His assumed human nature and 
with the same, He can be, and also is, present 
where He will, and especially that in His 
Church and congregation on earth He is 
present as Mediator, Head, King, and High 
Priest, not in part, or one-half of Him only, 
but the entire person of Christ is present, to 
which both natures belong, the divine and the 
human; not only according to His divinity, 
but also according to, and with, His assumed 
human nature, according to which He is our 
Brother, and we are flesh of His flesh and 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1045.] 
bone of His bone. Even as He has instituted 
His Holy Supper for the certain assurance and 
confirmation of this, that also according to 
that nature according to which He has flesh 
and blood He will be with us, and dwell, work, 
and be efficacious in us. 

Upon this firm foundation Dr. Luther, of 
blessed memory, has also written [faithfully 
and clearly] concerning the majesty of Christ 
according to His human nature. 

In the Large Confession concerning the 
Lord’s Supper he writes thus concerning the 
person of Christ: Now, since He [Christ] is 


. However, no such a God for me! 
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such a@ man as is supernaturally one person 
with God, and apart from this man there is 
no God, it must follow that also according to 
the third, supernatural mode He is and can 
be in every place where God is, and all things 
are through and through full of Christ, also 
according to the hwmanity, not according to 
the first corporeal, comprehensible mode, but 
according to the supernatural, divine mode. 
Vol. 2, Wittenb. Germ., fol. 191. 

For here you must stand [confess] and say: 

Wherever Christ according to the divinity is; 
there He is a natural, divine person, and He 
is there also naturally and personally, as His 
conception in His mother’s womb well shows. 
For if He were to be God’s Son, He must 
naturally and personally be in His mother’s 
womb and become man. Now, if He is natu- 
rally and personally wherever He is, He must 
also be man in the same place. For there 
are not [in Christ] two separate persons, but 
only one person: wherever it is, there it is 
the one undivided person, and wherever you 
can say, Here is God, there you must also say, 
Then Christ the man is also there. And if 
you would point out a place where God is, 
and not the man, the person would already be 
divided, because I could then say with truth: 
Here is God who is not man, and who never 
as yet has become man. 
For it 
would follow hence that space and place sepa- 
rated the two natures from one another, and 
divided the person, and yet even death and 
all devils could not divide or rend them from 
one another. And there would remain to me 
a poor sort of Christ [a Christ of how much 
value, pray?], who would be a divine and 
human person at the same time in no more 
than in only one place, while in all other 
places He must be only a mere separate God 
and divine person without humanity. No, 
friend, wherever you place God, there you 
must also place with Him humanity; they 
do not allow themselves to be separated or 
divided from one another. There has been 
made [in Christ], one person, and it [the Son 
of God] does not separate from itself the 
[assumed] humanity. 

In the little book concerning the Last Words 
of David, which Dr. Luther wrote shortly be- 
fore his death, he says as follows: According 
to the other, the temporal, human birth, also 
the eternal power of God has been given Him; 
however, in time, and not from eternity. For 
the humanity of Christ has not been from eter- 
nity, like the divinity; but, as we reckon and 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1047.] 
write, Jesus, the Son of Mary, is 1543 years 
old this year. But from the instant when 
divinity and humanity were united in one per- 
son, the man, the Son of Mary, is and is called 
almighty, eternal God, who has eternal might, 
and has created and sustains all things PER 
COMMUNICATIONEM IDIOMATUM for the reason 
that He is one person with the divinity, and 
is also true God. Of this He speaks Matt. 
11,27: “All things are delivered unto Me of 
My Father”; and Matt. 28,18: “All power is 
given unto Me in heaven and in earth.” To 


Si eee 
—— | rer, 


Formula of Concord. Thor. Decl. 


which Me? To Me, Jesus of Nazareth, the 
Son of Mary, and born man. From eternity 


I have it of the Father, before I became man. . 


But when I became man, I received it in time, 
according to humanity, and kept it concealed 
until My resurrection and ascension; when tt 
was to be manifested and declared, as St. Paul 
says, Rom. 1, 4: “He is declared and proved 
to be a Son of God with’ power.” John 
[17,10] calls it “glorified.” Vol. 5, Wittenb. 
Germ., fol. 545. 

Similar testimonies are found in Dr, Lu- 
ther’s writings, but especially in the book 
That These Words Still Stand Firm, and in 
the Large Confession concerning the Holy 
Supper; to which writings, as well-grounded 
explanations of the majesty of Christ at the 
right hand of God, and of His testament, we 
would be understood as having referred, for 
the sake of brevity, in this article, as well as 
in the Holy Supper, as has been heretofore 
mentioned. 

Therefore we regard it as a pernicious error 
when such majesty is denied to Christ accord- 
ing to His humanity. For thereby the very 
great consolation is taken from Christians 
which they have in the aforecited promise con- 
cerning the presence and dwelling with them 
of their Head, King, and High Priest, who has 
promised them that not only His mere divinity 
would be with them, which to us poor sinners 
is as a consuming fire to dry stubble, but that 
He, He, the man who has spoken with them, 
who has tried all tribulations in His assumed 
human nature, and who can therefore have 
sympathy with us, as with men and His 
brethren, — He will be with us in all our 
troubles also according to the nature accord- 
ing to which He is our brother and we are 
flesh of His flesh. 

Therefore we unanimously reject and con- 
demn, with mouth and heart, all errors not in 
accordance with the doctrine presented, as 
contrary to the prophetic and apostolic Scrip- 
tures, the pure [received and approved] sym- 
bols, and our Christian Augsburg Confession: 

1. As, when it is believed or taught by any 
one that on account of the personal union the 
human nature is mingled with the divine or 
is changed into it. 


2. Also, that the human nature in Christ is 
everywhere present in the same mode as the 
divinity, as an infinite essence, by essential 

_ power and property of its nature. 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1049.] 

3. Also, that the human nature in Christ 
has become equal to and like the divine nature 
in its substance and essence or in its essential 
properties. 


4, Also, that the humanity of Christ is 
locally extended in all places of heaven and 
earth; which is to be ascribed not even to the 
divinity. But that Christ, by His divine 
omnipotence can be present with His body, 
which He has placed at the right hand of the 
majesty and power of God, wherever He will, 
especially where He has, in His Word, prom- 
ised this His presence, as in the Holy Supper, 
this His omnipotence and wisdom can well ac- 
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complish without change or abolition of His 
true human nature. 

5. Also, that the mere art nature of 
Christ has suffered for us and redeemed us, 
with which the Son of God is said to have 
had no communion whatever in suffering. 

6. Also, that Christ is present with us on 
earth in the Word preached and in the right 
use of the holy Sacraments only according to 
His divinity, and that this presence of Christ 
does not in any way pertain to His assumed 
human nature. 

7. Also, that the assumed human nature in 
Christ has in deed and truth no communion 
whatever with the divine power, might, wis- 
dom, majesty, and glory, but has in common 
only the mere title and name. 

These errors, and all that are contrary and 
opposed to the [godly and pure] doctrine pre- 
sented above, we reject and condemn as con- 
trary to the pure Word of God, the Scriptures 
of the holy prophets and apostles, and our 
Christian faith and confession. And we ad- 
monish all Christians, since in the Holy Scrip- 
tures Christ is called a mystery upon which 
all heretics dash their heads, not to indulge in 
a presumptuous manner in subtile inquiries, 
concerning such mysteries, with their reason, 
but with the venerated apostles simply to he- 
lieve, to close the eyes of their reason, and 
bring into captivity their understanding to the 
obedience of Christ, 2 Cor. 10, 5, and to take 
comfort [seek most delightful and sure con- 
solation], and hence to rejoice without ceasing 
in the fact that our flesh and blood is placed 
so high at the right hand of the majesty and 
almighty power of God. Thus we shall as- 
suredly.find constant consolation in every ad- 
versity, and remain well guarded from per- 
nicious error. 


IX. 
OF THE DESCENT OF CHRIST TO HELL. 


And since even in the ancient Christian 
teachers of the Church, as well as in some 
among our teachers, dissimilar explanations 
of the article concerning the descent of Christ 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1051.] 
to hell are found, we abide in like manner by 
the simplicity of our Christian faith [com- 
prised in the Creed], to which Dr. Luther in 
his sermon, which was delivered in the castle 
at Torgau in the year 1533, concerning the 
descent of Christ to hell, has pointed us, where 
we confess: J believe in the Lord Christ, God’s 
Son, our Lord, dead, buried, and descended 
into hell. For in this [Confession] the burial 
and descent of Christ to hell are distinguished 
as different articles; and we simply “believe 
that the entire person, God and man, after the 
burial descended into hell, conquered the devil, 
destroyed the power of hell, and took from the 
devil all his might. We should not, however, 
trouble ourselves with high and acute thoughts 
as to how this occurred; for with our reason 
and our five senses this article can be com- 
prehended as little as the preceding one, how 
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Christ is placed at the right hand of the 
almighty power and majesty of God; but we 
are simply to believe it and adhere to the 
Word [in such mysteries of faith]. Thus we 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1053.] 
retain the substance [sound doctrine] and 
[true] consolation that neither hell nor the 
devil can take captive or injure us and all 
who believe in Christ. 


xX. 
OF CHURCH RITES, 


Which are [Commonly] Called Adiaph- 
ora, or Matters of Indifference. 


Concerning ceremonies and church rites 
which are neither commanded ‘nor forbidden 


in God’s Word, but are introduced into thy 


Church with a good intention, for the sake 
of good order and propriety, or otherwise to 
maintain Christian discipline, a dissension has 
likewise arisen among some theologians of the 
Augsburg Confession: the one side holding 
that also in time of persecution and in case 
of confession [when confession of faith is to 
be made], even though the enemies of the Gos- 
pel do not come to an agreement with us in 
doctrine, yet some ceremonies, abrogated [long 
since], which in themselves are adiaphora, 
and neither commanded nor forbidden by God, 
may, without violence to, conscience, be re- 
established in compliance with the pressure 
and demand of the adversaries, and thus in 
_ such [things which are of themselves] adiaph- 
ora, or matters of indifference, we may indeed 
come to an agreement [have conformity] with 
them. But the other side contended that in 
time of persecution, in case of confession, 
especially when it is the design of the adver- 
saries, either through force and compulsion, 
or in an insidious manner, to suppress the 
pure doctrine, and gradually to introduce 
again into our churches their false doctrine, 
this, also in adiaphora, can in no way be done, 
as has been said, without violence to con- 
science and prejudice to the divine truth. 

To explain this controversy, and by God’s 
grace finally to settle it, we present to the 
Christian reader this simple statement regard- 
ing the matter [in conformity with the Word 
of God]: . 

Namely, when under the title and pretext 
of external adiaphora such things are pro- 
posed as are in principle contrary to God’s 
Word (although painted another color), these 
are not to be regarded as adiaphora, in which 
one is free to act as he will, but must be 
avoided as things prohibited by God. In like 
maner, too, such ceremonies should not be 
reckoned among the genuine free adiaphora, or 
matters of indifference, as make a show or 
feign the appearance, as though our religion 
and that of the Papists were not far apart, 
thus to avoid persecution, or as though the 
latter were not at least highly offensive to us; 
or when such ceremonies are designed for the 
purpose, and required and received in this 
sense, as though by and through them both 
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contrary religions were reconciled and became 
one body; or when a reentering into the 


Papacy and a departure from the pure doc- | 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1055.] 
trine of the Gospel and true religion should 
occur or gradually follow therefrom [when 
there is danger lest we seem to have reentered 
the Papacy, and to have departed, or to be on 
the point of departing gradually, from the 
pure doctrine of the Gospel]. 

For in this case what Paul writes, 2 Cor. 
6, 14. 17, shall and must obtain: Be ye not 
unequally yoked together with unbelievers ; 
for what communion hath light with dark- 
ness? Wherefore come out from among them 
and be ye separate, saith the Lord. 


Likewise, when there are useless, foolish , 


displays, that are profitable neither for good 
order nor Christian discipline, nor evangelical 
propriety in the Church, these also are not 
genuine adiaphora, or matters of indifference. 

But as regards genuine adiaphora, or mat- 
ters of indifference {as explained before), we 
believe, teach, and confess that such ceremo- 
nies, in and of themselves, are no worship of 
God, nor any part of it, but must be properly 
distinguished from such as are, as it is writ- 
ten: In vain they do worship Me, teaching 
for doctrines the commandments of men, 
Matt. 15, 9. 

Therefore we believe, teach, and confess that 
the congregation of God of every place and 
every time has, according to its circumstances, 
the good right, power, and authority [in mat- 
ters truly adiaphora] to change, to diminish, 
and to increase them, without thoughtlessness 
and offense, in an orderly and becoming way, 
as at any time it may be regarded most profit- 
able, most beneficial, and best for [preserv- 
ing] good order, [maintaining] Christian dis- 
cipline [and for eitaéia worthy of the profes- 
sion of the Gospel], and the edification of the 
Church. Moreover, how we can yield and give 
way with a good conscience to the weak in 
faith in such external adiaphora, Paul teaches 
Rom. 14, and proves it by his example, Acts 
16;.35 21-26; "1 Corr9; 19. 

We believe, teach, and confess also that at 
the time of ecnfession [when a confession of 
the heavenly truth is required], when the ene- 
mies of God’s Word desire to suppress the 
pure doctrine of the holy Gospel, the entire 
congregation of God, yea, every Christian, but 
especially the ministers of the Word, as the 
leaders of the congregation of God [as those 
whom God has appointed to rule His Church], 
are bound by God’s Word to confess freely 
and openly the [godly] doctrine, and what be- 
longs to the whole of [pure] religion, not only 
in words, but also in works and with deeds; 
and that then, in this case, even in such 
[things truly and of themselves] adiaphora, 
they must not yield to the adversaries, or per- 
mit these [adiaphora] to be forced upon them 
by their enemies, whether by violence or cun- 
ning, to the detriment of the true worship of 
God and the introduction and sanction of 
idolatry. For it is written, Gal. 5,1: Stand 
fast, therefore, in the liberty wherewith Christ 
hath made us free, and be not again entangled 
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in the yoke of bondage, Also Gal. 2,4f.: And 

that because of false brethren unawares 

brought in, who came in privily to spy out 

our liberty which we have in Christ Jesus, 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1057.) 

that they might bring ws into bondage; to 

whom we gave place by subjection, no, not for 


an hour, that the truth of the Gospel might. 


continue with you. [Now it is manifest that 
in that place Paul speaks concerning circum- 
cision, which at that time had become an adi- 
aphoron (1 Cor. 7, 18 f.), and which at other 
occasions was observed by Paul (however, with 
Christian and spiritual freedom, Acts 16, 3). 
But when the false apostles urged circumcision 
for establishing their false doctrine, (that the 
works of the Law were necessary for right- 
eousness and salvation,) and misused it for 
confirming their error in the minds of men, 
Paul says that he would not yield even for an 
hour, in order that the truth of the Gospel 
might continue unimpaired. ] 

Thus Paul yields and gives way to the weak 
as to food and [the observance of] times or 
days, Rom. 14, 6. But to the false apostles, 
who wished to impose these upon the con- 
science as necessary things, he will yield not 
even in such things as in themselves are 
adiaphora, Col. 2, 16: Let no man therefore 
judge you in meat, or in drink, or in respect 
of an holy day. And when Peter and Bar- 
nabas yielded somewhat [more than they 
ought] in such an emergency, Paul openly 
reproves them as those who in this matter 
were not walking aright, according to the 
truth of the Gospel, Gal. 2, 11 ff. 

For here it is no longer a question concern- 
ing external matters of indifference, which in 
their nature and essence are and remain of 
themselves free, and accordingly can admit of 
no command or prohibition that they be em- 
ployed or omitted; but it is a question, in 
the first place, concerning the eminent article 
of our Christian faith, as the apostle testifies, 
that the truth of the Gospel might continue, 
which is obscured and perverted by such com- 
pulsion or command, because such adiaphora 
are then either publicly required for the sanc- 
tion of false doctrine, superstition, and idol- 
atry, and for the suppression of pure doctrine 
and Christian liberty, or at least are abused 
for this purpose by the adversaries, and are 
thus viewed [and are believed to be restored 
for this abuse and wicked end]. 

Likewise, the article concerning Christian 
liberty also is here at stake, which the Holy 
Ghost through the mouth of the holy apostle 
so earnestly charged His Church to preserve, 
as we have just heard. For as soon as this is 
weakened and the ordinances of men [human 
traditions] are forced upon the Church with 
coercion, as though it were wrong and a sin 
to omit them, the way is already prepared for 
idolatry, and by this means ordinances of men 
[human traditions] are afterwards multiplied 
and regarded as a divine worship, not only 
equal to the ordinances of God, but are even 
placed above them. 

Moreover, by such [untimely] yielding and 
conformity in external things, where there 
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has not been previously Christian union in 
doctrine, idolaters are confirmed in their idol- 
atry; on the other hand, the true believers 
are grieved, offended, and weakened in their 
faith [their faith is grievously shaken, and 
made to totter as though by a battering-ram] ; 
both of which every Christian for the sake of 
his soul’s welfare and salvation is bound to 
avoid, as it is written: Woe unto the world 
because of offenses! Also: Whoso shall offend 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1059.) 
one of these little ones which believe in Me, 
it wete better for him that a millstone were 
hanged about his neck, and that he were 
drowned in the depth of the sea [Matt. 18, 
(Os Fille 

But it is to be especially remembered what 
Christ says: Whosoever therefore shall con- 
fess Me before men, him will I confess also 
before My Father which is in heaven, Matt. 

, oa. 

However, that this has always and every- 
where been the faith and confession, concern- 
ing such indifferent matters, of the chief 
teachers of the Awgsburg Confession, into 
whose footsteps we have entered, and in whose 
Confession we intend by God’s grace to per- 
severe, is shown [most clearly] by the follow- 
ing testimonies drawn from the Smalcald Arti- 
cles, which were composed and subscribed in 
the year 1537: 


From the Smalcald Articles, in the 
Year 1537, etc. 


The Smalcald Articles (Of the Church) say 
concerning this as follows: We do not concede 
to them (the papal bishops) that they are the. 
Church, and indeed they are not; nor will we 
listen to those things which, under the name 
of Church, they enjoin and forbid. For, thank 
God, [to-day] a child seven years old knows 
what the Church is, namely, the saints, be- 
lievers, and lambs, who hear the voice of their 
Shepherd. And shortly before (Of Ordination 
and Vocation): If the bishops would be true 
bishops, and would devote themselves to the 
Church and the Gospel, it might be granted 
to them, for the sake of love and unity, but 
not from necessity, to ordain and confirm us 
and our preachers; omitting, however, all 
comedies and spectacular doings of an wn- 
christian nature and display. But, because 
they neither are, nor wish to be, true bishops, 
but worldly lords and princes, who will neither 
preach, nor teach, nor baptize, nor administer 
the Lord’s Supper, nor perform any work or 
office of the Church, and, moreover, persecute 
and condemn those who, having been called 
to do so, discharge these functions, the Church 
ought not on their account to remain without 
ministers. 

And in the article Of the Papacy, the Smatl- 
cald Articles say (p.475): Therefore, just as 
little as we can worship the devil himself 
as Lord and God, we can endure his apostle, 
the Pope, or Antichrist, in his rule as head or 
lord. For to lie and to kill and to destroy 
body and soul eternally, that is wherein his 
papal government really consists. 
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And in the treatise Concerning the Power 
and Primacy of the Pope, which is appended 
to the Smalcald Articles, and was also sub- 
scribed by the theologians then present with 
their own hands, are these words: No one is 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1061.] ‘ 
to burden the Ohurch with his own traditions, 
but here the rule is to be that nobody’s power 
or authority is to avail more than the Word 
of God. 

And shortly afterwards (p. 517): This 
being the case, all Christians ought most dili- 
gently to beware of becoming partakers of the 
godless doctrine, blasphemies, and unjust 
cruelties of the Pope; but ought to desert 
and execrate the Pope with his members, or 
adherents, as the kingdom of Antichrist, just 
as Ohrist has commanded (Matt.7,15): “Be- 
ware of false prophets.” And Paul commands 
us to avoid false teachers and execrate them 
as an abomination. And in 2 Cor. 6, 14 he 
says: “Be ye not wnequally yoked together 
with unbelievers; for what communion hath 
light with darkness?” 

It is a grave matter wanting to separate 
one’s self from so many lands and nations, 
and to profess a separate doctrine; but here 
stands God’s command, that every one should 
beware and not agree with those who maintain 
false doctrine, or who think of supporting it 
by means of cruelty. . 

So Dr. Luther, too, has amply instructed the 

Church of God in a special treatise concerning 
what should be thought of ceremonies in gen- 
eral, and especially of adiaphora, Vol. 3, Jena, 
p- 523; as was also done in 1530, and can be 
seen in Tom. 3, Jena, German. 
_ From this explanation every one can under- 
stand what every Christian congregation and 
every Christian man, especially in time of 
confession [when a confession of faith should 
be made], and, most of all, preachers, are to 
do or to leave undone, without injury to con- 
science, with respect to adiaphora, in order 
that God may not be angered [provoked to 
just indignation], love may not be injured, 
the enemies of God’s Word be not strength- 
ened, nor the weak in faith offended. 

1. Therefore we reject and condemn as 
wrong when the ordinances of men in them- 
selves are regarded as a service or part of 
the service of God. 

2. We reject and condemn also as wrong 
when these ordinances are by coercion forced 
upon the congregation of God as necessary. 

3. We reject and condemn also as wrong the 
opinion of those who hold (what tends to the 
detriment of the truth) that at a time of per- 
secution we may comply with the enemies of 
the holy Gospel in [restoring] such adiaphora, 
or come to an agreement with them. 

4. We likewise regard it as a sin that de- 
serves to be rebuked when in time of per- 
secution anything is done either in indifferent 
matters or in doctrine, and in what otherwise 
pertains to religion, for the sake of the ene- 
mies of the Gospel, in word and act, con- 
trary and opposed to the Christian confession. 

5. We reject and condemn also [the mad- 
ness} when these adiaphora are abrogated in 
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XI. Of God’s Eternal Election. 


such a manner as though it were not free to~ 


the congregation [church] of God at any time 


and place to employ one or more in Christian | 


liberty, according to its circumstances, as may 
be most useful to the Church. 
’ [Concordia Triglotta, p. 1063.] _ 

Thus [According to this doctrine] the 
churches will not condemn one another he- 
cause of dissimilarity gf ceremonies when, in 
Christian liberty, one has less or more of 
them, provided they are otherwise agreed with 
one another in the doctrine and all its arti- 
cles, also in the right use of the holy Sacra- 
ments, according to the well-known saying: 
Dissonantia ieiunii non dissolvit consonantiam 
fidei; “Disagreement in fasting does not de- 
stroy agreement in the faith.” 


XI. 


OF GOD’S ETERNAL FOREKNOWLEDGE 
[PREDESTINATION] AND ELECTION. 


Although among the theologians of the 
Augsburg Confession there has not occurred 
as yet any public dissension whatever con- 
cerning the eternal election of the children of 
God that has caused offense, and has become 
wide-spread, yet since this article has been 
brought into very painful controversy in other 
places, and even among our theologians there 
has been some agitation concerning it; more- 
over, since the same expressions were not 
always employed concerning it by .the theo- 
logians; therefore, in order, by: the aid of 
divine grace, to prevent disagreement and 
separation on its account in the future among 
our successors, we, as much as in us lies, have 
desired also to present an explanation of the 
same here, so that every one may know what 
is our unanimous doctrine, faith, and confes- 
sion also concerning this article. For the doc- 
trine concerning this article, if taught from, 
and according to, the pattern of the divine 
Word [and analogy of God’s Word and of 
faith], neither can nor should be regarded as 
useless or unnecessary, much less as offensive 
or injurious, because the Holy Scriptures not 
only in but one place and incidentally, but in 
many places, thoroughly treat and urge [ex- 
plain] the same. Moreover, we should not 
neglect or reject the doctrine of the divine 
Word on account of abuse or misunderstand- 
ing, but precisely on that account, in order 
to avert all abuse and misunderstanding, the 
true meaning should and must be explained 
from the foundation of the Scriptures; and 
the plain sum and substance [of the heavenly 
doctrine] concerning this article, accordingly, 
consists in the following points: 

First, the distinction between the eternal 
foreknowledge of God and the eternal election 
of His children to eternal salvation, is care- 
fully to be observed. For praescientia vel 


praevisio (foreknowledge or prevision), that: 


is, that God sees and knows everything before 
it happens, which is called God’s foreknowl- 
edge [prescience], extends over all creatures, 
good and bad; namely, that He foresees and 
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foreknows everything that is or will be, that 
is occurring or will occur, whether it be good 
or bad, since before God all things, whether 
they be past or future, are manifest and 
present. Thus it is written, Matt. 10, 29: 
Are not two sparrows sold for a farthing? 
And one of them shall not fall on the ground 
without your Father. And Ps. 139,16: Thine 
eyes did see my substance, yet being imperfect ; 
and in Thy book all my members were written, 
which in continuance were fashioned, when as 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1065.] 
yet there were none of them. Also Is. 37, 28: 
I know thy abode, and thy going out, and thy 
coming in, and thy rage against Me. 

The eternal election of God, however, vel 
praedestinatio (or predestination), that is, 
God’s ordination to salvation, does not extend 
at once over the godly and the wicked, but 
only over the children of God, who were 
elected and ordained to eternal life before the 
foundation of the world was laid, as Paul 
says, Eph. 1,4.5: He hath chosen us in Him, 
having predestinated us unto the adoption of 
children by Jesus Christ. 

The foreknowledge of God (praescientia) 
foresees and foreknows also that which is 
evil; however, not in such a manner as though 
it were God’s gracious will that it should 
happen; but all that the perverse, wicked will 
of the devil and of men wills and desires to 
undertake and do, God sees and knows before; 
and His praescientia, that is, foreknowledge, 
observes its order also in wicked acts or works, 
inasmuch as a limit and measure is fixed by 
God to the evil which God does not will, how 
far it should go, and how long it should last, 
when and how He will hinder and punish it; 
for all of this God the Lord so overrules that 
it must redound to the glory of the divine 
name and to the salvation of His elect, and 
the godless, on that account, must be put to 
confusion. 

However, the beginning and cause of evil is 
not God’s foreknowledge (for God does not 
create and effect [or work] evil, neither does 
He help or promote it); but the wicked, per- 
verse will of the devil and of men [is the cause 
of evil], as it is written Hos. 13,9: O Israel, 
thou hast destroyed thyself; but in Me is thy 
help. Also: Thou art not a God that hath 
pleasure in wickedness. Ps. 5, 4. 


The eternal election of God, however, not 
only foresees and foreknows the salvation of 
the elect, but is also, from the gracious will 
and pleasure of God in Christ Jesus, a cause 
which procures, works, helps, and promotes 
our salvation and what pertains thereto; and 
upon this [divine predestination] our salva- 
tion is so founded that the gates of hell ean- 
not prevail against it, Matt. 16, 18, as is writ- 
ten John 10,28: Neither shall any man pluck 
My sheep out of My hand. And again, Acts 
13, 48: And as many as were ordained to 
eternal life, believed. 

Nor is this eternal election or ordination of 
God to eternal life to be considered in God’s 
secret, inscrutable counsel in such a bare man- 
ner as though it comprised nothing further, 
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or as though nothing more belonged to it, and 
nothing more were to be considered in it, than 
that God foresaw who and how many were to 
be saved, who and how many were to be 
damned, or that He only held a [sort of mili- 
tary] muster, thus: “This one shall be saved, 
that one shall be damned; this one shall re- 
main steadfast [in faith to the end], that one 
shall not remain steadfast.” 

For from this [notion] many derive and 
conceive strange, dangerous, and pernicious 
thoughts, which occasion and strengthen either 
security and impenitence or despondency and 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1067.] 

despair, so that they fall into troublesome 
thoughts and [for thus some think, with peril 
to themselves, nay, even sometimes] say: 
Since, before the foundation of the world was 
laid, Eph. 1,4, God has foreknown [predesti- 
nated] His elect to salvation, and God’s fore- 
knowledge [election] cannot fail nor be hin- 
dered or changed by any one, Is. 14,27; Rom. 
9, 19, therefore, if I am foreknown [elected] to 
salvation, nothing can injure me with respect 
to it, even though I practise all sorts of sin 
and shame without repentance, have no regard 
for the Word and Sacraments, concern myself 
neither with repentance, faith, prayer, nor 
godliness; but I shall and must be saved 
nevertheless, because God’s foreknowledge ' 
[election] must come to pass. If, however, 
I am not foreknown [predestinated], it helps 
me nothing anyway, even though I would 
occupy myself with the Word, repent, be- 
lieve, ete.; for I cannot hinder or change 
God’s foreknowledge [predestination]. 

And indeed also to godly hearts, even when, 
by God’s grace they have repentance, faith, 
and a good.purpose [of living in a godly man- 
ner], such thoughts occur as these: If you are 
not foreknown [predestinated or elected] from 
eternity to salvation, everything [your every 
effort and entire labor] is of no avail. This 
occurs especially when they view their weak- 
ness and the examples of those who have not 
persevered [in faith to the end], but have 
fallen away again [from true godliness to un- 
godliness, and have become apostates]. 

To this false delusion and [dangerous] 
thought we should oppose the following clear 
argument, which is sure and cannot fail, 
namely: Since all Scripture, given by inspi- 
ration of God, is to serve, not for [cherishing] 
security and impenitence, but for reproof, for 
correction, for imstruction in righteousness, 
2 Tim. 3,16; also, since everything in God’s 
Word has been prescribed to us, not that we 
should thereby be driven to despair, but that 
we, through patience and comfort of the Scrip- 
tures, might have hope, Rom. 15, 4, therefore 
it is without any doubt in no way the sound 
sense or right use of the doctrine concerning 
the eternal foreknowledge of God that either 
impenitence or despair should be occasioned or 
strengthened thereby. Accordingly, the Scrip- 
tures teach this doctrine in no other way than 
to direct us thereby to the [revealed] Word, 
Eph. 1, 18; 1 Cor. 1, 7; exhort to repentance, 
2 Tim. 3,16; urge to godliness, Eph. 1, 14; 
John 15, 3; strengthen faith and assure us 
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of our salvation, Eph. 1, 13; John 10, 27 f.; 
2 Thess. 2, 13 f. 

Therefore, if we wish to think or speak cor- 
rectly and profitably concerning eternal elec- 
tion, or the predestination and ordination of 
the children of God to eternal life, we should 
accustom ourselves not to speculate concerning 
the bare, secret, concealed, inscrutable fore- 
knowledge of, God, but how the counsel, pur- 
pose, and ordination of God in Christ Jesus, 
who is the true Book of Life, is revealed to us 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1069.] 
through the Word, namely, that the entire 
doctrine concerning the purpose, counsel, will, 
and ordination of God pertaining to our re- 
demption, call, justification, and salvation 
should be taken together; as Paul treats 
and has explained this article Rom. 8, 29 f.; 
Eph. 1, 4 f., as also Christ in the parable, 
Matt. 22, 1 ff., namely, that God in His pury 
pose and counsel ordained [decreed] : 

1. That the human race is truly redeemed 
and reconciled’ with God through Christ, who, 
by His faultless [innocency] obedience, suffer- 
ing, and death, has merited for us the right- 
eousness which avaiis before God, and eter- 
nal life. 

2. That such merit and benefits of Christ 
shall be presented, offered, and distributed to 
us through His Word and Sacraments. 

3. That by His Holy Ghost, through the 
Word, when it is preached, heard, and pon- 
dered, He will be efficacious and active in us, 
convert hearts to true repentance, and pre- 
serve them in the true faith. 

4. That He will justify all those who in true 
repentance receive Christ by a true faith, and 
will receive them into grace, the adoption of 
sons, and the inheritance of eternal life. 

5. That He will also sanctify in love those 
who are thus justified, as St. Paul says. 
Eph. 1, 4. 

6. That He also will protect them in their 
great weakness against the devil, the world, 
and the flesh, and rule and lead them in His 
ways, raise them again [place His hand be- 
neath them], when they stumble, comfort them 
under the cross and in temptation, and pre- 
serve them [for life eternal]. 

7. That He will also strengthen, increase, 
and support to the end the good work which 
He has begun in them, if they adhere to God’s 
Word, pray diligently, abide in God’s goodness 
[grace], and faithfully use the gifts received. 

8. That finally He will eternally save and 
glorify in life eternal those whom He has 
elected, called, and justified. 

And [indeed] in this His counsel, purpose, 
and ordination God has prepared salvation not 
only in general, but has in grace considered 
and chosen to salvation each and every person 
of the elect who are to be saved through 
Christ, also ordained that in the way just 
mentioned He will, by His grace, gifts, and 
efficacy, bring them thereto [make them par- 
ticipants of eternal salvation], aid, promote, 
strengthen, and preserve them, 

All this, according to the Scriptures, is com- 
prised in the doctrine concerning the eternal 
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election of God to adoption and eternal. sal- 
vation, and is to be understood by it, and 


never excluded nor omitted, when we speak of 


God’s purpose, predestination, election, and 
ordination to salvation. And when our 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1071.] 
thoughts concerning this article are thus 
formed according to the Scriptures, we can 
by God’s grace simply [and correctly] adapt 
ourselves to it [and advantageously treat 

of it]. 

This also belongs to the further explanation 
and salutary use of the doctrine concerning 
God’s foreknowledge [predestination] to sal- 
vation: Since only the elect, whose names are 
written in the book of life, are saved, how we 
can know, whence and whereby we can per- 
ceive who are the elect that can and should 
receive this doctrine for comfort. - 

And of this we should not judge according 
to our reason, nor according to the Law or 
from any external appearance. Neither should 
we attempt to investigate the secret, concealed 
abyss of divine predestination, but should give 
heed to the revealed will of God. For He has 
made known unto us the mystery of His will, 
and made it manifest through Christ that %t 
might be preached, Eph. 1, 9 ff.; 2 Tim. 1, 9f. 

This, however, is revealed to us in the man- 
ner as Paul says, Rom. 8, 29f.: Whom God 
predestinated, elected, and foreordained, He 
also called. Now, God does not call without 
means, but through the Word, as He has com- 
manded repentance and remission of sins to be 
preached in His name, Luke 24,47. St. Paul 
also testifies to like effect when he writes: 
We are ambassadors for Christ, as though 
God did beseech you by us; we pray you im 
Christ’s stead, Be ye reconciled to God. 2 Cor. 
5, 20. And the guests whom the King will 
have at the wedding of His Son He calls 
through His ministers sent forth, Matt. 22,2ff., 
some at the first and some at the second, third, 
sixth, ninth, and even at the eleventh hour, 
Matt. 20, 3 ff. 

Therefore, if we wish to consider our eter- 
nal election to salvation with profit, we must 
in every way hold sturdily and firmly to this, 
that, as the preaching of repentance, so also 
the promise of the Gospel is universalis (uni- 
versal), that is, it pertains to all men, Luke 
24,47. For this reason Christ has commanded 
that repentance and remission of sins should 
be preached in His name among ALL nations. 
For God loved the worLp and gave His Son, 
John 3,16. Christ bore the sins of the worup, 
John 1, 29, gave His flesh for the life of the 
woRLD, John 6,51; His blood is the propitia- 
tion for the sins of the WHOLE WORLD, 1 John 
1,7; 2,2. Christ says: Come unto Me, ati 
ye that labor and are heavy laden, and I will 
give you rest, Matt. 11, 28; God hath con- 
cluded them ALL wm unbelié , that He might 
have mercy wpon ALL, Rom. 11,32. The Lord 
is not willing that ANY should perish, but that 
ALL should come to repentance, 2 Pet. 3, 9. 
The same Lord over all is rich unto ALL that 
call wpon Him, Rom. 10, 12. The righteous- 
ness of God, which is by faith of Jesus Christ, 
unto ALL and wpow ALL them that believe, 
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Rom. 3, 22. This is the will of Him that sent 
Me, that EVERY ONE that seeth the Son and 
believeth on Him may have everlasting life, 
{Concordia Triglotta, p. 1073.] 

John 6,40. Likewise it is Christ’s command 
that to all in common to whom repentance is 
preached this promise of the Gospel also 
should be offered Luke 24, 47; Mark 16, 15. 

And this call of God, which is made through 
the preaching of the Word, we should not re- 
’ gard as jugglery, but know that thereby God 
reveals His will, that in those whom He thus 
calls He will work through the Word, that 
they may be enlightened, converted, and saved. 
For the Word, whereby we are called, is a 
ministration of the Spirit, that gives the 
Spirit, or whereby the Spirit is given, 2 Cor. 
3,8, and a power of God unto salvation, 
Rom. 1,16. And since the Holy Ghost wishes 
to be efficacious through the Word, and to 
strengthen and give power and ability, it is 
God’s will that we should receive the Word, 
believe and obey it. 

For this reason the elect are described thus, 
John 10,27f.: My sheep hear My voice, and 
I know them, and they follow Me, and I give 
unto them eternal life. And Eph. 1, 11. 13: 
Those who according to the purpose are pre- 
destinated to an inheritance hear the Gospel, 
believe in Christ, pray and give thanks, are 
sanctified in love, have hope, patience, and 
comfort under the cross, Rom. 8,25; and al- 
though all this is very weak in them, yet they 
hunger and thirst after righteousness, Matt. 
5, 6. 

Thus the Spirit of God gives to the elect the 
testimony that they are children of, God, and 
when they do not know for what they should 
pray as they ought, He intercedes for them 
with groanings that cannot be uttered, Rom. 8, 
16. 26. 

Thus, also, Holy Scripture testifies that God, 
who has called us, is so faithful that, when 
He has begun the good work in us, He also 
will preserve it to the end and perfect it, if 
we ourselves do not turn from Him, but firmly 
retain to the end the work begun, for which 
He has promised His grace, 1 Cor. 1,9; Phil. 
1, 6 [1 Pet. 5,10]; 2 Pet. 3,9; Heb. 3, 2. 

With this revealed will of God we should 
concern ourselves, follow and be diligently en- 
gaged upon [eagerly con] it, because through 
the Word, whereby He calls us, the Holy Ghost 
bestows grace, power, and ability to this end, 
and should not [attempt to] sound the abyss 
of God’s hidden predestination, as it is writ- 
ten in Luke 13, 24, where one asks: Lord, are 
there few that be saved? and Christ answers: 
Strive to enter in at the strait gate. Accord- 
ingly, Imther says [in the Preface to the 
Epistle to the Romans]: Follow the Epistle 
to the Romans in its order, concern yourself 
first with Christ and His Gospel, that you may 
recognize your sins and His grace; next, that 
you contend with sin, as Paul teaches from 
the first to the evghth chapter; then, when in 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1075. ] 
the eighth chapter you will come into [will 
have been exercised by] temptation under the 
cross and afflictions, this will teach you in the 
Book of Concord. 
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ninth, tenth, and eleventh chapters how con- 
solatory predestination is, etc. 

However, that many are called and few 
chosen is not owing to the fact that the call 
of God, which is made through the Word, had 
the meaning as though God said: Outwardly, 
through the Word, I indeed call to My king- 
dom all of you to whom I give My Word; 
however, in My heart I do not mean this with 
respect to all, but only with respect to a few; 
for it is My will that the greatest part of 
those whom I call through the Word shall not 
be enlightened nor converted, but be and re- 
main damned, although through the Word, in 
the call, I declare Myself to them otherwise. 
Hoc enim esset Deo contradictorias voluntates 
affingere, that is: For this would be to assign 
contradictory wills to God. That is, in this 
way it would be taught that God, who surely 
is Eternal Truth, would be contrary to Him- 
self [or say one thing, but revolve another in 
His heart], while, on the contrary, God [re- 
bukes and] punishes also in men this wicked- 
ness [this wantonness, this dishonesty] when 
a person declares himself to one purpose, 
and thinks and means another in the heart, 
Ps. 5,9; 12, 2f. Thereby also the necessary 
consolatory foundation is rendered altogether 
uncertain and void, as we are daily reminded 
and admonished that only from God’s Word, 
through which He treats with us and calls 
us, we are to learn and conclude what His 
will towards us is, and that we should believe 
and not doubt what it affirms to us and 
promises. 

For this reason also Christ causes the 
promise of the Gospel not only to be offered 
in general, but He seals it through the Sacra- 
ments which He attaches as seals of the 
promise, and thereby confirms it [the cer- 
tainty of the promise of the Gospel] to every 
believer in particular. 

On this account, as the Augsburg Confession 
in Art. 11 says, we also retain private abso- 
lution, and teach that it is God’s command 
that we believe such absolution, and should 
regard it as sure that, when we believe the 
word of absolution, we are as truly reconciled 
to God as though we had heard a voice from 
heaven, as the Apology explains this article. 
This consolation would be entirely taken from 
us if we were not to infer the will of God 
towards us from the call which is made 
through the Word and through the Sacra- 
ments. 

There would also be overthrown and taken 
from us the foundation that the Holy Ghost 
wishes certainly to be present with the Word 
preached, heard, considered, and to be effica- 
cious and operate through it. Therefore the 
meaning is not at all the one referred to above, 
namely, that the elect are to be such [among 
the elect are to be numbered such] as even 
despise the Word of God, thrust it from them, 
blaspheme and persecute it, Matt. 22,6; Acts 
13, 46; or, when they hear it, harden their 
hearts, Heb. 4, 2.7; resist the Holy Ghost, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1077.] 
Acts 7, 51; without repentance persevere in’ 
sins, Luke 14,18; do not truly believe in 
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“Christ, Mark 16, 16; only make [godliness] 
an outward show, Matt. 7, 22; 22,12; or seek 
other ways to righteousness and salvation out- 
side of Christ, Rom. 9,31. Moreover, even as 
God has ordained in His [eternal] counsel 
that the Holy Ghost should call, enlighten, 
and convert the elect through the Word, and 
that He will justify and save all those who 
by true faith receive Christ, so He also deter- 
mined in His counsel that He will harden, 
reprobate, and condemn those who are called 
through the Word, if they reject the Word 
and resist the Holy Ghost, who wishes to be 
efficacious and to work in them through the 
Word, and persevere therein. And in this 
manner many are called, but few are chosen. 

For few receive the Word and follow it; 
the greatest number despise the Word, and 
will not come to the wedding, Matt. 22, 3 ff. 
The cause for this contempt for the Word i 
not God’s foreknowledge [or predestination], 
but the perverse will of man, which rejects 
or perverts the means and instrument of the 
Holy Ghost, which God offers him through 
the call, and resists the Holy Ghost, who 
wishes to be efficacious, and works through 
the Word, as Christ says: How often would 
I have gathered you together, and ye would 
not! Matt. 23, 37. 

Thus many receive the Word with joy, but 
afterwards fall away again, Luke 8,13. But 
the cause is not as though God were unwilling 
to grant grace for perseverance to those in 
whom He has begun the good work, for that 
is contrary to St. Paul, Phil. 1,6; but the 
cause is that they wilfully turn away again 
from the holy commandment [of God], grieve 
and embitter the Holy Ghost, implicate them- 
selves again in the filth of the world, and 
garnish again the habitation of the heart for 
the devil. With them the last state is worse 
than the first, 2 Pet. 2, 10.20; Eph. 4, 30; 
Heb. 10, 26; Luke 11, 25. 

Thus far is the mystery of predestination 
revealed to us in God’s Word, and if we abide 
thereby and cleave thereto, it is a very useful, 
salutary, consolatory doctrine; for it estab- 
lishes very effectually the article that we are 
justified and saved without all works and 
merits of ours, purely out of grace alone, for 
Christ’s sake. For before the time of the 
world, before we existed, yea, before the foun- 
dation of the world was laid, when, of course, 
we could do nothing good, we were according 
to God’s purpose chosen by grace in Christ 
to salvation, Rom. 9, 11; 2 Tim. 1,9. More- 
over, all opiniones (opinions) and erroneous 
doctrines concerning the powers of our natural 
will are thereby overthrown, because God in 
His counsel, before the time of the world, de- 
cided and ordained that He Himself, by the 
power of His Holy Ghost, would produce and 
work in us, through the Word, everything that 
pertains to our conversion. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1079.] 

Thus this doctrine affords also the excellent, 
glorious consolation that God was so greatly 
concerned about the conversion, righteousness, 
and salvation of every Christian, and so faith- 
fully purposed it [provided therefor] that he- 
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fore the foundation of the world was laid, He 
deliberated concerning it, and in His [secret] 
purpose ordained how He would bring me 
thereto [call and lead me to salvation], and 
preserve me therein. Also, that He wished to 
secure my salvation so well and certainly that, 
since through the weakness and wickedness of 
our flesh it could easily be lost from our 
hands, or through craft and might of the 
devil and the world be snatched and taken 
from us, He ordained it in His eternal pur- 
pose, which cannot fail or be overthrown, and 
placed it for preservation in the almighty 
hand of our Savior Jesus Christ, from which 
no one can pluck us, John 10,28. Hence Paul 
also says, Rom. 8, 28. 39: Because we have 
been called according to the purpose of God, 
who will separate us from the love of God im 
Christ? [Paul builds the certainty of our 
blessedness upon the foundation of the divine 
purpose, when, from our being called accord- 
ing to the purpose of God, he infers that no 
one can separate us, etc.] 

Moreover, this doctrine affords glorious con-~ 
solation under the cross and amid temptations, 
namely, that God in His counsel, before the 
time of the world, determined and decreed 
that He would assist us in all distresses [anx- 
ieties and perplexities], grant patience [under 
the cross], give consolation, excite [nourish 
and encourage] hope, and produce such an out- 
come as would contribute to our salvation. 
Also, as Paul in a very consolatory way treats 
this, Rom. 8, 28. 29. 35. 38. 39, that God in 
His purpose has ordained before the time of 
the ‘world by what crosses and sufferings He 
would conform every one of His elect to the 
image of His Son, and that to every one His 
cross shall and must work together for good, 
because they are called according to the pur- 
pose, whence Paul has concluded that it is cer- 
tain and indubitable that neither tribulation 
nor distress, nor death, nor life, ete., shall be 
able to separate us from the love of God 
which is in Christ Jesus, our Lord. 

This article also affords a glorious testi- 


* mony that the Church of God will exist and 


abide in opposition to all the gates of hell, 
and likewise teaches which is the true Church 
of God, lest we be offended by the great 
authority [and majestic appearance] of the 
false Church, Rom. 9, 24. 25. 

From this article also powerful admonitions 
and warnings are derived, as Luke 7, 30: They 
rejected the counsel of God against themselves. 
Luke 14, 24: I say unto you that none of those 
men which were bidden shall taste of my 
supper. Also Matt. 20,16: Many be called, 
but few chosen. Also Luke 8, 8. 18: He that 
hath ears to hear, let him hear, and: Take 
heed how ye hear. Thus the doctrine concern- 
ing this article can be employed profitably, 
comfortingly, and savingly [and can be trans- 
ferred in many ways to our use]. 

But a distinction must be observed with 
especial care between that which is expressly 
[Concordia Triglotta, p:1081.] 
revealed concerning it in God’s Word, and 
what is not revealed. For, in addition to 
what has been revealed in Christ concerning 
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this, of which we have hitherto spoken, God 
has still kept secret and concealed much con- 
cerning this mystery, and reserved it for His 
wisdom and knowledge alone, which we should 
not investigate, nor should we indulge our 
thoughts in this matter, nor draw conclusions, 
nor inquire curiously, but should adhere [en- 
tirely] to the revealed Word [of God]. This 
admonition is most urgently needed. 

For our curiosity has always much more 
pleasure in concerning itself with these mat- 
ters [with investigating those things which 
are hidden and abstruse] than with what God 
has revealed to us concerning this in His 
Word, because we cannot harmonize it, which, 
moreover, we have not been commanded to do 
[since certain things occur in this mystery 
so intricate and involved that we are not able 
by the penetration of our natural ability to 
harmonize them; but this has not been de- 
manded of us by God]. © 

Thus there is no doubt that God most ex- 
actly and certainly foresaw before the time 
of the world, and still knows, which of those 
that are called will believe or will not be- 
lieve; also which of the converted will perse- 
vere [in faith] and which will not persevere; 
which will return after a fall [into grievous 
sins], and which will fall into obduracy [will 
perish in their sins]. So, too, the number, 
how many there are of these on either side, 
is beyond all doubt perfectly known to God. 
However, since God has reserved this mystery 
for His wisdom, and has revealed nothing to 
us concerning it in His Word, much less com- 
manded us to investigate it with our thoughts, 
but has earnestly discouraged us therefrom, 
Rom. 11, 33 ff., we should not reason in our 
thoughts, draw conclusions, nor inquire curi- 
ously into these matters, but should adhere to 
His revealed Word, to which He points us. 

Thus without any doubt God also knows 
and has determined for every one the time 
and hour of his call and conversion [and 
when He will raise again one who has lapsed]. 
But since this has not been revealed to us, we 
have the command always to keep urging the 
Word, but to entrust the time and hour [of 
conversion] to God, Acts 1, 7. 

Likewise, when we see that God gives His 
Word at one place [to one kingdom or realm], 
but not at another [to another nation]; re- 
moves it from one place [people], and allows 
it to remain at another; also, that one is 
hardened, blinded, given over to a reprobate 
mind, while another, who is indeed in the 
same guilt, is converted again, etc., — in these 
and similar questions Paul [Rom. 11, 22 ff.] 
fixes a certain limit to us how far we should 
go, namely, that in the one part we should 
recognize God’s judgment [for He commands 
us to consider in those who perish the just 
judgment of God and the penalties of sins]. 
For they are well-deserved penalties of sins 
when God so punishes a land or nation for 
despising His Word that the punishment ex- 
tends also to their posterity, as is to be seen 
in the Jews. And thereby [by the punish- 
ments] God in some lands and persons exhibits 
His severity to those that are His [in order 
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to indicate] what we all would have well de- 
served, and would be worthy and worth, since 
we act wickedly in opposition to God’s Word 
[are ungrateful for the revealed Word, and 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1083.] 
live unworthily of the Gospel] and often 
grieve the Holy Ghost sorely, in order that we 
may live in the fear of God, and acknowledge 
and praise God’s goodness, to the exclusion of, 
and contrary to, our merit in and with us, to 
whom He gives His Word, and with whom He 
leaves it, and whom He does not harden and 
reject. 

For inasmuch as our nature has been cor- 
rupted by sin, and is’ worthy of, and subject 
to, God’s wrath and condemnation, God owes 
to us neither the Word, the Spirit, nor grace; 
and when He bestows these gifts out of grace, 
we often thrust them from us, and make our- 
selves unworthy of everlasting life, Acts 13, 46. 
And this His righteous, well-deserved judg- 
ment He displays in some countries, nations, 
and persons, in order that, when we are placed 
alongside of them and compared with them 
[and found to be most similar to them], we 
may learn the more diligently to recognize and 
praise God’s pure [immense], unmerited grace 
in the vessels of mercy. 

For no injustice is done those who are pun- 
ished \and receive the wages of their sins; but 
in the rest, to whom God gives and preserves 
His Word, by which men are enlightened, con- 
verted, and preserved, God commends His pure 
[immense] grace and mercy, without their 
merit. 

When we proceed thus far in this article, 
we remain on the right [safe and royal] way, 
as it is written Hos. 13,9: O Israel, thow hast 
destroyed thyself; but in Me is thy help. 

However, as regards these things in this 
disputation which would soar too high and 
beyond these limits, we should, with Paul, 
place the finger upon our lips, and remember 
and say, Rom. 9, 20: O man, who art thou 
that repliest against God? 

For that we neither can nor should investi- 
gate and fathom everything in this article, the 
great Apostle Paul declares [teaches by his 
own example], who, after having argued much 
concerning this article from the revealed Word 
of God, as soon as he comes to the point where 
he shows what God has reserved for His hid- 
den wisdom concerning this mystery, sup- 
presses and cuts it off with the following 
words, Rom. 11, 33 f.: O the depth of the 
riches both of the wisdom and knowledge of 
God! How wnsearchable are His judgments, 
and His ways past finding out! For who hath 
known the mind of the Lord? that is, outside 
of and beyond that which He has revealed to 
us in His Word. 

Accordingly, this eternal election of God is 
to be considered in Christ, and not outside of 
or without Christ. For in Christ, the Apostle 
Paul testifies, Eph. 1,4f., He hath chosen us 
before the foundation of the world, as it is 
written: He hath made us accepted in the 
Beloved. This election, however, is revealed 
from heaven through the preaching of His 
Word, when the Father says, Matt. 17, 5: 
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This is My beloved Son, in whom I am well 
pleased; hear ye Him. And Christ says, 
Matt. 11,28: Come unto Me, all ye that labor 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1085.] 
and are heavy laden, and I will give you rest. 
And concerning the Holy Ghost Christ says, 
John 16, 14: He shall glorify Me; for He 
shall receive of Mine, and shall show it unto 
you. Thus the entire Holy Trinity, God 
Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, directs all men 
to Christ, as to the Book of Life, in whom 
they should seek the eternal election of the 
Father. For this has been decided by the 
Father from eternity, that whom He would 
save He would save through Christ, as He 
[Christ] Himself says, John 14,6: No man 
cometh unto the Father but by Me. And 
again, John 10, 9: I am the Door; by Me, if 
any man enter in, he shall be saved. 


However, Christ, as the only-begotten Son ® 


of God, who is in the bosom of the Father, has 
announced to us the will of the Father, and 
thus also our eternal election to eternal life, 
namely, when He says, Mark 1,15: Repent ye, 
and believe the Gospel; the kingdom of God 
is at hand. Likewise He says, John 6, 40: 
This is the will of Him that sent Me, that 
every one which seeth the Son and believeth 
on Him may have everlasting life. And again 
[John 8, 16]: God so loved the world, etc. 


[that He gave His only-begotten Son, that 


whosoever believeth in Him should not perish, 
but have everlasting life]. 

This proclamation the Father wishes all 
men to hear and desires that they come to 
Christ; and these Christ does not drive from 
Him, as it is written John 6, 37: Him that 
cometh to Me I will in no wise cast out. 

And in order that we may come to Christ, 
the Holy Ghost works true faith through the 
hearing of the Word, as the apostle testifies 
when he says, Rom.10,17: Faith cometh by 
hearing and hearing by the Word of God, 
[namely] when it is preached in its truth and 
purity. 

Therefore, whoever would be saved should 
not trouble or harass himself with thoughts 
concerning the secret counsel of God, as to 
whether he also is elected and ordained to eter- 
nal life, with which miserable Satan usually 
attacks and annoys godly hearts. But they 
should hear Christ [and look upon Him as the 
Book of Life in which is written the eternal 
election], who is the Book of Life and of God’s 
eternal election of all of God’s children to 
eternal life: He testifies to all men without 
distinction that it is God’s will that all men 
should come to Him who labor and are heavy 
laden with sin, in order that He may give 
them rest and save them, Matt. 11, 28. 

According to this doctrine of His they 
should abstain from their sins, repent, believe 
His promise, and entirely trust in Him; and 
since we cannot do this by ourselves, of our 
‘own powers, the Holy Ghost desires to work 
these things, namely, repentance and faith, in 
us through the Word and Sacraments. And in 
order that we may attain this, persevere in it, 
and remain steadfast, we should implore God 
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for His grace, which He has promised us in 
Holy Baptism, and, no doubt, He will impart 
it to us according to His promise, as He has 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1087.] 

said, Luke 11,11 ff.: If a son shall ask bread 
of any of you that is a father, will he give 
him a stone? Or if he ask a fish, will he for 
a fish give him a serpent? Or if he shall ask 
an egg, will he offer him a scorpion? If ye, 
then, being evil, know how to give good gifts 
unto your children, how much more shall-your 
heavenly Father give the Holy Spirit to them 
that ask Him! ; 


And since the Holy Ghost dwells in the 
elect, who have become believers, as in His 
temple, and is not idle in them, but impels 
the children of God to obedience to God’s com- 
mands, believers, likewise, should not be idle, 
and much less resist the impulse of God’s 
Spirit, but should exercise themselves in all 
Christian virtues, in all godliness, modesty, 
temperance, patience, brotherly love, and give 
all diligence to make their calling and election 
sure, in order that they may doubt the less 
concerning it, the more they experience the 
power and strength of the Spirit within them. 
For the Spirit bears witness to the elect that 
they are God’s children, Rom. 8,16. And al- 
though they sometimes fall into temptation 
so grievous that they imagine they perceive 
no more power of the indwelling Spirit of 
God, and say with David, Ps. 31,22: I said 
in my haste, I am cut off from before Thine 
eyes, yet they should, without regard to what 
they experience in themselves, again [be en- 
couraged and] say with David, as is written 
ibidem, in the words immediately following: 
Nevertheless Thou heardest the voice of my 
supplications when I cried unto Thee. 


And since our election to eternal life is 
founded not upon our godliness or virtue, but 
alone upon the merit of Christ and the gra- 
cious will of His Father, who cannot deny 
Himself, because He is unchangeable in will 
and essence, therefore, when His children de- 
part from obedience and stumble, He has them 
called again to repentance through the Word, 
and the Holy Ghost wishes thereby to be 
efficacious in them for conversion; and when 
they turn to Him again in true repentance 
by a right faith, He will always manifest the 
old paternal heart to all those who tremble 
at His Word and from their heart turn again 
to Him, as it is written, Jer. 3,1: If a man 
put away his wife, and she go from him and 
become another man’s, shall he return unto 
her again? Shall not that land be greatly 
polluted? But thou hast played the harlot 
with many lovers; yet return again to Me, 
saith the Lord. 


Moreover, the declaration, John 6, 44, that 
no one can come to Christ except the Father 
draw him, is right and true. However, the 
Father will not do this without means, but 
has ordained for this purpose His Word and 
Sacraments as ordinary means and instru- 
ments; and it is the will neither of the Father 
nor of the Son that a man should not hear 
or should despise the preaching of His Word, 
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and wait for the drawing of the Father with- 
out the Word and Sacraments. For the Father 
draws indeed by the power of His Holy Ghost, 
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however, according to His usual order [the 
order decreed and instituted by Himself], by 
the hearing of His holy, divine Word, as with 
a net, by which the elect are plucked from 
the jaws of the devil. Every poor sinner 
should therefore repair thereto [to holy 
preaching], hear it attentively, and not doubt 
the drawing of the Father. For the Holy 
Ghost will be with His Word in His power, 
and work by it; and that is the drawing of 
the Father. 

But the reason why not all who hear it be- 
lieve, and some are therefore condemned the 
more deeply [eternally to severer punish- 
ments], is not because God had begrudged 
them their salvation; but it is their own 
fault, as they have heard the Word in such 
a manner as not to learn, but only to despise, 
blaspheme, and disgrace it, and have resisted 
the Holy Ghost, who through the Word wished 
to work in them, as was the case at the time 
of Christ with the Pharisees and their adher- 
ents. Hence the apostle distinguishes with es- 
pecial care the work of God, who alone makes 
vessels of honor, and the work of the devil 
and of man, who by the instigation of the 
devil, and not of God, has made himself a 
vessel of dishonor. For thus it is written, 
Rom. 9, 22f.: God endured with much long- 
suffering the vessels of wrath fitted to de- 
struction, that He might make known the 
riches of His glory on the vessels of. mercy, 
which He had afore prepared unto glory. 

Here, then, the apostle clearly says that 
God endwred with much long-suffering the 
vessels of wrath, but does not say that He 
made them vessels of wrath; for if this had 
been His will, He would not have required 
any great long-suffering for it. The fault, 
however, that they are fitted for destruction 
belongs to the devil and to men themselves, 
and not to God. 

For all preparation for condemnation is by 
the devil and man, through sin, and in no re- 
spect by God, who does not wish that any 
man be damned; how, then, should He Him- 
self prepare any man for condemnation? For 
as God is not a cause of sins, so, too, He is 
no cause of punishment, of damnation; but 
the only cause of damnation is sin; for the 
wages of sin is death, Rom. 6, 23. And as 
God does not will sin, and has no pleasure in 
sin, so He does not wish the death of the sin- 
ner either, Ezek. 33, 11, nor has He pleasure 
in his condemnation. For He is not willing 
that any should perish, but that all should 
come to repentance, 2 Pet. 3,9. So, too, it is 
written in Ezek. 18, 23; 33,11: As I lwe, 
saith the Lord God, I have no pleasure in the 
death of the wicked, but that the wicked turn 
from his way and liwe. And St. Paul testifies 
in clear words that from vessels of dishonor 
vessels of honor may be made by God’s power 
and working, when he writes thus, 2 Tim. 
2,21: If a man, therefore, purge himself 
from these, he shall be a vessel unto honor, 
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sanctified and meet for the Master’s use, and 
prepared unto every good work. For he who 
is to purge himself must first have been un- 
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clean, and hence a vessel of dishonor. But 
concerning the vessels of mercy he says clearly 
that the Lord Himself has prepared them for 
glory, which he does not say concerning the 
damned, who themselves, and not God, have 
prepared themselves as vessels of damnation. 

Moreover, it is to be diligently considered 
that when God punishes sin with sins, that 
is, when He afterwards punishes with ob- 
duracy and blindness those who had been con- 
verted, because of their subsequent security, 
impenitence, and wilful sins, this should not 
be interpreted to mean that it never had been 
God’s good pleasure that such persons should 
come to the knowledge of the truth and be 
saved. For both these facts are God’s re- 
vealed will: 

First, that God will receive into grace all 
who repent and believe in Christ. 

Secondly, that He also will punish those 
who wilfully turn away from the holy com- 
mandment, and again entangle themselves in 
the filth of the world, 2 Pet. 2, 20, and garnish 
their hearts for Satan, Luke 11, 25f., and do 
despite unto the Spirit of God, Heb. 10, 29, 
and that they shall be hardened, blinded, and 
eternally condemned if they persist therein. 

Accordingly, even Pharaoh (of whom it is 
written, Ex.9,16; Rom.9,17: In very deed 
for this cause have I raised thee up, for to— 
show in thee My power, and that My name 
may be declared throughout all the earth) 
perished, not because God had begrudged him 
salvation, or because it had been His good 
pleasure that he should be damned and lost. 
For God is not willing that any should perish, 
2 Pet. 3,9; He also has no pleasure in the 
death of the wicked, but that the wicked turn 
from his way and live, Ezek. 33, 11. 

But that God hardened Pharaoh’s heart, 
namely, that Pharaoh always sinned again 
and again, and became the more obdurate, the 
more he was admonished, that was a punish- 
ment of his-antecedent sin and horrible tyr- 
anny, which in many and manifold ways he 
practised inhumanly and against the accusa- 
tions of his heart towards the children of 
Israel. And since God caused His Word to 
be preached and His will to be proclaimed to 
him, and Pharaoh nevertheless wilfully reared 
up straightway against all admonitions and 
warnings, God withdrew His hand from him, 
and thus his heart became hardened and ob- 
durate, and God executed His judgment upon 
him; for he was guilty of nothing else than 
hell-fire. Accordingly, the holy apostle also 
introduces the example of Pharaoh for no 
other reason than to prove by it the justice 
of God which He exercises towards the im- 
penitent and despisers of His Word; by no 
means, however, has he intended or under- 
stood it to mean that God begrudged salva- 
tion to him or any person, but had so ordained 
him to eternal damnation in His secret coun- 
sel that he should not be able, or that it 
should not be possible for him, to be saved. 
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By this doctrine and explanation of the 
eternal and saving choice [predestination] of 
the elect children of God His own glory is 
entirely and fully given to God, that in Christ 
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He saves us out of pure [and free] mercy, 
without any merits or good works of ours, 
according to the purpose of His will, as it is 
written Eph.1,5f.: Having predestinated us 
unto the adoption of children by Jesus Christ 
to Himself, according to the good pleasure of 
His will, to the praise of the glory of His 
grace, wherein He hath made us accepted in 
the Beloved. Therefore it is false and wrong 
[conflicts with the Word of God] when it is 
taught that not alone the mercy of God and 
the most holy merit of Christ, but that also 
in us there is a cause of God’s election, on ac- 
count of which God has chosen us to eternal 
life. 
thing good, but also before we were born, yea, 
even before the foundations of the world were 
laid, He elected us in Christ; and that the 
_ purpose of God according to election might 
stand, not of works, but of Him that calleth, 
it was said unto her, The elder shall serve the 
younger; as it is written concerning this 
matter, Jacob have I loved, but Hsau have 
I hated, Rom. 9, 11 ff.; Gen. 25, 23; Mal. 
Us 55% 

Moreover, this doctrine gives no one a cause 
either for despondency or for a shameless, dis- 
solute life, namely, when men are taught that 
they must seek eterna! election in Christ and 
His holy Gospel, as in the Book of Life, which 
excludes no penitent sinner, but beckons and 
calls all the poor, heavy-laden,-and troubled 

- sinners [who are disturbed by the sense of 
God’s wrath], to repentance and the knowl- 
edge of their sins and to faith in Christ, and 
promises the Holy Ghost for purification and 
renewal, and thus gives the most enduring 
consolation to all troubled, afflicted men, that 
they know that their salvation is not placed 
in their own hands, — for otherwise they 


would lose it much more easily than was the ° 


case with Adam and Eve in paradise, yea, 
every hour and moment, — but in the gracious 
election of God, which He has revealed to us 
in Christ, out of whose hand no man shall 
pluck us, John 10, 28; 2 Tim. 2, 19. 

Accordingly, if any one presents the doc- 
trine concerning the gracious election of God 
in such a manner that troubled Christians 
cannot derive comfort from it, but are thereby 
incited to despair, or that the impenitent are 
confirmed in their wantonness, it is undoubt- 
edly sure and true that such a doctrine is 
taught, not according to the Word and will 
of God, but according to [the blind judgment 
of human] reason and the instigation of the 
devil. 

For, as the apostle testifies, Rom. 15, 4: 
Whatsoever things were written aforetime 
were written for our learning, that we through 
patience and comfort of the Scriptures might 
have hope. But when this consolation and 


hope are weakened or entirely removed by | 


Scripture, it is certain that it is understood 
and explained contrary to the will and mean- 
ing of the Holy Ghost. 


For not only before we had done any- 


_—— 
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By this simple, correct [clear], useful ex- 
planation which has a firm and good founda- 
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tion in God’s revealed will, we abide; we flee 
from, and shun, all lofty, acute questions and 
disputations [useless for edifying]; and re- 
ject and condemn whatever is contrary to 
these simple, useful explanations. 


So much concerning the controverted arti- 
cles which have been discussed for many years 
already among the theologians of the Augs- 
burg Confession, in which some have erred 
and severe controversiae (controversies), that 
is, religious disputes, have arisen. 


From this our explanation, friends and ene- 
mies, and therefore every one, may clearly 
infer that we have no intention of yielding 
aught of the eternal, immutable truth of God 
for the sake of temporal peace, tranquillity, 
and unity (which, moreover, is not in our 
power to do). Nor would such peace and 
unity, since it is devised against the truth 
and for its suppression, have any permanency. 
Still less are we inclined to adorn and conceal 
a corruption of the pure doctrine and mani- 
fest, condemned errors. But we entertain 
heartfelt pleasure and love for, and -are on 
our part sincerely inclined and anxious to 
advance, that unity according to our utmost 
power, by which His glory remains to God 
uninjured, nothing of the divine truth of the 
Holy Gospel is surrendered, no room is given 
to the least error, poor sinners are brought 
to true, genuine repentance, raised up by 
faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus 
justified and eternally saved alone through 
the’ sole merit of Christ. 


XII. 


OF OTHER FACTIONS [HERETICS] AND 
SECTS, 


Which Never Embraced the Augsburg 
Confession. 


However, as regards the sects and factions 
[sectarists and heretics] which never have em- 
braced the Augsburg Confession, and of which 
express mention has not been made in this 
our explanation, such as are the Anabaptists, 
Schwenckfeldians, New Arians, and | Anti- 
Trinitarians, whose errors have been unani- 
mously condemned by all churches of the 
Augsburg Confession, we have not wished to 
make particular and especial mention of them 
in this explanation, for the reason that at 
the present time this has been our only aim 
[that we might above all refute the charges 
of our adversaries, the Papists]. 


Since our opponents alleged with shameless 
mouths, and decried throughout all the world 
our churches and their teachers, claiming that 
not two preachers are found who agree in each 
and every article of the Augsburg Confession, 
but that they are rent asunder and separated 
from one another to such an extent that they 
themselves no longer know what is the Augs- 
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burg Confession and its proper [true, gen- 
uine, and germane] sense; we have not made 
a joint confession only in brief words or 
names, but wished to make a pure, clear, dis- 
tinct declaration concerning all the disputed 
articles which have been discussed and con- 
troverted only among the theologians of the 
Augsburg Confession, in order that every one 
may see that we do not wish in a cunning 
manner to dissemble or cover up all this, or 
to come to an agreement only in appearance; 
but to remedy the matter thoroughly, and 
have wished to set forth our opinion of these 
matters in such a manner that even our ad- 
versaries themselves must confess that in all 
this we abide by the true, simple, natural, 
and proper sense of the Augsburg Confession, 
in which we desire, moreover, by God’s grace, 
to persevere constantly until our end; and so 
far as it depends on our service, we will not 
connive at or be silent, lest anything contrary 
to the same [the genuine and sacred sense of 
the Augsburg Confession] is introduced into 
our churches and schools, in which the al- 
mighty God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ has appointed us teachers and pastors. 

However, lest there be silently ascribed to 
us the condemned errors of the above enumer- 
ated factions and sects [“‘of which evil the 
papistic tyranny, which persecutes the pure 
doctrine, is the chief cause”],— which, as is 
the nature of such spirits, for the most part, 
secretly stole in at localities, and especially 
at a time when no place or room was given 
to the pure Word of the holy Gospel, but all 
its sincere teachers and confessors were perse- 
cuted, and the deep darkness of the Papacy 
still prevailed, and poor simple men who could 
not help but feel the manifest idolatry and 
false faith of the Papacy, in their simplicity, 
alas! embraced whatever was called the Gos- 
pel, and was not papistic, — we could not for- 
bear testifying also against them publicly, be- 
fore all Christendom, that we have neither 
part nor fellowship with their errors, be they 
many or few, but reject and condemn them, 
one and all, as wrong and heretical, and con- 
trary to the Scriptures of the prophets and 
apostles, and to our Christian Augsburg Con- 
fession, well grounded in God’s Word. 


Erroneous Articles of the Anabaptists. 


Namely, for instance, the erroneous, heret- 
ical doctrines of the Anabaptists, which are 
to be tolerated and allowed neither in the 
Church, nor in the commonwealth, nor in 
domestic life, when they teach: 

1. That our righteousness before God con- 
sists not only in the sole obedience and merit 
of Christ, but in our renewal and our own 
piety in which we walk before God; which 
they, for the most part, base upon their own 
peculiar ordinances and self-chosen spiritu- 
ality, as upon a new sort of monkery. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1099.] 

2. That children who are not baptized are 
not sinners before God, but righteous and 
innocent, and thus are saved in their inno- 
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cency without Baptism, which they do not 
need. Accordingly, they deny and reject the 
entire doctrine concerning original sin and 
what belongs to it. 

3. That children are not to be baptized until 
they have attained the use of reason and can 
confess their faith themselves. 

4. That the children of Christians, since 
they have been born of Christian and believ- 
ing parents, are holy and the children of God 
even without and before Baptism; and for 
this reason they neither: attach much impor- 
tance to the baptism of children nor encourage 
it, contrary to the express words of the 
promise, which extends only to those who 
keep God’s covenant and do not despise it, 
Gen. 17, 9. 

5. That a congregation [church] in which 
sinners are still found is no true Christian 
assembly. 

6. That no sermon should be heard or at- 
tended in those churches in which the papal 
masses have previously been said. 

7. That no one should have anything to do 
with those ministers of the Church who preach 
the holy Gospel according to the Augsburg 
Confession, and rebuke the errors of the Ana- 
baptists; also, that no one should serve or in 
any way labor for them, but should flee from 
and shun them as perverters of God’s Word. 

8. That under the New Testament the 
magistracy is not a godly estate.’ 

9. That a Christian cannot with a good, in- 
violate conscience hold the office of magistrate. 

10. That a Christian cannot without in- 
jury to conscience use the office of the magis- 
tracy in matters that may occur [when the 
matter so demands] against the wicked, nei- 
ther can its subjects appeal to its power. 

ll. That a Christian cannot with a good 
conscience take an oath before a court, nor 
with an oath do homage to his prince or 
hereditary sovereign. 

12. That magistrates cannot without injury 
to conscience inflict capital punishment upon 
evil-doers. 

13. That a Christian cannot with a good 
conscience hold or possess any property, but 
is in duty bound to devote it to the common 
treasury. 

14. That a Christian cannot with a good 
conscience be an inn-keeper, merchant, or 
cutler. : 

15. That married persons may be divorced 
on account of faith [diversity of religion], 
and that the one may abandon the other, and 
be married to another of his own faith. 

16. That Christ did not assume His flesh 
and blood of the Virgin Mary, but brought 
them with Him from heaven. 

17. That He is not true, essential God 
either, but only has more and higher gifts 
and glory than other men. : 

[Concordia Triglotta, p.1101.] 

And still more articles of like kind; for 
they are divided among themselves into many 
bands [sects], and one has more and another 
fewer errors, and thus their entire sect is in 
reality nothing but a new kind of monkery. 


296 


Erroneous Articles of the Schwenck- 
feldians. 


Likewise, when the Schwenckfeldians as- 
sert: ‘ 

l. First, that all those have no knowl- 
edge of the reigning King of heaven, Christ, 
who regard Christ according to the flesh, or 
His assumed humanity, as a creature, and 
that the flesh of Christ has by exaltation so 
assumed all divine properties that in might, 
power, majesty, and glory He is in every re- 
spect, in degree and position of essence, equal 
to the Father and the eternal Word, so that 
there is the same essence, properties, will, 
and glory of both natures in Christ, and that 
the flesh of Christ belongs to the essence of 
the Holy Trinity. 

2. That the ministry of the Church, the 
Word preached and heard, is not a means 
whereby God the Holy Ghost teaches men, anck 
works in them saving knowledge of Christ, 
conversion, repentance, faith, and new obe- 
dience. 

3. That the water of Baptism is not a means 
by which God the Lord seals adoption and 
works regeneration. 

4, That bread and wine in the Holy Supper 
are not means by which Christ distributes 
His body and blood. 

5. That a’Christian man who is truly re- 
generated by God’s Spirit can in this life keep 
and fulfil the Law of God perfectly. 

6. That a congregation in which no public 
excommunication or regular process of the ban 
is observed, is no true Christian congregation 
[church]. 

7. That the minister of the Church who is 
not on his part truly renewed, righteous, and 
godly cannot teach other men with profit or 
administer real, true sacraments. 


Erroneous Articles of the New Arians. 


Also, when the New Arians teach that 
Christ is not a true, essential, natural God, 
of one eternal divine essence with God the 
Father, but is only adorned with divine 
majesty inferior to, and beside, God the 
Father. 
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Erronedus Articles of the New Anti- 
Trinitarians. 


1. Also, when some Anti-Trinitarians reject 
and condemn the ancient approved symbola, 
Nicaenum et Athanasianum (the Nicene and 
Athanasian creeds), as regards both their 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1103.] 

sense and words, and teach that there is not 
only one eternal divine essence of the Father, 
Son, and Holy Ghost, but as there are three 
distinct persons, God the Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, so each person has also its essence 
distinct and separate from the other persons; 
yet that all three are either as otherwise three 
men, distinct and separate in their essence, of 
the same power, wisdom, majesty, and glory 
{as some imagine];, or in essence and proper- 
ties unequal [as others think]. 


-2. That the Father alone is true God. 


These and like articles, one and all, with 
what pertains to them and follows from them, 
we reject and condemn as wrong, false, heret- 
ical, and contrary to the Word of God, the 
three Creeds, the Augsburg Confession and 
Apology, the Smalcald Articles, and the Cate- 
chisms of Luther. Of these articles all godly 
Christians should and ought to beware, as 
mueh as the welfare and salvation of their 
souls is dear to them. 

Since now, in the sight of God and of all 
Christendom fthe entire Church of Christ], 
we wish to testify to those now living and 
those who shall come after us that this decla- 
ration herewith presented concerning all the 
controverted articles aforementioned and ex- 
plained, and no other, is our faith, doctrine, 
and confession, in which we are also willing, 
by God’s grace, to appear with intrepid hearts 
before the judgment-seat of Jesus Christ, and 
give an account of it; and that we will 
neither privately nor publicly speak or write 
anything contrary to it, but, by the help of 
God’s grace, intend to abide thereby: there- 
fore, after mature deliberation, we have, in 
God’s fear and with the invocation of His 
name, attached our signatures with our own 
hands. 
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TO THE CHRISTIAN READER. 


Since, especially in the article of the Per- 
son of Christ, some have without reason as- 
serted that in the Book of Concord there is 
a deviation from phrasibus and modis lo- 
quendi, that is, the phrases and modes of 
speech of [received and approved by] the an- 
cient pure Church and fathers, and that, on 
the contrary, new, strange, self-devised, un- 
usual and unheard-of expressions are intro- 
duced; and since the testimonies of the an- 
cient Church and fathers to which this book 
appeals proved somewhat too extended to be 
incorporated in it, and, having been carefully 
excerpted, were afterwards delivered to sev- 
eral electors and princes, — 

[Therefore] they are printed in goodly 
number as an appendix at the end of this 
book, in regard to particular points, for the 
purpose of furnishing a correct and thorough 
account to the Christian reader, whereby he 
may perceive and readily discover that in the 
aforesaid book nothing new has been intro- 
duced either in rebus (matter) or in phrasi- 
bus (expressions), that is, neither as regards 
the doctrine nor the manner of teaching it, 
but that we have taught and spoken concern- 
ing this mystery just as, first of all, the Holy 
Scriptures and afterwards the ancient pure 
Church have done. 

Thus, in the first place, concerning the 
unity of the person and the distinction of the 
two natures in Christ, and their essential 
properties, the Book of Concord writes just as 
the ancient pure Church, its fathers and coun- 
ceils, have spoken — namely, that there are not 
two persons, but one Christ, and in this per- 
son two distinct natures, the divine and the 
human nature, which are not separated nor 
intermingled or transformed the one into the 
other, but each nature has and retains its 
essential attributes, and in [all] eternity does 
not lay them aside; and that the essential 
attributes of the one nature, which are truly 
and properly ascribed to the entire person, 
never become attributes of the other natures. 
This is borne out by the following testimonies 
of the ancient pure councils: 

In the fourth canon, or rule, of the Council 
of Ephesus occurs the following resolution: 
“Tf any one divides the words of Scripture re- 
garding Christ in two persons or subsistences, 
and applies some of them indeed to Him as 
man, who is to be understood specially, out- 
side of the Word of God [outside of or with- 
out the Word of the Father, or without the 
Son of God], and assigns others, as worthy 
of God alone, to the Word of God the Father 
[some, however, only to the Son of God, as 
belonging to God alone], let him be accursed.” 

In the fifth canon, thus: “If any one dares 
to say that the man Christ is the Bearer of 


God, and not rather that He is God, so as to 
call Him truly the Son by nature [that as the 
natural Son of God He is truly God], because 
it was the Word that was made flesh, and, 
in a similar manner [even] as we, became 
sharer of flesh and blood, let him be ac- 
cursed.” 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1109.] 

In the sixth canon, thus: “If any one does 
not confess the same Christ to be at the same 
time God and man [that the one Christ is at 
the same time God and man], for the reason 
that according to the Scriptures the Word 
was made flesh, let him be accursed.” 

In the twelfth canon, thus: “If any one 
does not confess that the Word of God [the 
Father] suffered in the flesh, and was cruci- 
fied in the flesh, and tasted death in the flesh, 
and became the First-born from the dead, ac- 
cording as [since] He is, as God, the Life and 
He that maketh alive, let him be accursed.” 

And the decree of the Council of Chalcedon, 
as cited by Evagrius, lib. 2; cap. 4, reads thus: 
“Following, then, the holy fathers, we confess 
one and the same Son, our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and we all set forth with one voice that the 
same is perfect in deity and the same perfect 
in humanity; that the same is truly God and 
truly man, consisting of a rational soul and 
a body; that He is consubstantial with the 
Father as regards the deity, and that the 
same is consubstantial with us according to 
the humanity; that He is in all respects like 
us, excepting sin; that He was begotten be- 
fore the world out of the Father according 
to the deity, but that the same person was 
in the last days born for us and for our sal- 
vation of Mary, the virgin and mother of God, 
according to the humanity; that one and the 
same Jesus Christ, the Son, the Lord, the 
Only-begotten, is known in two natures, with- 
out being commingled, without being changed, 
without being taken apart [or divided], with- 
out being segregated, the difference of the 
natures being in no wise abolished on account 
of the [personal] union, but the peculiarity of 
each nature being rather preserved, and run- 
ning together into one person and subsistence; 
not as divided or torn into two persons, but 
one and the same only-begotten Son, God the 
Word and the Lord Jesus Christ [we acknowl- 
edge one single Christ our Lord, who is at 
once the only-begotten Son, or the Word of 
the Father, and also true man]; as the 
prophets of old and the Christ Himself have 
taught us concerning Him, and the symbol of 
the fathers has handed down to us.” 

Thus, too, the Tenth Synodical Epistle of 
Leo (to Flavianus, cap. 3, fol. 92) [which the 
Council of Chalcedon regarded as equal to an 
instruction] says: “[The personal union has 
taken place in this manner, that] The pecul- 
iarity of each nature being unimpaired [re- 
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rice . 
maining unmingled and unchanged], and com- 
ing together into one person, there has been 
assumed by [divine] Majesty [human] lowli- 
ness, by [divine] Power [human] weakness, 
by Eternity [the eternal divine Being] mor- 
tality [the human, mortal nature] (abstract 
for the concrete), and for the purpose of pay- 
ing the debt of our condition, the [immortal] 
nature that cannot suffer has been united to 
the [human] nature that can suffer, so that 
our one and the same Mediator could both die 
according to one, and could not die according 
to the other [in order that our single Medi- 
ator, since according to the one nature, 
namely, the divine, He could not die, might 
die for us according to the other, namely, the 
human ].” 

Likewise (cap..4, fol. 93): “He who is true 
God, the same is true man, since both the 
humility of man and the loftiness of God are 
reciprocal [exist together in one person]. For 
just as God does not change by pity [when 
from pity for us He assumes the human na- 
ture], so man is not consumed by divine dig- 
nity [and glory]; for each form [nature] 
does what is peculiar to it, in communion with 
the other — namely, the Word working what 
belongs to the Word [the Son of God], and 
the flesh executing what belongs to the flesh. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1111.] 

One of these flashes forth in the miracles, the 
other sinks beneath injuries [and still there 
is one single Mediator, God and man]. He is 
God, because [through this, for this, and be- 
cause of this, that] in the beginning was the 
Word, and God was the Word, by whom all 
things were made. He is man, because 
[through this, for this, and because of this, 
that] the Word was made flesh, and because 
He was made of a woman. Also, because of 
[to indicate] this unity of the person which 
is to be understood in both natures, we read 
that the Son of Man descended from heaven 
when the Son of God assumed flesh of the 
Virgin Mary.” 

And again (cap. 5, fol. 93): “The Son of 
God is said to have been crucified and buried, 
although He suffered these things not in His 
very divinity, by which He is consubstantial 
with the Father, but in the infirmity of [His 
assumed] human nature.” 

So far the words of the two councils, of 
Ephesus and of Chalcedon, with which also 
_ all the other holy fathers agree. 


This is precisely what the learned men in 
our schools have thus far desired to indicate 
and declare by the words abstract and con- 
crete, to which this book [of Concord in the 
present instance] also has reference in a few 
words (see above, p. 1029) [when it is stated]: 
All of which the learned know well; which 
words must necessarily be retained in their 
true sense in the schools. 

For concrete terms are words of such a 
kind as designate the entire person in Christ, 
such as God, man. But abstract terms are 
words by which the natures in the person 
of Christ are understood and expressed, as 
divinity, humanity. : 
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According to this distinction it is correctly 
said in concreto: God is man, man is God. 
On the other hand, it is speaking incorrectly 
when one says in abstracto: Divinity 1s 
humanity, humanity is divinity. 

The same rule applies also to the essential 
attributes, so that the attributes of the one 
nature cannot be predicated of the other na- 
ture in abstracto, as though they were attri- 
butes also of the other nature. Therefore the 
following expressions are [would be] false and 
incorrect if one were to say: “The human 
nature is Omnipotence, is from eternity.” 
Just as the attributes themselves cannot be 
predicated of one another, as if one would 
say: Mortalitas est immortalitas, et e con- 
tra; “Mortality is immortality,” and immor- 
tality is mortality; for by such expressions 
the distinction of the natures and their attri- 
butes is abolished, they are confounded with 
one another, changed one into the other, and 
thus made equal and alike. 

But since we must not only know and firmly 
believe that the assumed human nature in 
the person of Christ has and retains to all 
eternity its essence and the natural essential 
attributes of the same, but it is a matter of 
especial importance, and the greatest conso- 
lation for Christians is comprised therein, 
that we also know from the revelation of the 
Holy Scriptures, and without doubt believe 

[Concordia Trigtotta, p. 1113.] 

the majesty to which this His human nature 
has been elevated in deed and truth by the 
personal union, and of which it thus has be- 
come personally participant, as has been ex- 
tensively explained in the Book of Concord; 
accordingly, and in order that likewise every 
one may see that also in this part the book 
mentioned has introduced no new, strange, 
self-devised, unheard-of paradowa and expres- 
sions into the Church of God, the following 
Catalog of Testimonies — first of all from the 
Holy Scriptures, and then also of the ancient, 
pure teachers of the Church, especially, how- 
ever, of those fathers who were most eminent 
and leaders in the first four Ecumenical 
Councils — will clearly show, from which it 
may be understood how they have spoken con- 
cerning this subject. 

And in order that the Christian reader may 
the more readily find his way through them 
and get his bearing, they have been arranged 
under several distinct heads as follows: 


1K 


First, that the Holy Scriptures, as also 
the fathers, when they speak of the majesty 
which the human nature of Christ has re- 
ceived through the personal union, employ 
the words communicatio, communio, partici- 
patio, donatio, traditio, subiectio, ewaltatio, 
dari, ete., that is, of the words “communica- 
tion,” “communion,” “sharing,” “bestowed and 
given,” ete. 

Dan. 7,13: Behold, one like the Son of Man 
came with the clouds of heaven, and came to 
the Ancient of Days, and they brought Him 
near before Him; and there was given Him 


Catalog of Testimonies. 


dominion, and glory, and a kingdom, that all 
people, nations, and languages should serve 
Him. His dominion is an everlasting domin- 
ion, which shall not pass away, and His king- 
dom that which shall not be destroyed. 

John 18,3: Jesus knowing that the Father 
had given all things into His hands. 

Matt. 11,27: All things are delivered unto 
Me of My Father. 

Matt. 28,18: All power is given unto Me 
in heaven and in earth. 

Phil, 2,9: God hath given Him a name 
which is above every name, that at the name 
of Jesus every knee should bow, of things in 
heaven, and things in earth, and things under 
the earth. 

[Phil. 2,9: Wherefore God also hath highly 
exalted Him.] 

Eph. 1,22: And hath put all things under 
His feet [Ps. 8,6]; 1 Cor. 15, 27; Heb. 2, 8. 


EUSEBIUS (Demonstr. Evang., 1. 4, ¢. 13, 
p. 169, ed. Paris, 1628): The Word, however, 
communicates what is of His own to man, but 
does not receive, in turn, that which is from 
the mortal; and He imparts the divine power 
to the mortal, but is not led, in turn, into a 
participation of the mortal [the Word of the 
Father has of Himself communicated what 
was His to the assumed man; for He has 
communicated the divine power to the as- 
sumed mortal nature, but has not, in turn, 
assumed for Himself anything out of the mor- 
tal nature]. 

Again: He there makes this very One 
(man) worthy of the eternal life which is 
with Him, and of the communion in Deity 
and blessedness [that is, the Word has made 
the assumed man (concrete for the abstract) 
worthy of communion in the Deity, of eternal 
life and blessedness]. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1115.] 

ATHANASIUS, in a letter to Epictetus 
(tom. 1, op. p. 589, ed. Colon.), quoted also by 
Epiphanius against the Dimoeritae (Haeres., 
77; Contra Dimoeritas, t. 2, op. p. 1005, ed. 
Colon.): “Not in order to add to divinity did 
the Word become flesh, but in order that the 
flesh might rise up; not that the Word might 
be made better, He came forth from Mary; 
for rather was there a great addition to the 
human (body) from the communion and union 
with it of the Word.” [That is: For the 
Word did not become flesh in order that 
thereby something might be added to the 
divinity, nor that the Word should be brought 
into a better state, but from the communion 
and union of the Word with the human nature 
there has rather been added something greater 
to the human nature. ] 


EPIPHANIUS, in Haeresi, 69 (against the 
Ariomanites), p. 344 (p. 805, ed. Colon.): “It 
is manifest that the flesh which was of Mary 
and came of our race was also transformed 
into glory (in the transfiguration), having 
acquired, in addition, the glory of the God- 
head, heavenly honor and perfection and 
glory, which the flesh did not have from the 
beginning, but received there in the wnion 
with God the Word.” 
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CYRIL, in lib. 5, Dialog. (t. 5, p. 562, ed. 
Paris, 1638): ‘How, then, does the flesh of 
Christ quicken?” And he replies: “According 
to [On account of] the union with the living 
Word, which is accustomed to communicate 
the endowments of His nature to His own 
body.” 

THEODORET, Eph. 1 (t. 3, p. 297, ed. Paris, 
1642): “However, that the nature assumed 
from us is participant of the same honor with 
Him who assumed it, so that no difference in 
worship appears, but the divinity which is 
not seen is worshiped through the nature 
which is seen,—this surpasses every miracle.” 


DAMASCENUS, in Book 3, Of the Orthodox 
Faith, chaps.7,15: “And this [the divine na- 
ture] [communicates or] imparts of its own 
excellences to the flesh, itself remaining im- 
passible, and not sharing in the passions [suf- 
ferings] of the flesh. 

Also, chap. 19: The flesh has communion 
with the operating divinity of the Word, be- 
cause the divine operations are executed as 
through the organ of the body, and because 
He that works both in a divine and human 
fashion is one. For it is necessary to know 
that just as His holy mind performs also His 
natural operations, etc., it participates in the 
divinity of the Word, that works and ar- 
ranges and governs, perceiving and knowing 
and determining everything [the entire uni- 
verse], not as the mere mind of man, but as 
being made one in person with God, and as 
being constituted the mind of God. 


II. 


That Christ has received this majesty in 
time, moreover, not according to the divinity, 
or the divine nature, but according to His 
assumed human nature, or according to the 
flesh, as man, or as the Son of Man, humani- 
tus, ratione corporis seu humanitatis, pro- 
pter carnem, quia homo aut filius hominis 
[humanly, with respect to His body or hu- 
manity, on account of the flesh, because He 
is man or the Son of Man]: 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 111T7.] 

Heb. 1,3: When He had by Himself purged 
our sins, [He] sat down on the right hand of 
the Majesty on high. 

Heb. 2, 8.9: But now we see not yet all 
things put under Him. But we see Jesus, who 
was made a little lower than the angels, for 
the suffering of death crowned with glory and 
honor. 

Luke 22,69: Hereafter shall the Son of 
Mam sit on the right hand of the power of God. 

Luke 1, 32. 33: The Lord God shall give 
unto Him the throne of His father David; 
and He shall reign over the house of Jacob 
forever, and of His kingdom there shall be 
no end. 

John 5, 26, 27: He hath given to the Son 
to have life in Himself, and hath given Him 
authority to execute judgment also, because 
He is the Son of Man. 


ATHANASIUS, quoted by Theodoret, Dia- 
log 2, p. 330: “Now, whatever Scripture says 
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that the Word received [in time], and as to 
whatever He was glorified, it says on account 
of His humanity, and not on account of His 
divinity. 

ATHANASIUS, in the Oration against the 
Arians, 2 and 4 (f. 347. 490 f. 492, ed. Colon., 
1686): “Scripture does not mean that the 
substance of the Word has been exalted, but 
this refers to His humanity, and He is said to 
be exalted’ on account of the flesh. For since 
it is His body, He Himself is properly said as 
man to be exalted and to receive something 
with respect to His body, according to hu- 
manity, because the body receives those things 
which the Word always possessed according 
to His own deity and perfection from the 
Father. He says, therefore, that as a man He 
received the power, which as God He always 
has. And He who glorifies others says, ‘Glo- 
rify Me,’ in order to show that He had a fle 
that lacked such things. And, therefore, whe 
the flesh of His humanity receives this glori- 
fication, He so speaks as though He Himself 
had received it. 

For we must bear in mind everywhere [in 
the Holy Scriptures] that none of those things 
which He says that He received, namely, in 
time, He received in such a way as though 
He had not had them; for, being God and 
the Word, naturally He had those things 
always. But now He says that He received 
them according to humanity, so that, His flesh 
in Himself receiving them, He might in future 
hand them over from out of His flesh to us to 
be firmly possessed.” 

The same, On the Assumed Humanity, 
against Apollinarius (pp. 603 and 611, ed. 
Colon., 1686): “When Peter says that Jesus 
was made of God Lord and Christ, He speaks 
not of His divinity, but of His humanity. 
His Word always was Lord, neither did He 
become Lord first after the cross, but His 
divinity made the humanity Lord and Christ.” 

Also: “Whatever Scripture says that the 
Son has received, it understands as having 
been received with respect to His body, and 
that that body is the first-fruits of the 
Church. Accordingly, God raised up and ex- 
alted His own body first, but afterwards the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1119.) 
members of His body.” By these words Atha- 
nasius explained what a little afterwards he 
applied in its way also to the entire Church. 


BASIL THE GREAT, Against Eunomius, 
lib. 4 (p. 769, ed. Paris): “That the Lord is 
celebrated, and receives a name above every 
name; also [that He says]: ‘All power is 
given unto Me in heaven and in earth; I live 
for the sake of the Father; Glorify Thou 
Me with the glory which I had with Thee be- 
fore the world was,’ etc., — must be under- 
stood of the imcarnation, and not of the 
Deity.” 

AMBROSE, lib. 5, De Fide, cap. 6 (tom. 2, 
p- 109): “You have learned that He can sub- 
ject all things to Himself undoubtedly ac- 
cording to the operation of Deity. Learn now 
that He receives, according to His flesh, all 
things as subjected to Him, as it is written, 
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Eph.1: According to the flesh, therefore, all 
things are delivered to Him as subject.” 

The same, lib. 5, cap.2 (p.99): “For God 
does not give to the apostles participation in 
His seat, but to Christ, according to His 
humanity, is given. participation in the divine 
seat.” 

And cap. 6 (p. 108): “In Christ our com- 
mon [human] nature, according to the flesh, 
has obtained the prerogative of the heavenly. 
seat.” 


CHRYSOSTOM, Heb. 1, Serm. 3, p. 117 
(tom.4; Homilies, 3, p. 1493): “[The Father 
has commanded] Saying with ‘respect to the 
flesh, And let all the angels of God worship 
Him.” 

THEOPHYLACT, on John 3 (p. 235; ed. 
Paris, 1631, f.605): “And He gave all things 
into the hand of the Son, according to hu- 
manity.” 

OECUMENIUS, from Chrysostom, Heb. 1 
(t. 2, op. p. 324, ed. 1631): “For as the Son 
is God, He’ has an eternal throne. ‘Thy 
throne,’ says God, ‘is forever and ever.’ For 
after the cross and passion He was deemed 
worthy of this honor not as God, but as man 
He received what He had as God.” And a 
little after: “As man He therefore hears, ‘Sit 
on My right hand.’ For as God He has eter- 
nal power.” 

CYRIL, lib. 9, Thesauri, cap. 3 (tom. 2, 
p. 110): “As man He ascended to the power 
of ruling.” 

The same, lib. 2, cap. 17: “As man He 
sought His glory which He always had as 
God. Neither are these things said by Him 
as though He had ever been destitute of His 
own glory, but because He wished to bring 
His own temple into the glory which He 
always has as God.” 

The same, lib. 2, Ad Reginas: “That He 
received glory, power, and rule over all things 
must be referred to the conditions [proper- 
ties] of hwmanity.” 

THEODORET, on Ps. 2 (t. 1, p. 242): 
“Though Christ as God is Lord by nature, 
He receives universal power also as man. 

On Ps-1ll0 (t. 1, p. 242): ““Sit Thou at 
My right hand,’ — this was said according to 
the human nature. For as God He has eter- 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1121.] 
nal dominion, so as man He has received what 
He had as God. As man, therefore, He hears 
[what is said to Him], ‘Sit at My right hand.’ 
For as God He has eternal dominion.” 

The same, on Heb. 1 (t.2, p. 154): “Christ 
always received from the angels worship and 
adoration, for He always was God. But now 
they are adoring Him also as man.” 


LEO, Epist. 23 (fol. 99; Ep. [23 and 83] 
46 and 97, ff. 261 and 317, ed. Lugd., 1700), 
treating of Eph. 1, says: “Let the adversaries 
of the truth declare when or according to 
what nature the almighty Father raised His 
Son above all things, or to what substance 
[nature] He subjected all things. For to the 
Deity, as to the Creator, all things have al- 
ways been subject. If power was added to 
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Him, if Sublimity was exalted, it was inferior 
to Him who exalted, and did not have the 
riches of that nature of whose liberality it 
stood in need. But a person holding such 
views Arius receives into his fellowship.” 


The same, Epist. 83 (fol. 134): “Although 
in Christ there is absolutely one and the same 
person of the divinity and the humanity, 
nevertheless we understand that exaltation 
and the name above every name pertain to 
that form which was to be enriched by the 
increase of so great a glorification. For by 
incarnation nothing had been withdrawn from 
the Word which would be returned to it by 
the gift of the Father. But the form of a 
servant is human humility, which has been 
exalted to the glory of divine power, so that 
divine things were not to be done without the 
man, nor human things without God.” 


In the same place: “Whatever Christ has 
received in time He has received as man, upon 
whom are conferred those things which He 
did not have. For, according to the power of 
the Word, the Son also has all things that 
the Father has, without a difference.” 


VIGILIUS, lib. 5, Against Hutyches (Ep. 
66 sq., ed. Divion., 1664.4): “The divine na- 
ture does not need to be elevated to honors, 
to be increased by advancements of dignity, 
to receive the power of heaven and earth by 
the merit of obedience. Therefore, according 
to the nature of the flesh He acquired these 
things who according to the nature of the 
Word never lacked any of them. For had the 
Creator no power and dominion over His 
creature, that in the last times He should ob- 
tain them as a gift?” 


NICEPHORUS, lib. 1, cap. 36 (fol. 86): 
“Christ is seen by His disciples on the moun- 
tain in Galilee, and there He affirms that 
the highest power of heaven and earth has 
been delivered Him, namely, according to 
humanity.” 


1K, 


That, first of all, the Holy Scriptures, and 
then also the holy fathers of the ancient pure 
Church, speak concerning this mystery also 
per vocabula abstracta, that is, in such words 
as expressly indicate the human nature in 
Christ, and refer to the same in the personal 
union, namely, that the human nature actu- 
ally and truly has received and uses such 
majesty: 

John 6, 54.55: Whoso eateth My flesh and 
' drinketh My blood hath eternal life.... For 
My flesh is meat indeed, and My blood is drink 
indeed. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1123.] 

1 John 1,7: The blood of Jesus Christ, His 
Son, cleanseth us from all sin. 

Heb. 9,14: The blood of Christ, who through 
the eternal Spirit offered Himself without spot 
to God, purges your conscience from dead 
works to serve the living God. 

Matt. 26, 26—28: Take, eat; this is My 
body.... Drink ye all of it; for this is My 
blood of the new testament. 
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EUSTACHIUS, quoted by Theodoret, Dia- 
log 2 (p.40): “Therefore he prophesied that 
He [Christ the man, the human nature of 
Christ] would sit upon a holy throne, signi- 
fying that He has made Himself known as 
sharing the throne with the most Divine 
Spirit, on account of God’s dwelling insepa- 
rably in Him.” <¢ 

The same, quoted in Gelasius: “The man 
Christ, who increased in wisdom, age, and 
favor, received the dominion of all things.” 


The same, in the same place: “Christ, in 
His very body, came to His apostles, saying: 
‘All power is given unto Me in heaven and 
in earth’; which power the external temple 
received, and not God [namely, according to 
His divinity], who built that temple [of His 
body] of extraordinary beauty.” 


ATHANASIUS, On the Arian and the Cath- 
olic Confession (t. 2, op. p. 579, ed. Colon.) : 
“God was not changed into human flesh or 
substance, but in Himself glorified the nature 
which He assumed, so that the human, weak, 
and mortal flesh and nature advanced to [ob- 
tained] divine glory, so as to have all power 
in heaven and in earth, which it did not have 
before it was assumed by the Word.” 


The same (l. c., pp. 597 and 603), On the 
Assumed Humanity, against Apollinarius 
(p. 530): “Paul, Phil.2, speaks of a [His] 
temple which is His body. For not He who 
is the Highest, but the flesh, is exalted; and 
to his flesh He gave a name which is above 
every name, that at the name of Jesus every 
knee should bow, and every tongue confess 
that Jesus Christ is the Lord, to the glory of 
the Father. And he adds a general rule: 
When Scripture speaks of the glorification of 
Christ, it speaks of the flesh, which has re- 
ceived glory. And whatever Scripture says 
that the Son has received, it declares with 
respect to His humanity, and not to His 
divinity; as, when the apostle says that in 
Christ dwelleth all the fulness of the God- 
head bodily, we must understand that this 
fulness dwells in the flesh of Christ.” 


The same, quoted by Theodoret, Dialog 2 
(t. 3, p. 286): “‘Sit on My right hand,’ has 
been said to the Lord’s body.” Also: “Tt is 
therefore the body to which He says, ‘Sit on 
My right hand.’ ” 


ATHANASIUS, On the Incarnation, as 
quoted in Cyril in his Defense of the 8th An- 
athema, and in his book, On the True Faith 
to the Queens: “If any one says that the flesh 
of our Lord as that of a man is inadorable, 
and is not to be worshiped as the flesh of the 
Lord and God, him the Holy Catholic Church 
anathematizes.” 

[Concordia Triglotta, p.1125.] 

The same, On Humanity Assumed (p. 608, 
ed. Colon.): “Whatever Scripture says that 
the Son has received, it understands as hay- 
ing been received with respect to His body, 
and that this body is the first-fruits of the 
Church. The Lord therefore first raised and 
exalted His body, but afterward also the mem- 
bers of His body.” 


302 


HILARY, lib. 9 (p. 136): “That thus the 
man- Jesus remained in the glory of God the 
Father, if the flesh had been wnited to the 
glory of the Word, and the assumed flesh pos- 
sessed the glory of the Word.” (Concrete for 
abstract. ) 


EUSEBIUS OF EMISSA,-in his homily on 
the Sixth Holiday after Easter (Feria 6, 
paschatos in homiliis 5, patrum, p. 297): “He 
who, according to His divinity, had always, 
with the Father and the Holy Ghost, power 
over all things, now also according to His 
humanity has received power over all things, 
so that this man who suffered not long ago 
rules over heaven and earth, yea, does here 
and there whatever He wishes.” 


GREGORY OF NYSSA, quoted by Gela- 
sius and Theodoret, Dialog 2 (t. 2., p. 333) : 
“<Therefore, being exalted to the right hand 
of God’ [Acts 2,33]. Who, then, was exalted \& 
The lowly one or the Highest? But what is 
lowly if not the human? What else besides 
the divine is the Highest? But God, being 
the Highest, does not need to be exalted. 
Therefore, the apostle says that the human 
[nature] was exalted, and that it was exalted 
by becoming Lord and Christ. Therefore, by 
the words He has made the apostle does not 
express the premundane [eternal] subsistence 
of the Lord, but the advancement of that 
which is low to the Highest, namely, to the 
right hand of God.” 

And shortly afterwards: “Because the right 
hand of God, the Creator of all things that 
exist, which is the Lord, by whom all things 
were made, and without whom nothing of 
those things that were made subsist, has it- 
self, through the union, raised up to its own 
height the man who has been united with it.” 


BASIL THE GREAT, Against EBunomius, 
lib. 2, p. 661: “[When Peter, Acts 2, says: ] 
‘God hath evidently made that same Jesus 
whom ye have crucified both Lord and Christ,’ 
by the demonstrative word [that same] he ap- 
plies himself almost entirely to His human 
nature, seen by all.” Shortly afterwards: 
“So that in saying, ‘God hath made Him both 
Lord and Christ,’ he says that power and do- 
minion over all things were entrusted to Him 
[to the humanity] by the Father.” 


EPIPHANIUS, Against the Ariomanites 
(p.'3827,, t. 13° fol. 728, ed. Paris; 1638)): 
“TPeter, by adding:] ‘This same Jesus whom 
ye crucified’ [indicates the incarnation of the 
Lord, and it is manifest that he is speaking 
of the flesh], in order that the holy incarnate 
dispensation might not be left by the impas- 
sible and uncreated Word, but might be united 
above to the uncreated Word. On this ac- 
count God made that which was conceived of 
Mary and united to Deity both Lord and 
Christ.” 

AMBROSE, lib. 3, cap. 12, Of the Holy 
Ghost (t. 2, p. 157 [fol. 765, ed. Colon.]) : 
“The angels adore not only the divinity of 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1127.] 
‘Christ, but also His footstool.” And after- 
wards: “The prophet says that the earth 
which the Lord Jesus took upon Himself in 
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the assumption of flesh is to be adored. 
Therefore by footstool the earth is under- 
stood, but by earth the flesh of Christ, which 
we to-day also adore in the mysteries, and 
which the apostles adored in the Lord Jesus, 
as we have said above.” 


AUGUSTINE, Of the Words of the Lord, - 
Discourse 58 (t. 10, p. 217): “If Christ is 
not God by nature, but a creature, He is 
neither to be worshiped nor adored as God. 
But to these things they will reply and say: 
Why, then, is it that you adore with His 
divinity His flesh, which you do not deny to 
be a creature, and are no less devoted to it 
than to Deity?” 


The same, on Ps. 99, 5 (t. 8, p. 1103): 
“Worship His footstool.’ His footstool is 
the earth, and Christ took upon Him earth 
of earth, because flesh is of earth; and He 
received flesh of the flesh of Mary. And be- 
cause He walked here in this very flesh, He 
also gave this very flesh to be eaten by us for 
salvation. But no one eats that flesh unless 
He has first worshiped it. Therefore the way 
has been found how such footstool of the Lord 
may be worshiped, so that we not only do not 
sin by worshiping, but sin by not worship- 
ing.” 

CHRYSOSTOM, on Heb. 2. (p. 125): “For 
its really great and wonderful and full of 
awe that our flesh should be seated above, 
and be worshiped by angels and archangels 
and by the seraphim and cherubim. Reflect- 
ing upon this, I am often entranced [seem to 
be beside myself].” 


The same, on 1 Cor. 10 (p. 174, t. 6, p. 740, 
and t. 5, p. 261, ed. Frankf.): “This body, 
even when lying in the manger, the Magi 
worshiped, etc.; and they took a long jour- 
ney; and having come, they worshiped with 
much fear and trembling.” 


The same, in Epist. 65 to Leo: “Let us 
learn to know which nature it is to which 
the Father said, Share My seat. It is that 
nature to which it has been said, ‘Dust thou 
art, and unto dust shalt thou return.’ ” 


THEOPHYLACT, from Chrysostom, on 
chap. 28 of Matt. (p. 311 [ed. Lutet., 8, 1631, 
fols. 184. 605]): “Since the hwman nature, 
but recently condemned, united in person with 
God the Word, is seated in heaven, worshiped 
by angels, He says properly: ‘All power is 
given unto Me in heaven.’ For also the 
human nature, which but recently served, 
now in Christ rules over all things.” 


The same, on chap. 3 of John: “He has also 
given all things into the hand of the Son, 
according to His humanity.” 


CYRIL, On the Incarnation, cap. 11 (t. 4, 
p. 241; t. 5, p. 695): “The Word introduced 
Himself into that which He was not, in order 
that the nature of man also might beeome 
what it was not, resplendent, by its union, 
with the grandeur of. divine majesty, which 
has been raised beyond nature rather than 
that it has cast the unchangeable God beneath 
[its] nature.” 
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[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1129.] 

Council of Ephesus (Cyril, t. 4, p. 140 
{Apologet, adv. Orient., t. 6, fol. 196]), in 
Canon 11: “If any one does not confess that 
the flesh of the Lord is quickening, because 
it was made the Word’s own, who quickens 
all things, let him be anathema.” 

Cyril also (ibid., p. 140; t. 4, p.85), in his 
explanation of this anathematization, says 
that Nestorius was unwilling to ascribe quick- 
ening to the flesh of Christ, but explained the 
passages in John 6 as referring to the divinity 
alone.” 

THEODORET, Dialog 2: “And it (the body 
of the Lord) was deemed worthy of the seat 
on the right hand, and is worshiped by every 
creature, as it is called the body of the Lord 
of Nature [the body of God].” 

The same, on Ps.8: “Such honor, namely, 
dominion over the universe, the human nature 
in Christ has received of God.” 

LEO (fol. 94 [Ep. 25, fol. 246]), Epist. 11: 
“It is a promotion of that which is assumed 
[man], and not of Him who assumes [God], 
that God has exalted Him, and given Him 
a name which is above every name, that at 
the name of Jesus every knee should bow, and 
every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, 
to the glory of God the Father.” 

DAMASCENUS, lib. 3, cap. 18 (p. 251): 
“Therefore His [Christ’s] divine will was both 
eternal and omnipotent, etc. But His hwman 
will not only began in time, but also endured 
natural and unblamable affections, and indeed 
was not omnipotent by nature; but as it has 
truly and by nature become the will of God 
the Word, it is also omnipotent.” This means, 
as explained by a commentator: “The divine 
will has, by its own nature, the power to do 
all things which it wishes; but Christ’s 
human will does not have power to do every- 
thing by its nature, but as united to God the 
Word.” 

The same, cap. 19: “The flesh has com- 
munmon with the operating divinity of the 
Word, because the divine operations are ac- 
complished as through the organ of the body, 
and because He that works both in a divine 
and human fashion is one. For it is neces- 
sary to know that His holy mind works also 
its natural operations, etc., shares in the 
working and managing and guiding divinity 
of the Word, understanding and knowing and 
managing everything [the entire universe], 
not as the mere mind of a man, but as per- 
sonally united with God and being constituted 
the mind of God.” 

The same, in the same book, cap.21: “The 
human nature does not essentially possess 
knowledge of the future; but the soul of the 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1131.] 
Lord, on account of the union with the Word 
Himself and the personal identity, was, apart 
from the other divine criteria, rich also in 
knowledge of the future.” 

At the end of the chapter: “We say that 
this Master and Lord of all creation, the one 
Christ, who is at the same time God and man, 
knows also all things. For in Him are hid 
all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” 
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NICEPHORUS, lib. 18, cap. 36: “Christ is 
seen by His disciples on the mountain in Gali- 
lee, and there asserts that the highest power 
in heaven and in earth has, by the Father, 
been delivered Him, namely, according to His 
human nature.” 


IV. 


That the Holy Scriptures and the fathers 
have understood this majesty which Christ 
has received in time not only of created gifts 
de finitis qualitatibus, but of the glory and 
majesty of divinity belonging to God, to which 
His human nature, in the person of the Son 
of God, has been exalted, and thus has received 
the power and efficacy of the divine nature 
which are peculiar to the Deity. 

John 17,5: And now, O Father, glorify 
Thou Me with Thine Own Self, with the glory 
which I had with Thee before the world was. 

Col. 2,9: In Him dwelleth all the fulness 
of the Godhead bodily. 

HILARY, On the Trinity, lib. 3 (p. 28): 
“The Word made flesh prayed that that which 
was from time [had a beginning in time] 
might receive the glory of that brightness 
which is without time.” 


GREGORY OF NYSSA, quoted by Gelasius 
and Theodoret, Dialog 2, concerning the say- 
ing of Peter, Acts 2: “Being exalted by the 
right hand of God,” ete. (t. 2, p. 333 [al. 330]) : 
“This (right hand of God), through the union, 
raised to its own height the Man united to it.” 

The same, Concerning the Soul: “God the 
Word is never altered by the communion 
which He has with body and soul, neither is 
He partaker of their imperfection, but, trans- 
mitting to them the power of His divinity, 
He remains the same that He was even before 
the union.” 


BASIL THE GREAT, On the Holy Nativity 
of Christ (p.231): “In what manner is the 
Deity in the flesh? Just as fire in iron, not 
by transition, but by impartation. For fire 
does not run out to the iron, but, remaining 
in its place, imparts to it its own peculiar 
power, which is not diminished by the im- 


.partation, and fills the entire mass that be- 


comes partaker of it.” 


EPIPHANIUS, in Ancoratus (fol. 504 [fol. 
86, ed. Colon.]): “Strengthening an earthly 
body with divinity, He wnited it into one 
power, brought it into one divinity, being one 
Lord, one Christ — not two Christs, nor two 
Gods,” ete. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1133. 

CYRIL, on John, lib. 4, cap. 23: “You are 
not altogether unwise in denying that the 
flesh is quickening. For if it alone be under- 
stood, it can quicken nothing whatever, being 
itself in need of a quickener. But when you 
have examined the mystery of the incarnation 
with commendable care, and have learned to 
know the life dwelling in the flesh, yow will 
believe that, although the flesh is not able to 
do anything by itself, it has nevertheless be- 
come quickening. For since it has been united 
to the quickening Word, it has entirely been 
rendered quickening. For it [the flesh of 
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Christ] has not dragged down to its cor- 
ruptible nature the Word of God which has 
been joined to it, but has itself been elevated 
to the power of the better nature. Although, 
therefore, the nature of the flesh, inasmuch 
as it is flesh, cannot quicken, nevertheless it 
does this because it has received the entire 
operation of the Word. For the body not of 
Paul or of Peter or of others, but that of Life 
itself in which the fulness of the Godhead 
dwells bodily, can do this. Therefore, the 
flesh of all the others can do nothing, but 
only the flesh of Christ can quicken, because 
in it dwells the only-begotten Son of God.” 


AUGUSTINE, Against Felicianus the Arian, 
cap. 11: “I do not acknowledge that Deity ex- 
perienced the violence done His body in the 
same manner as we know that the flesh was 
glorified by the majesty of Deity.” 


THEODORET, cap. Of Antichrist 
p. 411): “The Word that became man did 
not confer a partial grace upon the assumed: 
nature, but it pleased [God] that the whole 
fulness of Deity dwell in it.” 

The same, on Ps. 21, t. 1, p. 110: “If the 
assumed nature has been joined with the 
divinity which assumed it, it has also become 
participant and associate of the same glory 
and honor.” 

The same, on Heb. 1: “The human nature 
itself, after the resurrection, attained divine 
glory.” 

DAMASCENUS, lib. 3, capp. 7.15: “And 
this (the divine nature) imparts to the flesh 
its own excellences, itself [according to its 
nature] remaining impassible and not par- 
ticipating in the passions [stffferings] of the 

flesh.” 
V. 


That Christ as God has the same divine 
majesty in one way, namely, essentially and 
as His essential property, in and of Himself; 
but as man He has it in another mode, namely, 
not essentially in and of Himself, but because 
of, and according to, the mode of the personal 
union. 

John 14,6: I am the Life. 


John 5,26: He hath given to the Son to 
have life in Himself, ... because He is the 
Son of Man. 


CYRIL, lib. 12, Thesauri, cap. 15 
p. 167 [t. 5, ed. Paris, 1638]): 
one condition and property appertaining to 
the creature and another to the Creator, but 
our nature, assumed by the Son of God, has 
exceeded its measure, and by grace has been 
transferred into the condition of the One as- 
suming it.” 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1135.] 

The same, on John, lib. 2, cap. 144 (t. 1, 
p. 134 [t. 4, ed. Paris, 1638]): “Christ added 
the reason why He said that life and the 
power of judgment had been given Him by 
the Father, saying, Because He is the Son of 
Mam, in order that we may understand that 
all things were given Him as man. However, 
the only-begotten Son is not partaker of life, 
but is life by nature.” 


(t. 2, 


(t..2y9 


“There is + 
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The same, lib. 3, cap. 37 (t. 1, p. 181): “The 
body of Christ quickens, because it is the body 
of Life itself, retaining the power of the in- 
carnate Word, and full of the power of Him 
by whom all things are and live.” 

The same, lib. 4, cap. 14 (p. 201): “Since 
the flesh of the Savior was joined to the Word 
of God, who is Life by nature, it was rendered 
quickening.” 

And cap. 18 (p. 204): “My body I have 
filled with life, I have assumed mortal flesh; 
but since, being naturally the Life, I dwell 
in it [the flesh], I have transformed it alto- 
gether according to My life.” 

Cap. 24 (p.210): “The nature itself of the 
flesh cannot of itself quicken, neither is it 
understood to be alone in Christ, but it has 
united with it the Son of God, who is sub- 
stantially the Life. Therefore, when Christ 
calls His flesh quickening, He does not as- 
scribe the power of quickening to it in the 
same manner as to Himself or His own Spirit. 
For the Spirit quickens of Himself, to Whose 
power the flesh rises by the union. But how 


\this occurs we can neither understand with 


the mind nor express with the tongue, but we 
receive it in silence and firm faith.” 


The same, lib. 10, cap. 13 (p. 501): “The 


Alesh of life, having been made the flesh of 


the Only-begotten, has been brought to the 
power of life.” 

The same, lib. 11, cap. 21 (p. 552): “The 
flesh itself of Christ was not of itself holy, 
but, transformed in a certain manner by 
union with the Word to the power of the 
Word, it is the cause of salvation and sancti- 
fication to those who partake thereof. There- 
fore, we ascribe the efficacy of the divine work- 
ing not to the flesh as flesh, but to the power 
of the Word.” 

Lib. 6, Dialog. (t. 5, op. ed. cit.): “He is 
glorified by the Father, not because He is God, 
but since He was man; for, not having as 
the fruit of His own nature the power of 
working with divine efficacy, He received it 
in-a certain manner by the union and in- 
effable concurrence which God the Word is 
understood to have with humanity.” 

The same, On the True Faith, to Theodosius 
(p.278): “He has introduced His life into 
the assumed body by the very dispensation 
of the union.” 

In the same place (p. 279): “The Word 
quickens on account of the ineffable birth 
from the living Father. Yet we should see 
where the efficacy of divine glory is ascribed 
also to His own flesh.” Also: “We will con- 
fess that, with respect to the ability to 
quicken, earthly flesh is inoperative, so far 
as its own nature is concerned.” 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1137.] 

EPIPHANIUS, Against the Ariomanites, 
p. 337 (Haeres., 69; p.789, ed. Colon.): “For 
His human nature was not something subsist- 
ing apart by itself, neither did He speak with 
the divinity separated and the human nature 
existing apart, as though they were different 
persons, but with the human nature united 
with the divine (there being one consecra- 
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tion), and in the same even now knowing 
the most perfect things, it being now united 
in God and joined to the one Deity.” 


AUGUSTINE, Of the Words of the Lord, 
Discourse 58 (t. 10, pp. 217. 218): “I indeed 
adore the Lord’s flesh, yea, the perfect human- 
ity in Christ, for the reason that it has been 
assumed by the divinity and united to Deity, 
and I confess not that there are two different 
persons, but that the one and the same Son 
of God is God and man. In a word, if you 
separate man from God, I never believe nor 
serve Him.” 

Also: “If any one disdain worshiping 
humanity, not naked or alone, but united to 
divinity, namely, the one Son of God, true 
God and true man, he will die eternally.” 


The same, De Civitate, lib. 10, cap. 24: 
“The flesh of Christ, therefore, does not of 
itself cleanse believers, but through the Word, 
by which it has been assumed.” 


, COUNCIL OF EPHESUS, Canon 11 (in 
Cyril, t. 6, p. 196): “If any one does not con- 
fess that the Lord’s flesh is quickening, for 
the reason that it was appropriated to the 
Word that quickens all things, let him be 
anathema.” 


THEOPHYLACT, on John 3 (pp. 605. 184, 
ed. cit.): “And He has given all things into 
the hand of the Son, according to humanity. 
But if [also] according to divinity, what is 
meant? The Father has given all things to 
the Son by reason of nature, not of grace.” 


The same, on Matt. 28: “If you would 
understand the declaration: ‘All power is 
given unto Me in heaven and in earth,’ as 
spoken of God the Word, the meaning will 
be that both the unwilling and willing now 
acknowledge Me as God, who before served 
Me after the manner of involuntary obedi- 
ence. But as spoken of the human nature, 
understand it thus: I,-previously the con- 
demned nature, but being God according to 
the unconfused union wtth the Son of God, 
have received power over all things.” 


DAMASCENUS (lib. 3, cap.17): “For not 
according to its [the flesh’s] own operation, 
but by the Word united to it, He wrought 
divine things, the Word displaying through 
it His own operation. For glowing iron burns 

[Concordia Triglotta, p.1139.] 
not by possessing in a natural manner the 
power to burn, but by possessing this from 
its union with the fire. Therefore in itself 
it was mortal, and on account of its personal 
union to the Word, quickening.” 

The same (cap. 18): “His [Christ’s] divine 
will was both eternal and omnipotent, etc. 
But His human will not only began in time, 
but also endured natural and unblamable 
affections, and naturally was not indeed om- 
nipotent; but as truly and by nature it has 
become the will also of God the Word, it is 
also omnipotent.” This is, as explained by 
a commentator: “The divine will has, by its 
own nature, the power to do all things which 
it wishes;. but Christ’s human will does not 

Book of Concord. 
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have power to do everything by its nature, 
but as united to God the Word.” 

The same, in the same book, cap.21: “The 
human nature does not possess essentially 
the knowledge of the future; but the soul of 
the Lord, on account of the union with the 
Word and the personal identity with the 
same, was, apart from other divine criteria, 
rich also in the knowledge of the future.” 

And at the end of the chapter: “We say 
that the one Christ, Master, and Lord of all 
creation, at the same time God and man, 
knows also all things. For in Him are hid 
all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge.” 

The same (lib. 2, cap.22): “For although 
it (the soul of the Lord) was of a nature that 
was ignorant of the future, nevertheless, being 
personally united to the Word, it had the 
knowledge of -all things, not by grace, but on 
account of the personal union.” 

Shortly afterwards: “And since in our Lord 
Jesus Christ the natures are distinct, the 
natural wills, that is, the powers of will, are 
also distinct.” 


Wale 


That now the divine nature powerfully 
manifests and actually exerts its majesty, 
power, and efficacy (which is and remains 
peculiar to the divine nature) in, with, and 
through the human nature personally united 
to it; which has such majesty because the 
entire fulness of the Godhead dwells person- 
ally in the assumed flesh and blood of Christ. 

Rom. 3,25: Whom God hath set forth to be 
a propitiation through faith in His blood. 

Rom. 5,9: Being now justified by His blood. 

Col. 1,20: Having made peace by the blood 


of His cross, by Him to reconcile all things 


to Himself. 7 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1141.] 

ATHANASIUS, Oration 4, Against the 
Arians (Hpist. ad Adelph. c. Arian, t. 1, 
p. 161, ed. Colon.): “Why should the body 
of the Lord not be worshiped when the Word, 
by stretching out His bodily hand, healed the 
one sick of a fever, and by uttering a human 
voice raised Lazarus, and by extending His 
hands upon the cross overthrew the prince of 
the air?” 

The same, Dialog 5, Of the Trinity (t. 2, 
op. f. 257): “God the Word, having been 
united to man, performs miracles, not apart 
from the human nature, but it has pleased 
Him to work His divine power through it 
and in it and with it.” 

And shortly afterwards: “And according to 
His good pleasure He renders the humanity 
perfect above its own nature, and did not pre- 
vent its being a rational living being [crea- 
ture, and a true human nature].” 

CYRIL, De Recta Fide ad Theodosium (t. 5, 
op.): “The soul, having obtained union with 
the Word, descended into hell; but, using its 
divine power and efficacy, it said to the fet- 
tered ones, Go forth.” 

The same, lib. 1, Ad Reginus: “Christ as 
God quickens through His own flesh.” 
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VII. 


And that this communication of the divine 
majesty occurs also in glory, without min- 
gling, annihilation, or denial of the human 
nature. 

Matt. 16,27: The Son of Man shall come in 
the glory of His Father. . 

And Acts 1,11: He shall so come in like 
manner as ye have seen Him go into heaven. 


ATHANASIUS, Dialog 5, Of the Trinity 
(t.2, £.257, ed. Colon.): “And according to 
His good pleasure He renders the humanity 
perfect above its own nature, and did not pre- 
vent its being a rational living being [crea- 
ture, and a true human nature].” 


THEOPHYLACT, from Chrysostom, on 
Matt. 28 (p. 184): “I, previously the con- 
demned nature, being God according to the 


unconfused union with the Son of God, have® 4 


received power over all things.” 


CYRIL, lib. 4, cap. 24 (t. 4, p. 377, and 
3, f. 783): “He has shown that His entire 
body is full of the quickening energy of the 
Spirit, not because it has lost the nature of 
flesh and been changed into the Spirit, but 
because, being united with the Spirit, it has 
acquired the entire power to quicken.” 

The same, Of the Incarnation, cap. 8: “In 
a coal, as an illustration, we can see how Gods 
the Word, united indeed to humanity, has 
transformed the assumed nature into its glory 
and efficacy. As fire adheres to wood, so has 
God been united to humanity in a manner 
that cannot be grasped, conferring upon it 
also the operation of His nature.” 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 11438.] 

THEODORET, Dialog 2 (t. 4, f. 82 and 112) : 
“And accordingly the body of the Lord arose 
incorruptible and impassible and immortal, 
and glorified with divine glory, and is wor- 
shiped by the heavenly powers. Nevertheless, 
it is a body, having the former circumscrip- 
tion.” 

The same, in Dialog 3, approves this sen- 
tence of Apollinarius: “If the mingling of 
fire with iron, which shows that iron is fire, 
so that it does also those things that belong 
to fire, does not change the nature of the iron, 
neither, therefore, is the union of God with 
the body a change of the body, although it 
furnishes the body with divine operations.” 


DAMASCENUS, lib. 3, cap.17: “The flesh 
of the Lord was enriched with divine opera- 
tions on account of its complete personal 
union with the Word, in no way having suf- 
fered loss with respect to those things that 
are by nature its own.” 

The same, lib, 2, cap. 22: “For although it 
(the soul of the Lord) was of a nature that 
was ignorant of the future, nevertheless, being 
personally united to God the Word, it had the 
knowledge of all things, not by grace, but on 
account of the personal union.” And shortly 
afterwards: “And since in our Lord Jesus 
Christ the natures are distinct, the natural 
wills, that is, the powers of will, are also 
distinct.” 
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VIII. 


Also, that, according to the nature and be- 
cause of the personal union, the human nature 


.is participant and capable of the divine maj- 


esty which belongs to God. 

Col. 2, 9. 3: In Him dwelleth all the ful- 
ness of the Godhead bodily. In whom are hid 
all the treasures of wisdom and knowledge. 


JUSTIN, in Eepositio Fidei, p. 182 [f. 389, 
ed. Colon., 1686]: “We do not say that He is 
in the Father as in the others; not because 
the essence that is in others is contracted, but 
because of the limited capacity of those who 
receive it not being sufficient for the admission 
of God.” 

Also: “For a defiled body does not receive 
rays of divinity.” 

And shortly afterwards: “Thus consider 
the Sun of Righteousness in substance equally 
present to all things, inasmuch as He is God; 
ut that we all, being weak and having eyes 
dimmed by the filth of sins, are incapable of 
receiving the light, yet that His own temple, 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1145.] 
His most pure eye, is capable of the splendor 
of all the light, as it has been formed by 
the Holy Ghost and is altogether separated 
from sin.” 

ORIGEN, De Principiis, lib. 2, cap. 6 (t. 1, 
op, f, 698 and 749, ed. Basil): “The entire soul 
of Christ receives the entire Word, and passes 
[is received] into His light and splendor.” 

Lib. 4: “The soul of Christ, united to the 
Word of God, has been fully capable of receiv- 
ing the Son of God.” 

AUGUSTINE, Ep. 57: “Although God is 
present entire to all creatures, and dwells es- 
pecially in believers, nevertheless they do not 
entirely receive Him, but, according to the 
difference in their capacity, some possess and 
receive Him more, and others less. But of 
our Head, Christ, the apostle says: In Him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead 
bodily.” : 

IX. 

Although it is known and undeniable that 
the Godhead, together with its divine majesty, 
is not to be locally circumscribed by the flesh, 
as though it were enclosed in a vessel, as 
Athanasius, Origen, Gregory of Nyssa, and 
others correctly wrote, and as also the Book 
of Coneord [p. 1019] expressly rejects as an 
error the teaching that the humanity of 
Christ has been locally expanded into all 
places, or that, by the personal union, the 
human nature in Christ has been transformed 
into an infinite essence, — nevertheless, since 
the divine and human natures are personally 
and inseparably united in Christ, the Holy 
Scriptures and the holy fathers testify that 
wherever Christ is, there is not half His per- 
son, or only one half, or only a part of His 
person, for instance, the divinity alone, sepa- 
rate and bare, minus and without His assumed 
humanity personally united thereto or sepa- 
rated from it, and outside of the personal 
union with the humanity; but that His en- 
tire person, namely, as God and man, accord- 
ing to the mode of the personal union with 
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‘ 
the humanity, which is an inscrutable mys- 
tery, is everywhere present in a way and 
measure which is known to God. 

Eph. 4,10: He ascended up far above all 
heavens, that He might fill all things. This 
Oecumenius explains thus: “For, indeed, He 
long ago filled all things with His bare 
divinity; and having become incarnate, that 
He might fill all things with His flesh, He 
descended and ascended.” 

And THEOPHYLACT, on the same passage 
(Comment. in Eph., p. 535, ed. Lond., 1636) : 
“In order that He might fill all things with 
His dominion and working, and that, in the 
flesh, since even before He filled all things 
with His divinity. These things, however, are 
against Paul of Samosata and Nestorius.” 

LEO, Epist. 10 (Hp. 24, cap. 5, p. 245, and 
in Serm., f. 121, ed. cit.): “The Church Cath- 
olic lives and advances in this faith, that in 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1147.] 
Christ Jesus there is believed neither the 
humanity without the true divinity nor the 
divinity without the true humanity.” 

The same, in Discourse 3, On the Passion: 
“This the catholic faith teaches, this it re- 
quires, that we know that in our Redeemer 
two natures have united, and that, while their 
properties remained, such a union of both sub- 
stances has occurred that, from the time in 
which the Word became flesh in the womb 
of the Blessed Virgin, we are not to think of 
God without this, that He is man; nor of 
man without this, that He is God.” 

In the same place: “Each nature, by dis- 
tinct operations, declares its genuineness, but 
neither separates itself from connection with 
the other; here nothing belonging to the one 
is lacking to the other; but God assumed the 
entire man, and so united Himself to man and 
man to Himself, that each nature is in the 
other, and neither passed into the other with 
the loss of its own attributes.” 

xa 

But since in this article such teaching is 
especially directed to the end that we may 
know where we should seek and may appre- 
hend the entire person of the Mediator, God 
and man, the Book of Concord, as also all 
other holy fathers, directs us, not to wood or 
stone or anything else, but to that to which 
Christ has pointed and directed us in and with 
His Word. 

CYRIL, Jib. 2, on John, cap. 32 (t. 3, p. 1063, 
ed. cit.): “The garments of Christ were di- 
vided into four parts, and His mantle alone 
remained undivided, which, I may say, was 
a sign of a mystery. For the four quarters 
of the world, brought to salvation, have shared 
the garment of the Word, that is, His flesh, 
among themselves in such a way that it has 
not been divided. For the Only-begotten, 
passing into each so as to be shared by each, 
and sanctifying their soul and body by His 
flesh, is in all indivisibly and entirely, since, 
being one, He is everywhere in no manner 
divided.” 

THEOPHYLACT, on John, cap. 19 (f. 825, 
ed.cit.): “Therefore the holy body of Christ 


) 
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is indivisible, being divided and distributed 
among the four quarters of the earth; for 
both being distributed among them individ- 
ually, and sanctifying the soul of each one 
with the body, the Only-begotten is by His 
own flesh entirely and indivisibly in all, being 
everywhere; for He has been in no wise 
divided, as Paul also exclaims.” 
CHRYSOSTOM (t. 4, p. 1773, ed. Basil. and 
t. 6, £.846, ed. Frankf.), Homil.17, Ad Hor., 
p. 16 (and Ambrose, cap. 10, Ad Hebraicos) : 
“Since He is offered up in many places, are 
there many Christs? Not at all. But the one 
Christ is everywhere, being completely here 
and completely there, one body. For as He 
who is offered in many places is one body, and 
not many bodies, so is He also one sacrifice. 


[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1149.] 

He is that High Priest of ours who has offered 
the sacrifice that cleanses us. We also now 
offer that which, having been then offered, was 
not consumed. This is done in remembrance 
of that which was then done. ‘This do,’ says 
He, ‘in remembrance of Me.’ For we do not 
make another sacrifice, as the high priest, but 
always the same. We rather bring about a re- 
membrance of the sacrifice.” (Note: Against 
the propitiatory sacrifice of the Mass of the 
Papists. ) 


Conclusion. 


Christian reader, these testimonies of the 
ancient teachers of the Church have been here 
set forth, not with this meaning that our 
Christian faith is founded upon the authority 
of men. For the true saving faith is to be 
founded upon no church-teachers, old or new, 
but only and alone upon God’s Word, which 
is comprised in the Scriptures of the holy 
prophets and apostles, as unquestionable wit- 
nesses of divine truth. But because fanatical 
spirits, by the special and uncanny craft of 
Satan, wish to lead men from the Holy Scrip- 
tures — which, thank God! even a common 
layman can now profitably read — to the writ- 
ings of the fathers and the ancient church- 
teachers as into a broad sea, so that he who 
has not read them cannot therefore precisely 
know whether they and their writings are as 
these new teachers quote their words, and thus 
is left in grievous doubt, — we have been com- 
pelled by means of this Catalogue to declare, 
and to exhibit to the view of all, that this 
new false doctrine has as little foundation in 
the ancient pure church-teachers as in the 
Holy Scriptures, but that it is diametrically 
opposed to it. Their testimonies they quote 
in a false meaning, contrary to the will of 
the fathers, just as they designedly and wan- 
tonly pervert the simple, plain, and clear 
words of Christ’s testament and the pure 
testimonies of the Holy Scriptures. On this 
account the Book of Concord directs every one 
to the Holy Scriptures and the simple Cate- 
chism; for he who clings to this simple form 
with true, simple faith provides best for his 
soul and conscience, since it is built upon a 
firm and immovable Rock, Matt. 7 and.17; 
Galassi LO. 
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- Visitation Articles. 


Article I. 
Of the Holy Supper. 


' The pure and true doctrine of our churches 
concerning the Holy Supper: 


I. That the words of Christ: Take, eat, this 
is My body; drink, this is My blood, are to 
be understood simply and according to the 
letter, as they read. 

II. That in the Sacrament there are two 
things which are given [tendered] and re- 
ceived with one another: one earthly, which 
is bread and wine; and one heavenly, which 
is the body and blood of Christ. 

III. That this [union, tendering and tak- 
ing] occurs here on earth, and not above in 
heaven. 

IV. That it [what is tendered and received ] 
is the true natural body of Christ which hung 
on the cross, and the true natural blood which 
flowed from the side of Christ. 

V. That the body and blood of Christ are 


received not only by faith spiritually, which 


can also occur outside of the Supper, but here 
with the bread and wine orally, yet in an 
inscrutable and supernatural manner [and 
that] for a pledge and assurance of the resur- 
rection of our bodies from the dead. 

VI. That the oral partaking of the body and 
blood of Christ is done not only by the worthy, 
' but also by the unworthy, who approach with- 
out repentance and true faith; nevertheless, 
with a different result: by the worthy for sal- 
vation, by the unworthy for judgment. 


Article II. 
Of the Person of Christ. 


The pure and true doctrine of our churches 
on this article concerning the Person 
of Christ: 


I. In Christ there are two distinct natures, 
the divine and the human. These remain to 
eternity unconfused and unseparated [insepa- 
rable (or undivided) ]. 

II. These two natures are personally so 
united with one another that there is only 
one Christ, [and] one person. 

III. Because of this personal union it is 
rightly said, and it is so also in deed and 
truth, that God is man, and man God, that 
Mary bore the Son of God, and God redeemed 
‘us with His own blood. 

IV. Through this personal union and the 
exaltation that followed upon it, Christ, ac- 
[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1153.) 
cording to His flesh, has been placed at God’s 
right hand, and has received all power in 
heaven and on earth, and has become partaker 
of all divine majesty, honor, power, and glory. 


f 


Article III. 
Of Holy Baptism. 


The pure and true doctrine of our churches. 
concerning this article of Holy Baptism: 


I. That there is but one Baptism and one 
washing [ablution] — not such as is wont to 


» remove the filth of the body, but [such as] 


washes us from sins. 

II. Through Baptism, as the washing of re- 
generation and renewing of the Holy Ghost, 
God saves us, and works in us such righteous- 
ness and cleansing from sins that he who per- 
severes in this covenant and confidence unto 
the end is not lost, but has eternal life. 


IIT. All who are baptized into Christ Jesus 
are baptized into His death, and through Bap- 
tism are buried with Him into His death, and 
have put on Christ. 

IV. Baptism is the washing of regeneration 
for the reason that in it we are born anew, 
and sealed with and graciously [by grace] 
given the Spirit of adoption. 

V. Except a man is born of water and the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of 
God. However, this does not refer to a case 
of necessity. ; 

VI. That which is born of the flesh is flesh, 
and by nature we all are the children of God’s 
wrath, for we are begotten of sinful seed and 
are all conceived in sins. 


Article IV. 


Of Predestination and the Eternal 
Providence of God. 


The pure and true doctrine of our churches 
concerning this article: 


I. That Christ has died for all men, and as 
the Lamb of God has borne the sins of the 
whole world. 

II. That God created no one for condemna- 
tion, but will have all men to be saved, and 
to come to the knowledge of the truth. 
[Therefore] He commands all to hear His 
Son Christ in the Gospel, and promises by it 
[through such hearing] the power and work- 
ing of the Holy Ghost for conversion and sal- 
vation. 

III. That many men are condemned [perish] 
by their own guilt, who are either unwilling 
to hear the Gospel of Christ, or again fall 
from grace, [whether] by error against the 
foundation or by sins against conscience. 

IV. That all sinners who repent are received 
into grace, and no one is excluded, even 
though his sins were as scarlet, since God’s 
mercy is much greater than the sins of all 
the ene and God has compassion on all His. 
works. ¥ 


Visitation Articles. 
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False and Erroneous Doctrine of the 
Calvinists 


Concerning the Holy Supper: 


. I. That the words of Christ cited above are 
to be understood in a figurative way, and not 
as they read. 

II. That in the Supper there are only bare 
signs, the body of Christ, however, being as 
far from the bread as the highest heaven is 
from the earth. 

HI. That Christ is present there only by 
His power and working, and not with His 
body, just as the sun is present and efficacious 
here below on earth by its brilliancy and work- 
ing, while the sun itself is above in the sky. 

IV. That it is a typicwm corpus, a figurative 
body, which is only signified and prefigured 
[by the bread and wine]. 

V. That it is received by faith alone, which 
soars [elevates itself] into heaven, and not 
orally. 

VI. That only the worthy receive it; the 
unworthy, however, who have not such faith 
as can ascend into heaven receive nothing but 
bread and wine. 


False and Erroneous Doctrine of the 
Calvinists 


Concerning the Person of Christ, 


which conflicts especially with the Third and 
Fourth Articles of the pure doctrine: 


I. In the first place, that the expression, 
“God is man,” and, “Man is God,” is figu- 
rative. 

II. That the human nature has communion 
with the divine not in deed and truth, but 
only in name and words. 

III. That it is impossible for God, with all 
His omnipotence, to cause the natural body 
of Christ to be at the same time [simulta- 
neously and instantaneously] in more than 
one place. 

IV. That by His exaltation Christ, accord- 
ing to His human nature, has received only 
created gifts and finite power, and neither 
knows nor can do all things. 

VY. That Christ, according to His human 


nature, rules absently, just as the King of 


Spain rules the new islands. 
VI. That it is damnable idolatry if the con- 
fidence and faith of the heart is placed in 
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Christ not only according to His divine, but. 
also according to His human nature, and the 
honor of adoration is directed to it [to both 
natures]. 


False and Erroneous Doctrine of the 
Calvinists 


Concerning Holy Baptism: 


I. That Baptism is an outward washing of 
water, whereby an inner washing [ablution] 
from sins'‘is only signified. 

II, That Baptism neither works nor confers 
regeneration, faith, the grace of God, and sal- 
vation, but only signifies and seals these. 

III. That not all who are baptized with 
water, but only the elect, receive therewith 
the grace of Christ or the gift of faith. 

[Concordia Triglotta, p. 1157.) 

IV. That regeneration occurs not in and at 
[with] Baptism, but not till afterwards in 
adult years, and in some [many] not until 
old age. 

V. That salvation depends not upon Bap- 
tism, and accordingly emergency baptism 
[baptism in case of necessity] should not be 
permitted in the Church, but if the service of 
the Church [of the ordinary ministry of the 
Church] cannot be obtained, the child should 
be allowed to die without Baptism. 

VI. That children of Christians are holy 
before Baptism and from their mothers’ 
wombs; yea, that while still in their mothers’ 
wombs they are [established] in the covenant 
of eternal life; otherwise holy Baptism could 
not be administered to them. 


False and Erroneous Doctrine of the 
Calvinists 


Concerning Predestination and the 
Providence of God: 


I. That Christ died, not for all men, but 
only for the elect. 

II. That God created the greater part of 
men for eternal condemnation, and is unwill- 
ing that they be converted and saved. 

III, That the elect and regenerate cannot 
lose faith and the Holy Ghost and be con- 
demned, even though they commit great sins 
and crimes of every kind. 

IV. That they who are not elect must be 
condemned, and cannot attain salvation, even 
though they be baptized a thousand times and 
daily go to the Lord’s Supper, and also live 
in as holy and irreproachable a way as ever 
possible. 
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[Following is the index of the ConcorpiA T'RIGLOTTA, the pages of which are in brackets everywhere 
indicated in this separate English edition. The figures preceding the comma refer to the pages, 


e.g., in the subject ‘Abel’ 175 and 383. 


The figures following the comma refer to the section or 


sections, indicated in the Latin text of the CoNcORDIA TRIGLOTTA. ] 


Abel, 175, 81; 383, 70. 

Ability, Human, extent of, 107f.; 333; 
783 f.; 863, 12; 881; limitations of, 337, 73; 
863, 11; 893, 32; insufficiency of, 129, 29; 
167; 121, 8; 191, 129; 277, 87; how new pow- 
ers are obtained, 901, 48; 1073, 29. 33; not 
through the Law, 965, 11. 

Errors: of Papacy, 225, 270; of Pelagians 
and Semi-Pelagians, 335, 68; 789, 9ff.; 865, 23. 

Ablutions, External, do not justify, 201, 
161 f. 169. 

Abomination, the papal mass an, 451, 26; 
1011, 109. 

Abraham, 147, 87; 175, 80; 207, 188; 209, 
199; 313, 19; 333,-61; 3881, 64; 427, 25f.; 
437, 49; 927, 33; 959, 23. 

Absolution. Not for investigation, but for 
remission of sins, 283, 8; the power of keys, 
281, 4; 491; 493; the promise of div. grace, 
or the Gospel, 199, 150; 261, 39; 249, 59; of 
the remiss’n of sins, 269, 61; 553, 16; whereby 
even unknown sins are forgiven, 283, 8; is 
not man’s word, but God’s voice, 69f.; 261, 
40; 281, 2; 553,16; its aid and comfort, 69 f.; 
199, 150; 261, 40; 4938; 1075, 38; cancels sin 
on earth and in heaven 261, 40. 

How to be Given. — Committed by Christ to 
the Church 493; may be given by any bishop, 
447, 13; in case of necessity, by a layman, 
523, 67: : 

How to be Received.— Through faith, 71, 4; 
199, 150; 249, 59; 263, 44; 269, 61; by the 
penitent, 49, XII; 521, 60; in communion of 
the Church, 693, 54; should be often used, 
249, 60. 

Its Relation to Confession, 269, 61. 69 f. 

Private Absolution, 47, XI; 281, 4; 495, 2; 
form for, 655, 2: f. 

False Forms and Doctrine, 349, 25. 26; 255, 
ie le fee 2Sis Zot. 485, 94, 

Abstract, use of term, 19. 

Abuse of divine name, 59, 1 ff.; 539, 3; 
593 ff.; of possessions and gifts of God, 683, 
21; of liberty, 329, 51; 533, 3. 

Abuses, 59 ff.; 355, 41; their origin, 59, 2; 
DDD, 403" results, Bb7, 430; 451, 22) 1; “vio- 
lently enforced, 185, 115; do not demand dis- 
use, 747, 59; how to be avoided, 1063, 2; 745, 
53; 755, 5. 

Access to God, 143, 81; 175, 74; 179, 94; 
181, 101; 189, 125; 193,:185; 197, 1483-208, 
169 £:; 207, 1938; 2238, 255. 

Accident. Use of term in doctrine of origi- 
nal sin, 785, 23; 877, 54 ff.; 879, 61. 

Account, Future, 35, 38; 131, 36. 


Acts, eliciting of, 109, 12; 35, 38; 273, 75. 

Adam. His original condition, 109, 17 ff.; 
867, 27; his fall and its consequences 43, 2; 
1055.25 1077 550 L090) 14s Il e24e S67, 13, 168 
A477, 1. 4; 497, 9; 867, 27; 871, 38; 1093, 90; 
his sin in us 171, 49. 

Adam and Hve. — Enthusiasts, 495, 5; 
497, 9; their punishment, 301, 58; no merit 
in their suffering, 265, 55; receive the first 
Gospel, 265, 53; their contrition, 265, 55. 

Children of Adam.— Their incapacity for 
good, 105, 2f.; 111, 26 ff.; 131, 35; their’ en- 
thusiasm, 497, 9; their punishment for origi- 
nal sin, 117, 46. 

The Old Adam. — What he is, 749, 66; in- 
heres even in believers, 805, 4; 965, 7; 967, 
18; 969, 24; entices to sin, 727, 102; dis- 
tressed by the cross, 717, 66; mortified and 
destroyed by the Holy Ghost 169, 49; 963, 7; 
through Baptism, 551, 12; 749, 65. 71; 751, 
77. 84; through faith, 941, 10; in repentance, 
263, 46; 751, 75; through the Law and its 
punishments, 805, 4; 969, 19. 24; through 
afflictions, 301, 60; restrained by fasting, 321, 
24; substance of, not entirely destroyed in 
conversion, 789, 14. 

Adiaphora, 829; 1053; human traditions, 
429, 27; monastic vows, 427, 21; when not 
to be surrendered, 829, 6; 831, 11 f.; 1053, 
5f.; 1055, 10 ff.; 1061, 28 ff.; Luther’s judg- 
ment concerning them, 1061, 24; to he ob- 
served sometimes for love’s sake, 329, 52; 
agreement in adiaphora with enemies of the 
Gospel, 831, 11; 1057, 15; 1061, 28. 

Admonition, fraternal, 659, 276. 

Adoption, 923, 25; 933,53; 961, 25; 1069, 
18; 1091, 87; errors of the Schwenckfeldians, 
841, 23; 1100, 31. 

Adoration of God, 393, 27; of the elements 
in Holy Supper rejected, 817, 40; 1015, 126. 

Adultery, 63, 18; 525, 75; 6387, 199) fi.; 
801, 19. 

Advantages, of afflictions, 301, 63; of 
daily catechetical instruction, 569, 9; of one’s 
neighbor, 669, 309. ; 

Aerius, 417, 96. 

Afflictions, benefits of, 301, 63; 311, 16. 
See Cross, Temptations, and Troubles. 

Agnoetae (Themistians), 1043, 75. 

Alexander of Macedon, 195, 140; 325, 34. 

Alexandria, divine service at, 69,41; shoe- 
maker of, 433, 38; ecclesiastical government 
at, 473, 9; 497, 3; 521, 62. 

Allegories afford no proof, 397, 35. 

Alloeosis of Zwingli, 1021, 21; 1027, 39f. 
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Alms. Include all works of love, 201, 163; 
are exercises of faith, 199, 157; commanded 
by God, 295, 42. 46; 311; 16; no price of re- 
demption, 195; a holy work of believers, 175, 
71; faith and ‘alms belong together, 201, 160f. 
163; have certain merit, 201, 157 f.; princely 
alms, 195, 142; have God’s blessing, 651, 252; 
alms of Church misused, 421, 5; 467, 16; 
527, 80. 

“Alone,” the exclusive ‘particle in justifi- 
cation, 141, 73 f.; 795, 10; 927, 36; 931, 43; 
933, 53. 

Altar, relation of Hebrew term to “mass,” 
413, 844.; establishment of altars, 321, 23; 
469, 26. 

Ambiguities vs. plain truths, 173, 63. 

Ambrose, 45, VI; 67, 33; 111, 19; 151, 
1033 185; 114;\ 215, 219); 281, 96; 369, 20; 
411, 75; 117 £.; 1125 /f. 

Amen, significance of, 549, 21; 

America (“new islands”), LISS. 

Anabaptists, errors of, 45, V; 47, IX; 49, 
XII, 7; 51, XVI. XVII; 139, 66; 245, 52; 311, 
13s 7484.5 893 £.:.945, 27; 1095; 1097 f. 

Analogy of faith, 777; 849 f.; 861, 4; 
939, 6; 1017, 5. 

Angels, whether they pray for us, 345, 8; 
469, 26; not to be invoked, 469, 26; cannot 
frame articles of faith, 467, 15; the Pope’s 
assumption over, 475, 13; St. John an angel 
of fire, 487, 80. 

Anna, St., 351, 32. 

Anthony, St., 179, 90; 433, 38. 

Antichrist, as described by Daniel, 234, 
24; 319, 19; 371, 25; 403, 51; as described 
by Paul, 227, 4; 515, 39; the Papacy a part 
of his kingdom, 319, 18; the Pope is Anti- 
christ,~475, 10. 185. 515, 39; 517-41 f.; 521, 
56; 1059, 20; proved: from prohibition of 
marriage, 499, XI; fr. invocation of saints, 
469, 25; fr. abuse of mass, 417, 98; founda- 
tion of kingdom of Antichrist, 319, 18; duty 
of Christians to shun, 517, 41; will remain 
until the coming of Christ, 417, 98. 

Antinomians, 807, 8; 957, 15 ff.; 971, 26. 

Antiochus, 415, 91. 

Anti-Trinitarians, 843; 

Apollonia, 583, 11. 

Apology of Augsburg Confession, 99 ff.; as 
a symbol, 21; 529; 777, 4; 853, 6; 855, 11. 

Apostles, gifts of God, 511, 26; commis- 
sioned by Christ, 85, 6; their office, to preach 
the Gospel, 331, 59; 449, 18; 513, 31; their 
teaching, faith, and love, 16, 45; Christ spoke 
through them, 449, 19; disseminated the Gos- 
pel throughout the whole world, 265, 54; ap- 
peal to the consensus of the prophets, 271, 73. 

Had no command to devise new ceremonies, 
93, 61 ff.; 449, 18f.; forbidden to strive for 
worldly honor, 331, 59; excused for non- 
observance of traditions, 73, 22; 325, 36. 

Establ. ordinances which may be changed, 
447, 16f.; and are not universal, 241, 39; re- 
sisted those who required ceremonies of the 
Law, 375, 42; prohibited imposing yoke on 
others, 445, 8; 323, 31f.; their doctrine con- 
cerning human traditions, 241, 39; 243, 44; 
323, 32. 34; adapted the Jewish festivals to 
the Gospel history, 241, 39; commanded absti- 
nence from blood, ete., 87, 32; 93, 65. 
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Ruled the Church in unity, 473, 9; no one 
above the others, 505, 8; Peter- often the 
spokesman, 511, 22 ff.; not obedient to Caia- 
phas, 515, 38; their rites preferred by the 
Papists to their doctrine, 241, 38. 

Apostles’ Creed. See Creeds. - 

Appetite, sexual, a divine ordinance, 365, 
7£.; 499, 2; 641, 217. 

Aptitude for spiritual things, 885, 12; 
889, 22. 

Arians, 31; 43; 827, 39; 843, 28; 1043, 75; 
1100, 36. 

Aristotle, 123, 14; 127, 24;°195, 140. 

Arius,-823;,. 225 - 

Article, chief, of the Gospel, 255, 10; 267, 
59; 461; 501, XV. 

Ascension of Christ, 31; 35, 37; 45, ITI, 4; 
461, IV. 


Dye, 391, 32. 

Assent, power of, in conversion, 881,:2; 
887, 18. 

Assurance, 815, 30; 1011, 116. 

Athanasius, 26; 175, 69; 1023, 22. 


Attrition, distinguished from contrition, 
255, 5; 483, 16 ff.; does not merit grace, 257, 
18; false doctrines of Papists, 307, 81; not 
understood by Papists, 483, 16. 

Audians, 243, 43. 

Augsburg Confession, 39—95; derived 
from the Word of God, 7; 9f.; 23f.; agrees 
with Luther’s writings, 983, 34; 985, 41. 

Its authority, 291, 33; 777, 4; 847, 3f. 

No departure from’ it to be allowed, 19 f.; 
23 T3857, 20. 

False doctrine introduced under pretext of 
Augsb. Conf., 11 f.; 807, 1; 971, 1 ff. 

The Variata not approved, 15 f.; 21 f.; 
851, 5. 

Delivery at Augsburg, 7; 39; 99; 847; at- 
tempted confutation, 99, 1; subscribed at 
Smalceald, 529; at Naumburg, 9f.; comprises 
sum of Christian doctrine, 289, 27. 

Augsburg, Diet of, 7; 9f.; 15 f.; 39; 227, 
DiS x 329, 02-475, ie: ates 4; 847, 3; 851, 5. 

Augustine, 51, 4; 55, 13; 57;-26; 73, 17; 
ld, 252 81, Sbs0 81, 285 We 22s 24S Wb Shs 
129, 29 f.; 139, 63; 147, 87;. 171, 51; 175, 69; 
209, 201; 217, 235; 225, 268; 279, 91; 297, 
OL 80652 705 309,753. S13. 6233335) 69" sors 
76; 343, 91; 353, 36; 425, 17; 465, 13; 487, 
28; 491, V; 507, 145 523, 67; 755, 10; 789, 
15; 877, 55; 891, 27; 911, 81. 

Auricular Confession. Its origin, 285, 
15; has no divine authorization, 251, 63. 65; 
281, 5; is a snare to conscience, 249, 64; 
285, 13; 483, 19; testimony against it, 251, 
65; insufficient arguments of adversaries, 
281 ff. 

Automaton, 354, 34. 

Avarice, 459, 12; 525, 74; 559, 8; 727, 102 


Baal, worship of, in Israel, 417, 97 ff. 

Baptism, 31, 9; 49; 245; 491; 549; 579; 
733; 1151 f.; 1155 £.; what it is and signifies, 
491, 1; 549, ‘Lis 551, ll f.; 735, 14 ff.; a sac- 
rament, 309, 4; 389, 18; 579, 20 ff. ; 735, 10 f.; 
737, 18; a washing of regeneration, 551, 10; 
739, 27; a treasure presented by God, 741, Onis 
to be highly esteemed, 733, 6 ff.; 737, 21; 739, 
26; 741, 38. 
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Necessity of, 47, 1X; 245, 51ff.; commanded 
by Christ, 245, 52; 733, 4; approved by God, 
245, 58; 787, 21; its fruits, 551, 5f.; 737, 
23 f.; 739, 26; 743, 41f.; 751, 76. 83. 

What Baptism Gives or Profits. — By it we 
enter the Church, 733, 2; 749, 64; put on 
Christ, 907, 67; receive the Holy Ghost, 113, 
35; 743,41; become children of God, 707, 37; 
receive grace and forgiveness of sins, 47, IX; 
151, 1038; 245, 52; 309, 4; 389, 18; 491; 
551, 6; 748, 41; 1085, 72; it removes the 
guilt of original sin, but not the wicked de- 
sire, 113, 35; suppresses sin, 751, 83; mor- 
tifies the old Adam, 551, 12; 749, 65. 71; 751, 
83; imparts new life, 115, 35; 751, 74; con- 
soles desponding hearts, 199, 155; 743, 44; 
delivers from death and the devil, 551, 6; 
743, 41; 751, 83; gives everlasting salvation, 
551, 6; 551, 8; 579, 21; 737, 24; 741, 35 ff.; 
wherein its efficacy consists, 551, 10; 739, 
26) 51. 

What it means to “be baptized in the name 
of God,” 735, 10; union of the Word and the 
water, 737, 22; 743, 45; 745, 53; proper sub- 
jects of Baptism, 739, 32; relation of Bap- 
tism to faith, 551, 6 ff.; 739, 33; 748, 41; 745, 
52 f.; 747, 58; to repentance, 751, 74. 78; 
baptism must not be repeated, 751, 78; 907, 
69; distinction between baptized and non- 
baptized, 907, 67; sinners after baptism, 
253, 1; 907, 69. 

Errors: of Anabaptists, 839; 981, 29; 
1097 f.; Dominicans, 491, V; fanatics, 735, 
15; 981, 29; Papists, 77, 138; 421, 9; 425, 20; 
501, XIV; Schwenckfeld’ns, 841, 23; 1099, 21. 

Baptism, Infant, 47, IX, 2f.; 245, 51 ff.3 
491, V; 743, 47 ff.; error of Anabaptists, 839, 
6 ff.; 1099, 11 ff. 

Baptism of bells, ete., 501, XV; 525, 73; 


1003, 87. 
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Baptized, the, can find remission of sins, 
49, XIT; the Holy Ghost given them, 245, 53; 
743, 49 f.; freedom of will in, 907, 67. 

Barefooted Monks, 125, 20; 219, 240; 
491, V. ; 

Basil, 877, 54; 913, 86; 1023, 22; 1117£.; 
2p ALLL, 

Bede, Venerable, 511, 27. 

Believers. Regenerated through Baptism, 
115, 36; original sin not imputed to them, 
115, 40; 499, 1; have forgiveness, adoption, 
etc., 545, 6; Christ promised them, 145, 84; 
275, 81; free from the curse of the Law, 171, 
58; the Gospel their chief treasure, 271, 73; 
God’s children only through mercy, 147, 
God and God’s gifts dwell in them, 795, 
the spiritual kingdom within them, 331, 
type of their sanctification, 397, 36; their 
marriage pure, 373, 34; begin to keep the 
Law, 159, 15; bring forth fruits of the Spirit, 
807, 6; constantly struggle against the flesh, 
805, 4; 967, 18; why doctrine of Law neces- 
sary to them, 969, 20ff.; their renewal im- 
perfect, 197, 149; not without sin, 723, 86; 
923, 22; not righteous partly through their 
own merits, 796, 21; righteousness of life in 
them follows that of faith, 927, 32; good 
works commanded them, 951, 38; why their 
works are acceptable, 941, 8; 969, 22. 


vf 817 
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The Holy Supper administered for their 
consolation, 809, 2; 813, 19; 817, 39; 997, 69; 
Christ’s body and blood received also by 
others, 8138, 16; 971, 2; 981, 27; 993, 60; 
995, 66; Satan driven from them, 175, 69; 
Christ’s kingdom displayed in them, 175, 68; 
reward of their works, 175, 73; their incen- 
tive to works, 175, 78; their death not a pun- 
ishment, 299, 56; they have eternal life, 219, 
241 f.; 545, 6. : 

Errors. — That the believers cannot sin, 
491, 42; that good works are necessary for 
their salvation, 945, 22; that good works are 
injurious to their salvation, 949, 37. 

Bells, baptism of, 501, 4; 525, 73; 1003, 87. 

Benedict, 425, 17. 

Benefits of Christ, 151, 101; 179, 89; 409, 
72; 859, 3; 925, 28; 979, 19; hindrances to, 
425, 15; 517, 465. 

Bernard, St., 179, 90; 213; 223; 271, 73; 
427, 21; 481, 32; 443, 70. 

Betrothal, Secret, 527, 78; 595, 53. 

Bible. See Scriptures, Holy. 

Billeting soldiers, 649, 244. 

Bishops. Their office and jurisdiction, 
831.; 313 f.; 443 f.; 447, 12 ff.; 519 f.; 525, 
73; evangelical bishops, distinction regard- 
ing their power, 447, 13. 

In the beginning elected by every congre- 
gation, 507, 13; 525, 70; called also pastors 
or elders, 521, 61; no distinction between 
bishops and pastors, according to divine right, 
509; the Pope has no authority over them, 
DOS a1 ft.s 515, 38.i. 

Papal bishops not evangelical, 447, 12; 
their infidelity, 155, 119; 355, 38; 445, 4f.; 
457, 10 ff.; 525, 72 ff.; 533, 4; assumption of 
worldly power, 83f.; 497 f.; of the rights of 
pastors, 524, 74; civil government, not divine 
right, the source of their civil power, 87, 19. 
29; 527, 77; willingness of the Reformers to 
acknowledge their authority under certain con- 
ditions, 315, 24f.; 497, X; they do not con- 
stitute the Church, 233, 22; 361, 17; 334, XII. 

Bishops have no tyrannical or regal power, 
95, 76; 447, 14; no dominion apart from the 
Gospel, 87, 21; 449, 20; no power to make 
laws or institute justifying ceremonies, 87, 
30 ff.; 91, 50; 323, 31; 445, 8 ff.; what ordi- 
nances they may make, 91, 53 ff.; 447, 15 ff.; 
heretical bishops to be repudiated, 525, 72. 

Power of bishops limited to the preaching 
of the Gospel, remission or retention of sins, 
and administration of Sacraments, 85, 5; 447, 
13; 521, 60; power of bishops and pastors 
the same, 521, 61; it is their office to judge 
doctrine, 87, 21; obedience due them when 
they preach according to God’s Word, 87 f.; 
91; mutual patience necessary between bish- 
ops and people, 185, 112 ff. 

Blasphemy. Disbelief of forgiveness the 
greatest blasphemy, 281, 94; by abuse of 
God’s name, 595, 55f.; by false doctrine in 
the Papacy, 339, 81; 501, 3; warning against, 
1061, 22. 

Blessing at table, 557 f.; 601, 73. 

Blessings. See Goods. 

Blindness, Spiritual, 787, 2; 883, 9; a 
fruit of original sin, 477, 2; under the Pa- 
pacy, 583, ll. 
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Block, human ability compared with, 889, 
20. 24; 905, 59. 62. 

Blood of Christ. By it we have redemp- 
tion, 151, 104; 199, 152; 269, 63; 461, 3; 
545, 4; 687, 31; the forgiveness of sins 339 f.; 
555; 579f.; 753, 3; we are sprinkled, 7. e., 
sanctified, 397, 36. 38; 1035, 59; it is the true 
satisfaction, 297, 50; 489, 38; has blotted out 
the handwriting against us, 151, 103; dis- 
honored by papal mass, 415, 91. 

Christ’s Blood in the Sacrament. — Distrib- 
uted to the people, 61, 5; 359, 4; truly and 
essentially present in the Holy Supper, 47, X; 
247, 54; 357, 3; 493, 1; 552, 2; 583'f.; 753, 3; 
765, St. 12 tf 16 fs (ols 2d (095 -28sin ols 
809, 2. 6. 7; 975, 9 ff.; 979, 19 f.; 985, 38; 
987, 44; 991, 52ff.; 1001, 81; 1025, 29; not 
by the word or work of man (consecration), 
but by Christ’s almighty power, 811, 8; 999, 
74 ff.; is quickening, 1043, 76; received not 
only spiritually, but also orally, 811, 15; 817, 
42; 993, 59; 995, 63; yet not Capernaitically, 
811, 15; 817, 42; 1009, 105; 1015, 126; even 
by the unworthy, 811, 16; 977, 16; 979, 24 ff.; 
993, 60; 995, 66. 

Errors: of Sacramentarians, 813, 21 ff.; 
Dea at 599385-59 997. Oe LOM IAT nok 
the Papists (transubstantiation), 813, 22; 
1009, 108. 

Blood, Letters of, 185, 115; 445, 4. 
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Body of Christ. The Church,. 227, 5; 231,. 


12; 247, 56; the wicked are not, 237, 29; the 
body of Christ given for us, 261, 42; 359, 10; 
391, 22; 554, 4. 8; truly present in the Holy 
Supper, 47, X; 247, 54; 247, 57; 493, 1; 557; 
SLOWS Os,235 NOOO sEOOO. 2a Gilet Soden: 
975, 9.ff.; 979, 20; 991, 54 f.; not inclosed in 
heaven, 815, 32; 1013, 119; has three modes 
of presence, 1005, 98 ff.; is omnipresent, 825, 
30; 1049, 92; did it descend to hell? 827. 

Error of Schwenckfeld’ns, 841, 21. 23; 1100, 
29. 32. 

Bonaventura, 113, 28. 

Boniface VIII, 513, 33. 

Book of Life, 1071, 25; is Christ, 833, 7; 
835, 18; 1067, 13; 1085, 66. 70; 1093, 89. 

Bread, Daily. What it includes, 547 f.; 
717, 72 ff.; God gives it even to the wicked, 
547 f.; 721, 83; prayer and thanksgiving for, 
Oaths OOUias (Dit des (clin 

Brenz, Dr. John, 17; 529. 

Brethren, Conversation of, 491, IV; duty 
of to reprove one another, 659, 275; false, 
455, 4. 

Bride, stealing a, 669, 306. 

Brother, Christ our, 1043, 78. 

Bucer, Dr. Martin, 529; 977, 13. 

Bull of Leo X, 227, 276; of Boniface VIII, 
513, 33; bulls of the Pope, 473, 4; concern- 
ing indulgences, 487, 27. 

Burial of Christ, 1051. 

Burials, contentions concerning, 95, 2. 

Burnt Offerings, 389, 21; 397, 36. 


Caesar, Julius, 187, 120. 

Caiaphas, 515, 38. 

Call to the ministry, 49, XIV; 237, 28 f.; 
311, 9; 315, 24; to salvation, how taught by 
Christ and Paul, 1069, 14; is God’s will, 1073, 
29; is serious, 1073, 29. 31; extended to all 
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sinners, 833,'8. 10. 12; 1071, 28; 1073, 34f.; 
1085, 68; 1093, 89; to the elect, 835, 12; 1071, 
27; at God’s time, 1081, 56; through the 
Holy Ghost in the Gospel, 545, 6; through the 
Word, 833, 8. 12; 1073, 29; 1075, 39. 41. 43; 
should be made sure by good works, 341, 89; 
835, 14; 947, 33; 1087, 73; even those who 
have fallen again called, 1087, 75; God’s 
faithfulness to the called, 1069, 22; 1073, 32; 
doctrine of the Augsburg Confession and Apol- 
ogy to be maintained, 1075, 38. 

False doctrines concerning call, 837, 18 ff.; 
1055; Lie 

Callings, Temporal, disparaged under the 
Papacy, 71, 10; 321, 25f.; 519, 48; works of, 
holy, 175, 71; callings unlike, 437, 49 f.; obe- 
dience to God in, 83, 49. 50; 437, 50; ex- 
amples of saints in, 57, 1; 175, 69f.; 345, 6; 
sin of following callings without God’s com- 
mand, 437, 50. 

Calvinists, 817, 1. 

Campegius, Cardinal, 289, 28; 465, 10. 

Canonical Hours, 567, 3. 


Canonists, 103, 17; 203, 167; 253, 3; 
2575 16: 
Canons. Concerning the mass, 247, 55; 


463, 7; celibacy, 369, 23; 379, 57; satisfac- 
tion, 303, 70; 305, 74; obedience to a _heret- 
ical Pope, 515, 38; condemn certain vows, 
421, 9; 439, 57; divorces prohibited by, 63, 
13;4penance prescribed by, 485, 22; concern- 
ing matrimonial jurisdiction, 527, 77; con- 
cerning excommunication, 249, 61; require 
both forms in the Holy Supper, 61, 9; con- 
cerning power of the Pope, 519, 49f.; often 
ignored, 93, 67. 

Capability in conversion, 889, 23. 

Capernaitic partaking of Christ’s body re- 
jected, 809, 15; 817, 41 f.; 823, 17; 995, 61 ff.; 
1009, 105. 

Carlstadt, 331, 55. 

Carnal Mind, the, 129, 32; 161, 22. 25; 
179; 98; 787, 35; 885, -13: 

Carthusians, 615, 118 ff.; 735, 11f. 

Cases, Reservation of, 83, 2;-89, 41; 259, 
27; 307, 80. 

Catalog of Testimonies, 1105 ff. 

Catechism. Instruct’n for children, 575, 1; 
diligently used by Lutheran Church, 325, 41; 
should be studied by pastors, 567, 3. 7.9; be 
introduced among the people, 533, 6; be 
taught in one form, 533, Zf.; to be taught the 
young, 575, 3; 577, 16f.; 579, 24; not only 
the text, but its meaning, 535, 14; right and 
wrong to be learned therefrom, 837, 22; what 
punishment is due its neglect, 535, 11f.; ad- 
vantage derived from its daily use, 569, 9 ff.; 
571, 14. 19; Luther a pupil of the Catechism, 
569, 7 f.; the saints cannot exhaust it, 
571, 16. 

Luther’s Catechisms part of the Book of 
Concord, 23f.; 461; 777, 5; 848, 30; 853, 8; 
(895, 386; 895, 40; 975, 10; 979, 20); why 
Luther composed the Small Catechism, 533, 
1 ff.; the Large Catechism, 567, 1 ff.; the 
Large Catechism should be used after the 
Small, 535, 17. 

Catholic, why applied to the Christian 
Church, 229, 7. 9. 

Catholicity of the Lutheran Confessions, 
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315, 26;- of the testimony of the prophets, 
271, 66; how applied to the Church, 229, 
9. 39. 

Cause of sin, 53; 335 f.; 861,7; 1089, 81 f.; 
of evil not God’s foreknowledge, 833, 4; 1065, 
6 f.; of condemnation not God’s will, 1089, 
78; of election not in us, 1093, 88; of con- 
version, twofold, 791, 19; not threefold, 915, 
90; of justification not our love, 939, 1; nor 
our works, 929, 37; 933, 45; of good works, 
175, 80. 

Cautio de rato, 449, 18. : 

Celibacy of the Clergy, requirement con- 
cerning, not of old, 61, 10 ff.; 383, 67; is a 
human ordinance, 371, 25. 56; confession of 
priests regarding same, 61, 6; criticism of, by 
intelligent men, 63, 13; introduced with vio- 
lence, 61, 12f.; supported by injustice, 371, 
25; 379, 59; 383, 70; cruelly enforced by 
Popes, 363, 3. 23. 57. 70; defended by the pre- 
text of superior holiness, 83, 51 ff.; 363, 1; 
365, 5. 8; has occasioned great offense, 61 f.; 
Sil, +i. ol, 10s 401 f.3 519s 48 641, 213 £7: 
caused many murders, 379, 57 f.; is contrary 
to God’s command, 641, 213; contrary to div. 
and natural Law, 79, 19 ff.;°365, 6 f. 7. 9; 
367, 14; 369, 23; 379, 60; celibacy not true 
purity, 373, 35; has no merit, 373, 36. 39 f.; 
not to be approved, 497, XI, 3. 

Celsus, 331, 58. 

Ceremonial Law, abolition of, 375, 41 f. 

Ceremonial and moral acts, 147, 87. 89. 

Ceremonies, 49, XV; 71, XXVI, 315 ff.; 
501, XV; 827; 1053; in the Law necessary 
for a time, 323, 32; righteousness of the Law 
bound to them, 237, 31; the Jews regarded 
them as justifying, 313, 18; 317, 10; 393, 28; 
Paul calls this imagination the veil of Moses, 
159, 12 ff.; synonymous with human tradi- 
tions, 317, 10; 323, 30; Christians free from 
them, 91, 59; 375, 41f.; 381, 64; therefore 
rejected by Paul, 317, 10. 

Ceremonies, external works, 399, 40; those 
instituted by God to be maintained, 309, 2; 
freedom in regard to others, 75, 42 ff.; cere- 
ymonies for instruction, 65, 2 ff.; 439, 55; for 
good order, 75, 40; 91, 53; 325, 38 ff.; must 
teach Christ, 65, 3; whether bishops have the 
power to institute them, 87, 30 ff.; conformity 
with enemies of Gospel in time of persecution, 
B20; 2. 63 1053, 2/1055; 10. 

Uniformity of ceremonies not essential to 
ecclesiastical unity, 47, VII, 3; 75, 44; 229, 
10 ff.; 237, 30; 248, 45; 319, 18; 499, XII; 
831, 7; not commanded as necessary, 287, 19; 
the kingdom of God does not consist therein, 
231, 13; they do not aid righteousness, 237, 
31; not necessary services, 91, 53; 829, 3; 
sometimes obscure Christ, 437, 54; protest 
against, by the apostles, 375, 42; 1055, 11 f.; 
no command to devise new ceremonies, 93, 61; 
freedom of every congregation concerning its 
own ceremonies, 829, 2; 1055,9; want of uni- 
formity no reason for condemnation, 831, 7; 
true to be carefully distinguished from false 
adiaphora, 1053, 5. 

Ceremonies of the Fathers, 321, 20; not con- 
tinued as necessary, 285, 16; useless ceremo- 
nies of the Papacy, 439, 55; connection of 
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those of Old Testament, 403, 52; prescribed 
by the decretals, 475, 14. . 

The “seven sacraments” called ceremonies, 
309, 2f.; species of ceremonies contrasted, 
389, 18; 395, 32. 33; ceremony of Holy Sup- 
per instituted to preach the Word, 395, 34 fin 
useless without faith, 409, 70. 77. 

Lutherans retain many ceremonies, 75 
40 ff., 65, 1 ff.; 383, 1ff.; Luther’s judgment 
concerning, 1061, 24. ; 

Errors concerning 93, 61; 285, 17; 313, 18; 
839; 1061. 

Certainty of God’s grace, 217, 224f.; in- 
consistent with doctrine of works, 169, 43; is 
faith, 163, 27; 217, 225; of faith and salva- 
tion, 941, 12. 

Chalcedon, Council of, 1107. 

Chapters, Monastic, 471, III; 487, 28. See 
Monasteries. 

Charles V, Emperor, 7; 9f.; 15f.; 21f.; 
23 ss 139i 99) f.3 900, 42) these OOSs Ose dle tas 
847 f.; 8b f.; 98ba. 

Chastity, 541, 12; 637ff.; 373, 35ff.; a gift 
of the Holy Ghost, 191, 128; 237, 31f.; 343, 
91; 369, 19; false professions of monks con- 
cerning it, 81f.; 363 f.; 375, 44; 425, 16; 641, 
214. 

Children, baptism of, 45, IX; 245, 51 f.; 
493, V, 4; are not holy before baptism, 839, 
6. 8; 1099, 13; are well instructed in the Lu- 
theran Church, 325, 41 ff.; should diligently 
learn the Catechism, 575, 3f.; 577, 16; to be 
instructed in the fear of God, 599 f.; 629, 
174 f.; 321, 25; to be educated for the min- 
istry, 537, 20; 629, 172; their duty of grati- 
tude to parents, 617, 127; promises to obedi- 
ent children, 175, 76; 221, 246; 619, 131 ff.; 
punishment of the disobedient, 615, 122 f.; 
619, 187 f.; bear the sins of fathers, 543, 22; 
589, 30 ff. 

Children of Adam, See Adam. 

Children of God are the believing and justi- 
fied, 149, 94; 175, 75; 217, 233; 905, 63; they 
become such through Baptism, 707, 37; with- 
out human ordinances, 239, 34; by God’s 
mercy, 147, 86; their election, 1063, 1; 1065, 
5; they have the Holy Ghost, 1087, 73; they 
live in, not wnder, the Law, 807, 6; if their 
renewal were perfect, their obedience would 
be entirely voluntary, 963, 6; they do good 
works that are meritorious, 221, 247; their 
imperfection, 799, 13; 965, 7f.; their need of 
the Law, 965, 9; when they stumble, called 
again to repentance, 1087, 75. 

Christw3li.s 455 117 £5 b453" 817 0b: 

His Divinity. — God’s only-begotten Son, 
31, 2—6; 545, 3; 577, 12; 683, 25; begotten 
of the Father before all worlds, 31; 35, 29; 
461; 545, 4; 1017, 6; not made nor created, 
but begotten, 31; 31, 8; 38, 21; a distinct 
Person from the Father, 31, 5; 1041, 73; but 
equal to Him in Godhead, 31, 6; 35, 31; of 
one nature with the Father, 31, 3; true God, 
31; 33, 1b; 35, 29 ff.; 45, ITE, 2; 545, 4° God 
of God, 31,3; Light of light, 31,3; has divine 
attributes and glory, 31, 3. 6ff.; 33, 17. 28; 
Abe Lites Obs (Olt Leg OS) isl G8os Ai ol s 
821, 12; 1017, 6; 10238, 24; the Holy Ghost 
proceeds from Him, 31, 7; 461; 1041, 73. 

Incarnation. — Christ was conceived by the 
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Holy Ghost, 31; 461; 545; 577 f.; 681f.; was 
incarnate by the Holy Ghost, 31; born of the 
Virgin Mary, 31; 45; 461; 545; 577 f.; 681f.; 
821, 12; 1017, 6; 1023, 24; was man, of the 
substance of His mother, 35, 29; assumed 
human nature, 45, III; 461; 781, 5; became 
flesh through the Word of God, 985, 39. 

True Man, But Sinless.—I1s perfect man, 
35, 30; 545, 4; 1017, 6; of one nature with us, 
yet without sin, 873, 43; not by conversion 
of the Godhead into flesh, 35, 33; but by as- 

‘sumption of human nature, 35, 33. 

One Person, Two Natures. — God and man 
one: Christ, 35, 32. 35; 119, 62; 545; 791, 1; 
811, 11. 15; 937, 58; 1005, 94; in Christ there 
are two natures, 19; 119, 52; 1017, 7; 1107 to 
1149; 1151 f.; not confused, but in one per- 
son, 193 35, 34; 791, 1; 819, 5; 823, 18; 1017, 
Gries LOUOe li LORS Iii O25. 450! teal Oot 


48 ff.; 1035, 60; 1047, 89; so that they acti- 


ally have communion with one another 817, 2; 
=) S105.9)s-823; 18 1025, 31 31027, 3731037, 62 ie; 
1043, 76; 1045, 85; yet each retains its es- 
sential attributes, 1017, 8; 1027, 36; 1031, 
48 f.; 1039, 66 ff.; whereby the divine nature 
is not weakened, 1041, 71; nor the human 
nature made equal to the divine, 19; 825, 28; 
1021, 19; 1049, 91; the human nature ez- 
alted to God’s right hand, 821, 15; 1023, 23 ff.; 
LOST SO 210383, 54. 1085, 6); 10387, 64; 
1039, 67; 1048, 78; 1045, 80; 
since His exaltation, 1023, 26; 1031, 51; mys- 
tery of the doctrine, 823, 18; 1027, 33. 

States of Humiliation and Eaaltation. — 
Christ’s suffering, death, and burial, 31, 35; 
45 lO b2eeSo. Sle 4G tse AGIS vile bab. 
577 1.3; 681 f.;' resurrection, 31, 35; 45; 461; 
461, 1; 545; 553, 143 681f.; 1023,.25; - de- 
scent to hell, 81; 35; 45; 461; 545; S77 f.; 
681 f.; 827 f.; 1049 f:; ascension, 31; 35; 45; 
4610575453 577 fs 6814.; 99), 525 1028, 25 f.; 
session at right hand of God, 19; 31; 35; 169, 
445 4615 5455. 57 1.3 68h £9 Sill, 12s 10232 
23; 1051, 3; in the Father’s bosom, 423, 13; 
1085, 67; return to Judgment, 21 f.; 31 f.; 
soso 43 soos. FOL sam Los Daon. ONT wns 
681 f. 

Savior, Mediator, Priest, King. — Christ 
our Creator and Redeemer, 987, 44 f.; the 
mirror of the Father’s heart, 695, 65; the 
promised Seed, 265, 65; 959, 23; the end of 
the Law, 129, 30; 221, 251; the only Mediator 
and Propitiator, 53, 9; 57, 3; 1381, 40% 135, 
48; 141, 69; 148, 80. 82; 169, 41. 44; 179, 90. 
94, 100 4.3183, 110; 191, 1305 205),178; 209, 
19632 2239 256i) 226, 2261 O73 763850) Ses 
3851, 31; Intercessor with God, 57, 2f.; 169, 
44; 211, 211; 469, 26; the Son of David, 959, 
23; the Messiah, 163, 33; 1041, 72; the High 
Priest, 57, 2; 145, 82; 169, 44; 211, 212; 349, 
24 f.; 403, 53; the Sacrifice for our sins, 45, 3; 
171, 68; 311, 8; 391, 23; 408, 55 f.; the Price 
for our sins, 137, 57; our only Treasure, 275, 
79; 3389, 82; 741, 87; the Lamb of God, 151, 
103; 461, 2; eternal Wisdom and Truth, 989, 
47; the Lord of Life, 685, 30; the Book of 
Life, 833, 7; 835, 18; 1067, 18; 1085, 66. 70; 
1089, 82; the Door of Life, 1089, 66; accord- 
ing to both natures, 791, 1; 917, 2 ff.; 935, 56; 
1021, 20 f.; 10381, 46 f.; 1043, 78; 1049, 93; 
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not laid aside, 
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our Lord, 31; 33f.; 545; 577f.; 681f.; King 
in God’s kingdom, 711, 51; Head of the 
Church, 227, 5; 471, 1; 473, 9; 691, 51; foun- 
dation of the Church, 233, 20 f. 

Christ in both Testaments, 121, 5; was 
promised before the Law, 205, 176; prefigured 
in the Law, 397, 36f.; 403, 53; how not sub- 
ject to the Law, 919, 15; foretold by proph- 
ets, 145, 83; 199, 152; 271, 65; 337, 79; the 
patriarchs believed in Him, 137, 57; 271, 73; 
403, 55; has not died nor been promised in 
vain, 163, 27; 205, 176; was obedient to the 
Law, 793, 3; 919, 15; 923, 22; 925, 30; was 
baptized, 737, 21; His miracles testify to His 
divine majesty, 1023, 25; how far the preach- 
ing of His suffering is a proclamation of God’s 
wrath, 803, 9. 

Purpose of Incarnation. — Christ came be- 
cause we could not fulfil the Law, 275, 80; to 
remove sin and its punishment, 119, 50; 171, 
58; 199, 156; to announce to us our eternal 
election, 1085, 67; our redemption His work, 
689, 38; has made satisfaction not only for 
original sin, 67, 24.27; blotted out the hand- 
writing against us, 151, 103; 265, 48; has 
freed us from the curse of the Law, 171, 58; 
805, 2; 907, 67; 969, 23; from external ordi- 
nances, 447, 15; 829, 6; 1055, 11; the preach- 
ing of God’s wrath His strange work, 803, 10; 
955, 12; has reconciled God to us, 45, 3; 119, 
523.143, 80; 161, 20; 197, 149. 

Blessed Results of Christ’s Redemption. — 
Christ justifies, sanctifies, comforts, 45; 81 f.; 
119f.; faith sets Him against God’s wrath, 
133, 46; 179, 93. 100; 203, 170; 205, 179; 275, 
for His sake sin is 
gratuitously forgiven, 45; 53 f.; 115, 40; 145, 
$2 f.5 155, 117; 1203 LT, 56; 175, - 745825 193; 
13652038; L704; 20ST 3 BAT, bor 25a, 2s 
263344; 2TLAGb TS 22 23. (6. 2eilegos 
337, 793 423,11. 13; 437, 54; 499, XIIE, 1 f.; 
517, 44; 863, 14; we are accounted righteous, 
155, 114; 163, 26; 165, 38; 167, 40; 169, 42; 
171,58: £45) 9 Olls” VSS) LOSS UST ieee oie 
187; 209, 196; 499, XIII, 1; and -received into 
favor, 81, 37; by Him we have access to God 
(see Access); His obedience our righteous- ° 
ness, 919, 14 f.; 923, 22. 

Christ’s merit, 69 f.; 1385, 53; 861, 6; 923, 
25; is the cause of election, 837, 20; 1065, 8; 
1067, 18; 1077, 43; 1083, 65 f.; 1091, 87 £.; 
offered and distributed through Word and 
Sacraments, 1069, 16. 

Christ’s victory over sin, death, and Satan, 
161, 18; 175, 68 ff.; 247, 57; 295, 43; 297, 49; 
301, 60; 605, 315 1023;-255 1051; 2" His.de= 
fense of His people, 45; 685, 30; through Him 
they are victorious, 143, 79; 297, 49. 

Prophetic Office. — Christ explained the 
Law, 631, 182; 803, 8; preached repentance 
and faith, 287, 25; 291, 35f.; 263, 45; com- 
manded repentance and forgiveness to be 
preached, 139, 62; 163, 31 ff.;° 193, 188; 259, 
30; 293, 41; 481, 6; 953, 4f.; 1071, 28; 1085, 
67; seals the Gospel in the Sacraments, 1075, 
37; permits civil ordinances, 329, 54; took 
oaths, 599, 65; taught concerning the true 
service of God, 163, 83; 207, 189; concerning 
confession, 1059, 17; concerning the observ- 
ance of God’s commands, 157, 1ff.; 799, 12; 
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concerning love and faith, 163, 31 ff.; con- 
cerning avoiding offense, 1057, 16; concerning 
marriage, 369, 23; 371, 29; concerning celi- 
bacy, 369, 16. 19; His doctrine the Gospel, 
953, 4; He best interprets His own words, 
989, 50; His doctrine contrasted with philos- 
ophy, 123, 12 ff. 

Baptism, Office of Keys, Holy Supper. — 
Christ instituted Baptism, 245, 52; 549 f.; 
DLQiws Mass Olge eats Woo, Sls (41055) n= 
fant baptism pleases Him, 743, 49; the entire 
Christ imparted in Baptism, 743, 41; Christ 
instituted absolution, 493; 555, 28; has given 
the Church the Power of the Keys, 493; 523, 
68; committed to pastors the power to excom- 
municate, 525, 76; instituted the Holy Sup- 
per, 463, 4; 555, 4; 579, 20; 753; 811, 15; 
987, 44; 989, 48; only for the living, 465, 12; 
appointed both forms for the laity, 61; 357, 
1 ff.; is present in the Holy Supper, 247, 57; 
809, 2. 6 ff.; 821, 17; 975, 9 ff.; 991, 54 f.; His 
threefold presence, 1005, 98 ff.; He dwells in 
us, 247, 56; 359, 10. 

Christ and His Church. — Promises and 
gives the Holy Ghost, 159, 12; 161, 18; 229, 9; 
551, 10; 947,.33; is imparted by the Holy 
Ghost, 545, 6; 689, 38; 895, 40; works in His 
members, 227, 6; rules the Church by His 
Spirit, 227, 5. 7; founds it on Peter’s con- 
fession, 511, 25; warns of schisms, 245, 49; 
the having of the same Christ an essential to 
the Church Catholic, 229, 10 ff.; 237, 31; com- 
mits to the Church final jurisdiction, 511, 24; 
displays in us His kingdom, 175, 68; has be- 
come our Brother, 1043, 78; has a spiritual 
kingdom, 307, 79; 513, 31; its members those 
whom He quickens, 233, 18. 

Christ’s Apostles. — Christ commissioned 
the apostles, 85, 5 ff.; 508, 8ff.; they act in 
Christ’s stead, 237, 28; 243, 47; 449, 19; He 
excused their non-observance of traditions, 73, 
22; 325,36; gave all the same rank, 505, 8 ff.; 
511, 22 ff.; 513, 30; gave them only spiritual 
power, 513, 31; and no command to institute 
new ceremonies, 93, 61 ff.; 445, 7 ff.; 449, 18 f. 

Christ calls the heavy-laden, 263, 44; 347, 
18; 349, 21; 833, 8; 997, 70; consoles sinners, 
263, 45; offers them His grace, 903, 57; does 
not repel them, 757, 18 f.; 1081, 56; does not 
wish us to despair, 215, 218; in Him we are 
regenerated, 157, 4; 287, 19; 925, 28; quick- 
ened, 787, 3; created to good works, 891, 26; 
895, 39; He requires a new life, 193, 138; as- 
sists us in keeping the Law, 197, 149; 205, 
178; 207, 194; makes us perfect in Him, 171, 
58; teaches to pray, 697, 3; praises faithful 
servants, 343, 4; has a reward for the min- 
istry, 539, 27; prophesied the Church’s peril, 
289, 29; awakes the dead and gives eternal 
life, 51, XVII; 335, 66; redeems and sancti- 
fies human nature, 781, 6; condemns the god- 
less, 335, 66; is imparted through preaching, 
689, 38; 919, 11; 951, 2; and offered in the 
Gospel, 273, 76. 

Christ alone to be adored, 57, 2; 347, 18; 
alone to have our confidence, 277, 87; 351, 31; 
His name to conclude our prayers, 225, 264; 
“through His name” means “for His sake,” 
Ai, Go, 

Christ to be esteemed above our works, 171, 
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57; 275, 78; 927, 35; repudiates the meri- 
toriousness of works, 215; yet attaches prom- 
ises to them, 199, 154; if wrought in Him, 
207, 194; 221, 251; He cannot be apprehended 
by works, 143, 80; 465, 12; but alone by faith, 
143, 80; 189, 124; 205, 176; 207, 187; 223, 
257; 403, 55; 798, 5; 795, 10f. 13; 901, 50; 
927, 36; 929, 38; which is active by love, 153, 
111; and repentance, 1069, 18; 1071, 28; 1077, 
40; mere knowledge of Christ not faith, 191, 
128; 793, 6. : 

Errors concerning Christ. — The glory of 
His passion diminished by the papal mass, 67, 
24; regarded as a Legislator instead of Pro- 
pitiator, 225, 271; viewed as tyrant, 347, 15; 
the saints invoked instead of Him, 347, 16; 
349, 25 ff.; celebrants of the mass made equal 
to Him, 465, 10; Christ excluded in the doc- 
trine of the adversaries, 201, 160; 203, 169; 
205, 179; rendered unnecessary by the merit 
of works, 123, 12; 189, 123; 203, 169; 207, 
192; 219), 2365 277, 853 3L7, 12 Serror con- 
cerning prima gratia, 125, 17; 169, 41; that 
we are forgiven on account of contrition, 257, 
20; that Christ is our righteousness only ac- 
cording to His divine nature, 795, 13 f.; 917, 
2f.; 937, 60f.; only according to His human 
nature, 1049, 93; that we are but partially 
justified in Him, 797, 21; 933, 46. 51; 1093, 
88; 1097, 10; that in reality there is no union 
of natures nor communication of attributes 
(not realiter, merely verbalis), 817, 3; 823, 
24, 26; 1025, 31; 1047, 86; 1049, 95; that the 
human nature has been deified, 825, 28; 1047, 
89 ff.; that it is locally extended, 825, 29; 
1049, 92; that Christ cannot be present in 
His humanity at more than one place, 825, 
30. 32; 1047, 87; 1049, 94; that His omnipo- 
tence and omniscience are limited, 825, 36 ff. 

Heresies: of Nestorius, 823, 18. 20; 1019, 
15; of Paul of Samosata, 1019, 15 f.; of Euty- 
ches, 823, 18. 21; 1047, 89; of Arius and the 
Arians, 823, 22; 843, 28; 1100, 36; of Mar- 
cion, 823, 23; of the Anabaptists, 839, 3 ff.; 
1099, 25; of the Schwenckfeldians, 841, 20 ff.; 
1100, 29; Zwingli’s alloeosis, 1021, 21; 1027, 
39 f. : 

Christians. Separated from heathen, Jews, 
and Turks by the Creed, 695, 66; their mother 
the Church, 689, 42; become Christians in 
Baptism, 733, 2. 

Christians are free from the curse of the 
Law, 963, 4; 969, 23; temples of the Holy 
Ghost, 933, 54; their marriage pure, 381, 66; 
they keep a perpetual Sabbath, 605, 89; re- 
ceive the Lord’s Supper often, 761, 39; 763, 
43; even here partake of eternal blessings, 
2ol, Lb; 

Christians acknowledge their indebtedness, 
683, 22; but cannot fulfil the Law, 163, 25; 
697, 68; what they consider to be sin, 861, 5; 
are to be admonished to good works, 951, 40; 
to be warned against conceit, 573, 19; should 
avoid offense, 1057, 16; knowledge of justify- 
ing faith necessary to them, 225, 266; their 
repentance continues until death, 489, 40; 
893, 34. 

Christians to bear afflictions, 75, 31; God’s 
design when He sends them troubles, 311, 16; 
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their temptations, 727, 105 ff.; their weapons, 
705, 30; 717, 69; their intercession, 469, 27. 

Christians may bear civil office without sin, 
51, XVI; 329, 53; may wage war, buy and 
sell, marry, appeal to courts, ete., 83, 52 ff.; 
329, 53; 333, 64; must obey magistrates, 51, 
XVII; 329, 55; 331, 58; free from legal cere- 
monies, 375, 41f.; 381, 64; need not observe 
traditions, 75; 239, 32; their service not like 
the Levitical, 89, 39; assemblies of early 
Christians, 413, 86; should reprove papal 
errors, 521, 56; should beware of papistic doc- 
trine, 517, 41; 519, 53. 

Those who will not learn the Catechism are 
not Christians, 535, 11; 575, 6; 753, 2; nor 
those who despise the Sacrament and will not 
believe the Gospel, 537, 22; 733, 1; false 
Christians in the Church, 47, VII; 227, 3; \ 
2315 17: 

Christopher, legend of, 353, 35. . 

Chrysostom, 69, 11; 277, 88; 305, 73; 913, 
86; 985, 36; 999, 76; 1147. 

Church, the, 45f.; 239; 499; origin and 
signification of the word, 691, 48; Roman defi- 
nition of Church, 235, 23 ff.; its name and at- 
tributes, 7f.; 31f.; 47; 594.; 95, 5; 145, 83; 
169, 45; 227, 5. 7 ff.; 271, 66; 499; 545; 577f.; 
687 ff.; the Christian Church cannot exist 
without righteousness of faith, 223, 256; 233, 
21; 253, 3; 355,41; its notes: pure preaching 
of the Word and right administration of the, 
Sacraments, 47; 227, 279. 5; 229, 10; 233, 20; 
237, 28. 30; 315, 27; the Word of God and 
true faith, 499; externally, the Word, confes- 
sion, and the Sacraments, 227, 3; 229, 7; in- 
ternally, communion of faith and the Holy 
Ghost. 227, os 23d.-22s0 1Soe LE Ia hat 
122; 691, 51; true doctrine sufficient for its 
true unity, 47; 237, 30; 849, 1; 855, 14; uni- 
formity of ceremonies not necessary, 47; 229, 
LOS 23 23 (pros 2a0y aos octo we eore ol oles 
323, 323.499; 831, 7; 1063,. 31. 

The True Church. — The congregation of all 
believers and saints, 31; 47; 227, 1; 229, 8; 
231; 237, 28; 499; 545; 577 f.; 689, 47; scat- 
tered over the whole world, 229, 10; 231; 233, 
20; collected by the Holy Ghost, 687, 37; 689, 
45; 691, 51; 895, 36 f.; what makes us living 
members, 231, 13; it is the body of Christ, 
227, 5; 231,12; 237, 29; 993, 59; the bride of 
Christ, 229, 10; the mother of Christians, 689, 
42; a pillar of the truth, 233, 20ff.; a spir- 
itual people, 231, 14. 16; not a Platonic state, 
233, 20 f.; nor an external polity, 229, 10; 
231, 13f.; how distinguished from the people 
of the Law, 231, 14. 16. 

This Church must always remain, 47; 229, 
9; 1079, 50; though at times it seems to have 
perished, 229, 9; Christ its Head, 227, 5; 
ATA 1-473, 9s 69, ols 985, 40; eL03L -40s 
1043, 78; its foundation the true Christian 
faith; 165, 1193) 2235 2663 227 279) Qe. Bis 
the Gospel, 233, 20 f.; 253, 3; 341, 86; the 
article of repentance and of Christ, 355, 41; 
its voice the consensus of the prophets, 271, 
66; 337, 79; its perils and oppressors, 229, 9; 
233, 22; 289, 29; 315, 27; 399, 41; promises 
given it, 233, 22; 1079, 50. 

The Church not dependent on princes or 
rulers, 233, 22; yet they are its leading mem- 
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bers, 519, 54; it is hidden under the multi- 
tude of the godléss, 233, 19; these are also in 
the Church, 47; 231; 243, 47; yet they are 
not the Church, 229, 8; 231, 17. 19; but have 
only outward fellowship with it, 227, 1. 3 f.; 
229, 1i-f:;, 231; 238; 195 °237,°285 notorious 
offenders to be excommunicated, 285, 16; 497; 
the penitent to be again received, 285, 16; 
287, 23; the cause of schisms and ecclesias- 
tical abuses, 59 f.; 73, 16; 185, L11. 115; 187,~ 
120; 225, 271; 229, 9; 237, 314.3 241,365 
295, 44; 315; 25; 355; 40; 399, 45; 4515 22 ff.; 
AT1, 33,473, 7; 513; 34. 37; °519, 613°85%, 15s 
Christ’s warning concerning them, 245, 49; 
they are not to be tolerated, 849, 9; 855, 14 f. 

In the Church no one should teach without 
a call, 49; 315, 24; its duty concerning infant 
baptism, 493, 4; it.administers absolution, 
40, XI Os) 245 58s Zoo tect oemaale 
2f.; 493; 511, 24; 523,67; the Holy Supper, 
61; .179, 89; 227 £.; 249, 623 S357, 1335924; 
its officers and gifts, 311, 12; 325f.; 343, 4; 
447, 13; 521, 60; 523, 67; 691, 51; the keys 
belong to the whole Church, 523, 69; its 
prayers, 225, 264; its confessions, 851, 2; its 
ordinances and usages, 93, 60; 203, 167; 309, 
6; 315, 1; 319, 13; 361, 15; 386, 4°63 447% 
14 ff.; its power, 423, 13; 511, 24; 523, 67; 
525, 72; not that of the ministry over the 
Church, 505 f.; efficacy of God in the Church, 
353,236; 417, 98; intercession of saints for, 
345, 9; what is comprised in its doctrine, 
693, 54 f. 

Out of the Church neither Word nor Sac- 
raments, 245, 52; parables concerning the 
Church, 227, 13" 233419) 

Apostolic Church, 441, 64. 67; its symbols, 
777, 3; 849, 1. 5; its doctrine concerning 
Christ, 1021, 17; 1035, 57: 59; 1037,° 645 
unity of Lutherans therewith, 777, 3; 843, 
30; 851, 4f.; 1037, 64; 1103, 39. 

Lutheran Church. — Its Confessions, 777 f.; 
847, 3; 851, 5f.; 977, 12; has a unanimously 
received, definite doctrine, 855, 10; well pro- 
vided with Word and Sacraments, 457, 10; 
diligent in preaching and instructing, 325, 41. 
43; 401, 48; and in administration of Sacra- 
ments, 245, 52; 249, 60 ff.; 325, 40; has not 
entirely abolished external ornaments, 399, 45; 
401, 50f.; Luther its chief teacher, 985, 41; 
agreement of Sacramentarians with the Lu- 
theran Church only seeming, 971, 2. 

Roman Church, 59, 1; 225, 269; 247, 55; 
359, 4; 471, 1; 509, 15. 


Greek Church, 359, 4; 473, 4;- 509, 15; 
OT Gor HE. ‘ 

Oriental Church, 507, 12. 

False Church, 1079, 50. 

Circumcision, 147, 87 f.; 158, 111; 175, 
80; 318, 19; 375, 42; 439, 58; spiritual, 
268, 46. 


Clement of Rome, supposititious writings 
of, 513, 35; 525, 71. 

Clergy. See Ministers. 

Cloisters, originally schools, 77, 16; 421, 5; 
471, 1; conscience urges many thereto, 55, 
20; 323, 26; some godly men enter them, 
421, 8; 427, 22; many enter them from im- 
proper motives, 75; 421, 9; 439, 57; their de- 
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generation, 421, 5; 439, 56; 471, 2. See Mo- 
nastic Life, Monastic Vows. ; 

Clothing, div. service not dependent upon, 
321, 21; neither sin nor righteousness depend- 
ent upon, 445, 7; pride in dress, 459, 12; 
usage of country to be respected, 325, 35; 
God to be prayed for, 547, 14; 719, 76. 

Coercion in conversion, 797, 3; 799, 10; 
939, 4; 941, 12; 948, 17; 905, 60; 909, 73; 
of the Law, 805, 2; 963, 5. 

Command, God’s, necessary to a sacra- 
ment, 807, 3; the ministry has, 311, 11; the 
Church has, to appoint ministers, 311, 12; 
confirmation and extreme unction without 
God’s command, 309, 6; also the invocation 
of saints, 351, 31; and works devised by the 
Papacy, 177, 87; 319, 14. 

Commandments, the Divine, teach truly 
‘good’ works, 127, 22; 295, 42; 305, 77; 669, 
311; yet do not avail for righteousness, 151, 
103; must be observed by one who will have 
eternal life, 157, 1; 197, 149; are fulfilled 
by love to God, 159, 15; and one’s neighbor, 
183, 105; 187, 117; our inborn disposition in- 
clined contrary to them, 863, 12; no one can 
observe them, 477, 6; 679, 3; without Christ, 
197, 145. 149; 261, 37; without the Spirit and 
grace, 127, 27; 335, 68; 1087, 73; without a 
new heart, 889, 23; without faith, 679, 2; 
291, 34; man cannot annul them, 61, 8; 77, 
18; 307, 78; 437, 51; they are obscured by 
traditions, 71, 8; 81, 48; 297, 48; 321, 25; 
443, 3. 

The Ten Commandments in O. T. written 
everywhere, 677, 331 ff.; written upon the 
heart, 697, 67; contain a doctrine different 
from that of the Creed, 697, 67. 

The First Commandment, 539; 571 f.; 675, 
324; the chief commandment, 157, 9f.; 427, 
25; 593, 48; the entire Psalter consists of ex- 
ercises therein, 573, 18. The Second, 539; 
593 f.; 699, 5; 709, 45; monasticism violates 
both, 439, 56. The Third, 539; 601; how far 
it pertains to Christians, 603, 82. The Fourth, 
175, 76; 441, 61; 539; 609; 701, 138; 737, 20; 
741, 38; includes obedience to all in authority, 
621, 141; as well as duties of parents, 629, 
167. The Fifth, 541; 629. The Siath, 541; 
635. The Seventh, 541; 641. The Highth, 
541; 651. The Ninth and Tenth, 541; 663; 
why especially needed by the Jews, 663, 293 f. 
Close of the Commandments, 543; 589 f.; 
669 f.; belongs to all the Commandments, 
673, 321. 

Common Week, 465, 12. 

Communicatio Idiomatum, 823, 18; 1025, 
31 ff.; 1045, 85; 1107-1149; first genus, 1027, 
36; second genus, 1031, 46; third genus, 1031, 
48; denied by the Nestorians, 823, 18. 

Communication, Verbal, 823, 26; 
66. 95; real, 1037, 63. 

Communion. Absentees from, to be admon- 
ished, 249, 62; not to be administered to 
one’s self (by oneself), 465, 8; to be publicly 
administered, 385, 6; lay communion, 359, 8. 

Communion of saints, 689, 47; 691, 49. 

Communion and union (person of Chr.), 
1023, 22. 

Communism, unscriptural, 331, 56; 333, 
62 f.; 435, 46. 
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Compulsion (see Coercion) ; in adiaphora, 
831, 10; 1061, 27. 

Concord, Book of, 13 ff.; 847 f.; 
ments pertaining to it, 1107—1149. 

Concrete and Abstract, 875, 52. 

Condemnations in Book of Concord, how 
to be understood, 19. 

Condigno, De, and De Congruo, 203, 167; 
209, 197. 200. 208; 217, 223. 235; 223, 255; 
335, 72. 

Confession of Sin, 47 f.; 69; 247 f.; 255 f.; 
279 f£.; 493; 551; before God, 69, 11; 283, 
10 f.; 553, 17; to an injured neighbor, 283, 
12; to a pastor (private confession), not in- 
stituted by Scripture, but by the Church, 71, 
12; 251, 65;. retained by the Luth. churches, 
67 f.; its two parts, 553, 16; absolution gives 
it its chief value, 71, 13; 269, 61; 281, 2; 
493, 1; not the ground of forgiveness, 281, 95. 

How to confess, 767, 61; what sins to con- 
fess, 553; enumeration of all sins unnecessary, 
47, X3 69) Tft.3 247, 683 251, 63 if.; 257,237 
281, 5; 285, 13; 483, 19; 495, 2; 517, 45; and 
impossible, 47, X; 69, 7 ff.; 251, 65; 285, 14; 
483, 15. 19; formulas for, 553f.; directions 
to the father confessor, 555; Roman Scrip- 
ture-proof for, 283, 9. 

Confessor’s fees, 251, 65. 

Confession, Augsburg. 
Confession. 

Confirmation no sacrament, 309, 6 3; re- 
tained by the bishops, 525, 73; of bishops and 
other church officers (installation), 509, 15 f. 

Conflict attends the birth of faith, 205, 182; 
217, 229; of faith with despair, 401, 46; with 
sin, 489, 40; continues through life, 261, 37; 
for this, philosophical speculation has no re- 
lief, 131, 37; conflicts of Christ through be- 
lievers, 175, 69 ff. 

Confusion of Natures in Christ rejected, 

1029, 19;° 1035, 61f. 
' Confutation, the Romish, of the Augs- 
burg Confession, 99 f.; 101, 14; 227, 277; 263, 
44; 271, 67; 337, 79 ff.; 355, 39 f.; 359, 6; 387, 
14; 445, 6. 

Congruo, De. See Condigno, De. 

Conscience accused and terrified by the 
Law, 131, 38; 193, 186; 197, 149; on account 
of sin, 143, 79; 723, 89; through the preach- 
ing of repentance, 139, 62; in contrition, 259, 
29; 259, 32; how to obtain a good conscience, 
171, 61; 219, 241; 223, 256; 255, 9; 339, 84 f.; 
cannot attain peace through works, but only 
through faith, 55, 15; 151, 100; 155, 118; 171, 
60 f.; 173, 66; 177, 83; 179, 91. 96; 209, 198» 
217, 225; 255, 12; 263, 47; 269, 60; 277, 88; 
through the Gospel, 261, 85; 277, 88; 339, 85; 


docu- 


See Augsburg 


401, 48; thr. the righteousness God grants, 
179, 95; 181, 103; through absolution, 193, 
136; 261, 39; is not to be burdened with 


human ordinances, 51, 2; 55, 19 ff.; 61, 11; 
Ties 8 Les igesa) o0s.4l a. 5, Ob. b a5 CaO ashe 
251, 64. 65; 323, 27 ff.; 329, 49. 51; 401, 46; 
445, 8; the Romish doctrine deprives it of 
consolation, 517, 44; (281, 1); bad conscience, 
its 873 4203, 1 

Consecration: of churches, 501, 4; of ta- 
pers, palm-branches, ete., 501, 3; of elements 
in the Holy Supper, 811, 8 f.; 999, 73 ff.; 1001, 
19s D013; 121; 
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Consensus of the prophets, 271, 66. 70. 73. 

Consolation sought by reason in works, 
483, 18; despised by secure hearts, 265, 51 f.; 
afforded by the doctrine of reconciliation and 
justification through Christ, 121, 2; 137, 60; 
147, 85; 201, 164; 205, 178. 182; 225, 261; 
839, 85; 481, 8; 925, 30; 951, 1; 959, 21f.; by 
the doctrine of election, 835, 13; 1079, 48; of 
the true worship of God, 207, 188; of the 
Church, 229, 9; 1079, 50; received by faith, 
153, 106; 155, 118; 159, 14; 209, 203; 225; 
266; 263, 46f.; 271, 72; 279, 90; in absolu- 
tion 249, 59; 261, 39; 493, VIII; in the Sacra- 
ments, 199, 154 f.; 411, 75; 743, 44; 809, 2. 

Constance. See Council. 

Constraint. See Coercion. 

Contempt of God, 109, 11; 131, 35; 159, 
14; of His Word, 607, 95; 727, 104; 903, 57; 
1077, 41; 1091, 86; of the Lord’s Supper, 
249, 61. 

Contentions, needless, to be avoided, 857, 
15; that concerning original sin not needless, 
859, 3; nor those concerning matters of faith, 
849, 9. 

Contrition, the first part of repentance, 
259, 28; babbling about contrition, 259, 29; 
contrition passive, not active, 479, 2; the bur- 
den upon. conscience, 263, 44; the putting off 
the body of sins, 263, 46; the handwriting 
condemning us, 265, 48; a punishment for sin, 
299, 53; 
attrition, 255, 5; contrition and attrition not 
understood by Papists, 483, 16; contrition and 
faith, side by side, 263, 46. 

Controversies, Religious, how to be de- 
cided, 23 f.; 847, 4. 7 ff.; 857, 15. See Conten- 
tions. 

Controverted point, importance of stick- 
ing to, 387, 10. 

Convents. See Cloisters. 

Conversation of Christians, 491 f. 

Conversion not synonymous with justifica- 
tion, 923, 24; has two parts, 259, 28; good 
works might be named as third, 259, 28; syn- 
onymous with repentance, 291, 34; mortifica- 
tion and quickening, 263, 46; resurrection fr. 
spiritual death, 913, 87; a change in under- 
standing, will, and heart, 909, 70; not the an- 
nihilation of an old and the creation of a new 
substance, 789, 14; 911, 81; mortification of 
flesh and good fruits follow, 291, 34; before, 
only two efficient causes, 791, 19; 907, 65; 
man cannot cooperate, 883, 7; 891, 24; 905, 
61; 909, 71; but is purely passive, 791, 18; 
915, 89; after, man cooperates, 791, 17; 907, 
65; yet not from natural, but from new 
powers, 907, 65; wrought by the Holy Ghost 
through the Word and Sacraments, 787, 4; 
791, 19; 881, 5; 887, 16; 901, 48; 909, 71; 
1063, 3; 1073, 29; at His own time, 1081, 56. 

Errors, 787, 8 ff.; 909, 74 ff.; objectionable 
expressions, 789, 15 f.; 905, 61; 913, 82. 86. 

Cooperation (synergism), impossibility of, 
to conversion, 789, 11. 16; 883, 7; 887, 18; 
891, 24; 897, 42; 905, 59; 911, 77; occurs 
after conversion, 791, 17; 907, 65f.; Luther’s 
declaration concerning, 889, 20 ff.; 897, 43. 

Corruption of human nature, 771, 76; 
781, 8; 859, 1. 11; 879, 60; its cause, 829, 4; 
reason does not recognize it, 781, 9. 


distinction between contrition and , 
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Council, General, appeal to, 43; 457, 10; 
apprehensions concerning, 475, 16; subjects 
for its consideration, 459, 13; preparation for 
it, 455, 2; the Pope’s claim of superiority to 
councils, 517, 40; 519, 49; 521, 55; 371, 24; 
their decrees violated, 303, 70; 365, 6; 369, 
23 ff. ‘ 

Council of angels, 457, 11. 

Councils: of Constance, 473, 7; 493, 2; of 
Chalcedon, 509, 19; 1021, 18; 1029, 43; of 
Nice, 43, 1; 67, 38; 241, 42; 507, 12f.; 509, 
17; of Trent, 949, 35; proposed, of Mantua, 
443, 1. 

Counsels of the Gospel, 77, 12; 83, 54; 
331, 59; 421, 9; 427, 24; 433, 39; 493, 4; 637, 
197. ; 

Counterfeiting, 645, 227; 721, 84. 

Courts, dishonesty at, 653, 28; 667, 301 f. 

Creator, God, the, 31; 43, 2; 53, XIX; 
3315 113-043, °23 Olds LE58679,. 61,5) of man 
since the Fall, 779, 2; 859, 2; 869, 34 ff.; 871, 
38. 41; but not of sin, 861, 7; 871, 38. 41. 

Creatures, all, created by God, 337, 77; 
548, 2; supported by Him, 681, 13f.; divine 
providence extends to all, 1063, 3; God uses 
them for our good, 587, 26; 681, 14; to seek 
consolation from them, idolatry, 585,21; man 
a creature of God, even since the Fall, 779, 
2. 4; 859, 2; 869, 32. 34; original sin not, 
871, 38 f. 

_Creeds (Symbols). The ancient received, 7; 
Ecumenical, 31 ff.; 119; 461; 533 f.; 575; 753; 
777, 3; 843, 30; 851, 4; their meaning, 135, 
51; 229, 7; 777, 2ff.; rejected by the Anti- 
Trinitarians, 1100, 37; Apostles’ Creed, 548; 
679. See also Symbols. 

Cross, the, of Christ, 233, 18; 311, 8; 403, 
56; 1035, 59; of Christians, 75, 31 ff.; 169, 
46; 299, 54; 327, 45; 715, 65ff.; Christ’s 
kingdom concealed beneath the cross, 233, 18; 
the flesh flees from the cross, 169, 49; benefits 
of, 301, 63; 327, 45; promises given to, 311, 
16; consolation under, 1069, 20; 1079, 48; 
does not merit reconciliation, 407, 66. 

Cross, sign of the, 557, 1; 601,74. 

Crypto-Calvinists, 971, 1; 1017, 4. 

Cursing, 539, 4; 597, 62; 633, 186; 709, 42. 

Cyprian, 61, 5; 65, 25; 209, 201; 343, 2; 
353, 36; 411, 76; 507, 14; 511, 27; 985, 36. 

Cyril of Alexandria, 247, 56 f.; 877, 54; 
975, 11; 1113 £.; 1119 f.; 1127°£.; 1131 £; 
1133 £3 1139 £. 


Damascenus, 1023, 22; 1127 f.; 1141. 

Daniel, 193 f.; 211-f£.;-235, 24;. 319, 19; 
333, 61; 399, 45; on redeeming sin, 195, 142. 

David, 57, 1; 1387; 169, 47; 175, 70; 211, 
205; 261, 36; 267, 56; 301, 58; 333, 61; 427, 
25; 435, 46; 437, 49; 593, 46; 869, 36. 

Day, the Last, 51, XVII, 1; 545, 6; 691, 53. 

Deacons in the early Church received the 
Sacrament after the priest, 67, 38; elected the 
archdeacons, 521, 62. 

Dead, the, spiritually, 885, 11; 905, 61; 
prayers for, 417, 94. 96; masses for, 257, 15; 
387, 11; 405, 64; 413, 89 ff.; 437, 53; 465, 12; 
a Barefooted Monks place hoods upon, 219, 

40. 

Death, the wages of sin, 115, 40; 303, 64; 

863, 13; 1089, 81; in what respect no punish- 
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ment, 299, 56; 301, 62f.; sin its sting, 143, 
79; all men subject to it, 117, 46; 131, 40; 
139, 62; 299, 54; 477, 1; the Law makes men 
feel it, 479, 2; not delivered therefrom by our 
own works or sufferings, 199, 156 f.; 295, 46; 
299, 52; 305, 77; aid only from God, 121, 8; 
vanquished by Christ, 163, 28 f.; 199, 156; 
265, 55; 295, 48; 301, 60; 545, 4; 685, 27. 31; 
who delivers us from it through Baptism, 549, 
18; 743, 41; and faith, 155, 115; 199, 157; 
263, 46; 299, 56; 413,89; repentance of Chris- 
tians continues until death, 489, 40; frees the 
Christian from sinful flesh, 299, 56; no death 
in the world to come, 693, 58. 

Spiritual death, deliverange from, 885, 15. 

Decalog agrees with natural law, 121, 7; 
First Table, 157, 10; Second Table, 109, 16, 

Deception of the devil and the world, 593, 
46; 959, 23. 

Decree of God concerning salvation, 833, 9. 
13; 1067, 13 ff.; 1069, 23; consolation there- 
from, 1077, 44f.; 1079, 47; warning concern- 
ing, 833, 6; 1065, 9. 

Decretals, 235, 23; 475, 14; a true decre- 
tal, 145, 83; 339, 79. 

Degrees of reward, 219, 245; 
217, 234. 

Denial of God, 727, 104; of Christ, 501, 3; 
by Peter, 345, 5; 353, 36. 

Descent of Christ into hell, 31; 33f.; 45; 
AAO feDdos Dit las) OSd,0205 Sal, clas, S27 L.:3 
1049. 

Despair, the result of constant doubt, 279, 
89; of works without faith, 201, 164; 209, 
200; of work-righteousness, 205, 180; 279, 89; 
' 481, 7; 955, 10; of auricular confession, 251, 
64; 517, 45; what protects saints from de- 
spair, 219, 243; 271, 72; how to overcome de- 
spair at death, 211, 212; 213; a work of the 
devil, 549, 18; should not result from the doc- 
trine of election, 833, 9; 837, 16; 1065, 10. 

Devil, the, a liar and murderer from the he- 
ginning, 337, 77; 379, 58; 729, 115; the enemy 
of God, 57, 25; of God’s Word, 571,11; of the 
godly, 715, 62; 721, 80; 731, 116; 835, 13; 
the cause of sin, 53f.; 337, 77; 685, 28; 833, 4; 
859, 2; 867, 27; 871,41; 879, 61; 1065, 7; 
1089, 81; the Old Serpent, or Dragon, 477, 5; 
959, 23; knows Christ’s history, 55, 23; 215, 
216; 263, 45; but believes not, 55, 23; 205, 
182; tempts to disregard God’s Word, 727, 
104; to error and heresy, 119, 47; to crime, 
127, 23; seeks to prevent God’s praise, 175, 
71; 457, 6; 547, 11; 697, 2; 729, 113; prayer, 
705, 29; government, ecclesiastical and civil, 
721, 80; lies in wait for us, 601, 71; 759, 28; 
771, 80; the source of temptations, 727, 101. 
104; especially to strong Christians, 729, 107; 
of temporal misfortunes, 729, 115; of hatred, 
murder, etc., 633, 184; 721, 80; extent of his 
power, 119, 49; its limitations, 785, 25; all 
men subject to his attacks, 117, 46 f.; 161, 17; 
477, 1. 4; even the wise of this world, 119, 49; 
the godless he controls, 161, 17; 231, 16; 233, 
195.2375 29; 305, 77; 729, 11. 

His kingdom must yield to that of God, 713, 
54; Christ has vanquished him and delivered 
us, 45; 51 f.; 119, 48 ff.; 161, 18; 175, 68 f£.; 
175, 71; 335, 66; 545, 4; 685, 27. 31; 827, 3; 


of glory, 
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1053, 2; God defends against him, 245, 50; 
consolation and help against him, 147, 85; 
191, 129; 339, 85; 705, 30; 721, 80; 727 £.; 
729, 113; through Baptism, 551, 6; 743, 41. 

Devils, Doctrine of, 63, 22; 295, 44; 
315, 43 379, 58; 381, 63; 429, 26; 497, 10. 

Diana, 585, 18. 

Diogenes, 435, 46. 

Dionysius, 525, 71. 

Disciplestecognized the Lord in the break- 
ing of bread, 359, 7; had only spiritual power, 
518, 31; errors during their lives, 847, 7. 

Discipline required by Lutheran churches, 
75, 30 ff.; of the Law, 127, 22 ff.; 379, 55; 
805, 1; 807, 8; 963, 1; especially needed for 
the common people, 329, 49; preparatory to 
the Holy Supper, 557, 10; afflictions a dis- 
cipline, 299, 54. 59; ceremonies a discipline, 
439, 58; domestic discipline, 321, 25; 643, 
218; church discipline, 287, 23 f/; 447, 16. 

Disobedience, Adam’s, 477, 1; 793, 3; 
861, 9; to parents, 477, 2;>619, 137; of sub- 
jects, 459, 12; covered by Christ’s obedience, 
937, 58. 

Dispensations, bought and sold, 235, 23; 
required by human traditions, 325, 37. 

Dissension, origin of, 187, 120; serious- 
ness of, 517, 42; when justifiable, 517, 423 
829, 6; 831, 11; 1053, 5; 1061; 28; to be recon- 
ciled by Augsburg Confession, 41, 10; by For- 
mula of Concord, 11 f.; 851, 2. 

Dissimilarity in ceremonies not a ground 
for Church divisions, 75, 44; 239, 33; 319, 18; 
831, 7; 1063, 31; not contrary to faith, 241, 
42; 243, 45. 

Distinctions of food, 51 f.; 69 f.; 201, 162; 
315, 2; 429, 26; of days, times, etc., 321, 20f.; 
of clothing and church decoration, 321, 21; 
429, 26; 445, 7. 

Divinity, Divine Nature. See Christ. 

Division, correct, importance of, 389, 15 f. 

“Divorces allowed in O. T., forbidden in 
N. T., 665, 295; 669, 306; marriage of inno- 
cent party after divorce permissible, 527, 78; 
errors of Anabaptists, 841, 19; 1099, 24. 

Doctrine of Christ, Law and Gospel, 803, 6. 

Of the Law, divine, 801, 3; does not annul 
the>Gospel, 197, 148; what it is, 223, 256; 
277, 85. 

Of Repentance proclaimed against the god- 
less, 175, 79; commands new works, 199, 151. 
153; promises forgiveness, 199, 151; import- 
ance of, 281, 1; 401, 46. 

Of the Gospel must be firmly maintained, 
223, 256; gives no occasion to scandals, 451, 
22 ff.; establishes the authority of magis- 
trates, 333, 65. 

Of Faith and Justification not to be neg- 
lected, 223, 256. 260; or misrepresented, 57, 
35 ff.; why important, 155, 118; 205, 182; 
253, 3; 275, 84; 279, 90; less specious than 
that of the Law, 183, 109. 

Unity in, 473, 9; capacity for judging, 573, 
17; summaries of, 357, 43; 849, 1; purity of, 
227, 5; 709, 39; standard of, 777; 849; God’s 
name hallowed by, 547, 5; 599, 64; wunder- 
standing of, a prerequisite to Lord’s Supper, 
575, 5; the Augsburg Confession a summary 
of the entire doctrine, 289, 27; must be con- 
stantly urged, 579, 24; philosophy not to be 
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' mingled thérewith, 225, 269; godless unity of 
doctrine to be avoided, 517, 41. 

Of Devils, 91, 49; 241, 40. 

Dogmas, 223, 260. 

Domestics, duties of, 563, 10; 621, 143 ff.; 
643, 225; insubordination of, 459, 12; should 
not be alienated from our neighbor, 541 f.; 
663 f.; 669, 306; must be kept in discipline, 
321, 25; be taught the Catechism, 575, 4; 
577, 16; should be daily prayed for, 601, 73; 
705, 28. 

Dominicans, 437, 53; 491, 2. 

Dominicus, 179, 90. 

Donatists, 47; 237, 69; 245, 49. 

Doubt of Providence, 169, 46; of God’s 
grace, 177, 83; of forgiveness, 155, 119; 163, 
28; 277, 88f.; of the absolution, 553, 16; of 
eternal salvation, 795, 9; 1085, 70; 1087, 73; 
the Papists teach that men must doubt, 517, 
44; 125, 19; 209, 200; 223, 260; doubt a con- 
sequence of work-righteousness, 205, 180; 945, 
23; inconsistent with prayer, 277, 89; 731, 
121 ff.; with proper partaking of the Lord’s 
Supper, 557, 10; doubt of truth more bitter 
than death, 291, 31; the parent of despair, 
209, 200; 277, 89; Paul’s remedy for, 209, 
199; doubt a source of dissension, 879, 58. 

Dragon, the Old. See Devil. 

Dragon’s Tail, 465, 11. 

Drawing, God’s, of men, 583,15; subjects 
of, 789, 16; 913, 86; of the Father to Christ, 


% 


1087, 76; means of, 903, 54; no compulsion ~ 


employed, 905, 60; of the Holy Ghost, 915, 88. 
Drunkards, 607, 96. 


Easter, 75, 43; 239; 241 f. 

Efficacy of the Holy Ghost, 1069, 23; 1089, 
82; of the Sacraments, 227, 3; of the Word, 
Salalah 

Elders according to divine right equal to 
bishops, 521, 61. 

Elect, who they are, 1073, 30f.; who do 
not belong thereto, 1075, 39; their paucity, 

‘1075, 84; -known to\God, 1069, 23; their 
weakness not imputed, 799, 14; Christ gives 
them eternal life, 51, XVII; they will all be 
saved, 1071, 25. 

Errors concerning, 801, 19. 

Election, 831; 1063; to be distinguished 
from foreknowledge, 831, 2; 1063, 3; not de- 
pendent on our godliness, 1087, 75; to be read 
in Christ, 835, 13; 1067, 13; 1088, 65f.; sealed 
by God’s oath and the Sacraments, 1067, 13; 
revealed in His Word, 1077, 43; pertains only 
to the godly, 833, 5; 1065, 5; a cause of sal- 
vation, 1065, 8; how to be considered, 833, 
6. 9; 1065, 9; 1067, 13; not according to 
reason, 1071, 26; 1083, 638f.; or from curi- 
osity, 1079, 52; but to be learned for comfort 
and patience, 837, 16; it exhorts to repent- 
ance, 1067, 12; 1079, 51; 1085, 71; should not 
oceasion hard thoughts, 901, 47; 1065, 10; 
10938, 89; its consolation, 1079, 48 f.; to whom 
consolatory, 835, 11; 1071, 25; to whom not 
consolatory, 9038, 57; not chargeable with the 
destruction of the godless, 835, 12; 1075, 34; 
1089, 78. 

Abuse of the doctrine, 833, 8; 1065, 10; 
1075, 39f.; errors to be rejected, 1079, 52 ff. 

Elective, should the Pope be? 478, 7. 
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Elements, external signs in the Sacra- 
ments, 737, 18; consecrated by the words of 
institution, 1000, 82; not to be adored, 817, 
40; 1015, 126. 

Eli, sons of, 359, 10.- 

Elicit acts, 123, 12. — 

Elijah, 419,99; 497, 11. 

Elisha, 497, 11. 

Emperor may follow David’s example, 57, 
1; power of, usurped by Popes, 83, 2; 235, 23; 
471, 2; 513, 35; 519, 50; election of Popes 
formerly confirmed by, 508, 20. 

Encratites, 375, 45; 377, 50. 

“Evo, 1028, 22. 

Enthusiasm in the Papacy, 495, 4; 497, 9. 

Enthusiasts, who they are, 311, 13; 495, 
3 ff.; 789, 13; old and new, 881, 4; condemn 
the outward Word, 495, 6; abuse the doctrine 
of human inability, 899, 46. 

Ephesus, Council of, 1107; 1127 f. 

Epicureéans, 1013, 123; 833, 9. 

Epicurts, 131, 35. 

°"Emteixera, 93, 64; 187, 122. 

Epiphanius, 375, 45; 385, 8; 417, 96; 
1126.£.;. 1131 4.; 1135 f. 

Eternal life begins here, 151, 100; 167, 39; 
447, 10. 

Eternity of punishments, 335, 66. 

Ethics (of Aristotle), childish to preach 
these to Christians, 123, 14. 

-Eucharist, a name of the mass, 407, 66; 
411, 76. 

Eunomians, 43, 5. 

Eusebius of Caesarea, 1113 f.; 1135 f. 

Eusebius of Emasa, 1123 f. 

Eustachius, 1123. : 

Eutyches, 823, 18. 21; 1047, 89. 

Evil. God not its cause, 53, XIX; 833, 4; 
1065, 6; He fixes its limit, 833, 4; 1065, 6; 
inclination of our flesh to, 715, 63; how and 
by whom punished, 659, 274; should not be 
wished, 633, 188; prayer for deliverance from, 
729, 113-ff. : 

Evils, bodily, 117, 46; forms of, 549, 20; 
729; why permitted, 205, 180; prayer against, 
549, 19 f.; 577-£.; 729 f.; divine protection 
from, 543, 2. 

Hvil-Doers, convicted by preaching of Law, 
193, 134; to be punished by the magistrate, 
51, XVI; 329, 58; 331, 59; 841, 16; 1099, 21. 

Exaltation of Christ, state of, 821, 15; 
841, 21; 1023, 26; 1037, 64f.; 1039, 67 ff. 

Examinations before partaking of the 
Lord’s Supper, 383, 1; 401, 49; examination 
of communicants by pastor, 325, 40: 

Example of saints, 57, 1; 177, 87; 179, 90; 
343, 4 ff.; 353, 36; of Mary, 349, 27; distine- 
tion between Law and Gospel illustrated, 265, 
55; must be examined according to Scripture, 
441, 60; wicked examples invite to sin, 727, 
102; no example in Scripture of the invoca- 
tion of saints, 345, 10; 351, 31; 469, 25. 

Exclusive Particles, 141, 73; 795, 10; 
927, 36; 931, 43; 933, 53. . 

Excommunication, 497, IX; excludes fr. 
outward fellowship, 227, 3; the openly wicked 
and despisers of the Sacraments, 249, 61; 521, 
60; 525, 74; power of, belongs to every bishop 
or pastor, 447, 13 f.; 525, 76; abuse of, by the 


Papacy, 88, 2; 518, 35; 525, 74; error of 
Schwenckfeldians, 842, 26; 1100, 34. 

Exercises, bodily, of the Fathers, 271, 36; 
$21, 20f.; under the Law, 177, 86; 439, 58; 
always to be used, 75, 34; 327, 46 f.; 377, 
48 f.; of the saints, 179, 90; 321, 24; not 
meritorious, 321, 24; 427, 21; of faith, 199, 
157; 569, 9f.; the Book of Psalms an exer- 
cise upon First Commandment, 573, 18; exer- 
cises of singing, etc., 439, 55. 

Ex sensu work of Holy Ghost not to be 
judged, 903, 56. 

External Life. Man’s ability to live an ex- 
ternally moral life, 53, 1. 9; 127, 23; 891, 26; 
to hear and read God’s Word, 901, 53; to be 
industrious in external works, 889, 20; does 
not justify before God, 75, 41; 127, 26. 28; 
distinction between external and internal.god- 
liness, 201, 161 f. 

Extreme Unction, 309, 6. 


Faith, the true catholic, 31, 1. 3; 33, 19; 
35, 40; justifying, 135, 48; 137, 61; 203, 
Velie 205, 182 223, 2555 225;5260% 7265, 
60; 279, 92; fides formata, 153, 109; 181, 
100; properly so called, 155, 113. 116; gen- 
eral, 267, 60; 313, 21; not a mere knowledge 
of the history concerning Christ, 55, 23 ff.; 
25 elias lob, 45,0005) Lai, Ol; Lol 99s Loa; 
115; 191, 128; 205; 183; 215, 2165 225, 262; 
263, 45; not an idle thought, 139, 64; 155, 
115; 191, 129; not a work of preparation of 
man, 135, 48; is supernatural, 205, 182; 
above reason, 321, 22; 483, 18; 545, 6; 697, 67. 

Faith a gift and work of God, 135, 48; 263, 
46; a work, light, and power of the Holy 
Ghost, 45, V3 53,133) 1395-64; Tol, 995-155, 
115; 191, 128f.; 237, 31; 405, 59; 545, 6; 
547, 8. 11; 695, 61; a witness of the Holy 
Ghost, 155, 113; a divine service, 135, 49. 57; 
183, 107; 207, 188; 319; 517; 44; faith and 
God belong together, 581, 3; the doctrine con- 
cerning faith to be urged in the Church, 73, 
20; as the chief doctrine, 53,8; its knowledge 
necessary, 155, 118; faith the spiritual eating 
of John 6, 995, 61f.; confidence, trust, 57, 
26;' 135, 48; 141, 69; 168, 33; 207, 191. 194; 
215, 216; 581, 4; how distinguished fr. hope, 
207, 191; 209, 194; is certainty of God’s grace 
in Christ, 163, 27; 217, 229; acknowledgment 
and reception of Christ, 133, 46. 48; 159, 12; 
163, 33; 183, 106; 793, 6; a living power, 
189, 125; 225, 262; righteousness of heart, 
149, 92; 195, 142; 207, 186 f.; not merely the 
beginning of justification, 141, 71; but also of 
good works and the fulfilling of the Law, 133, 
46; 135, 51; 141, 71; Christian perfection, 
Bl, Xx Wile foaa. 0615429. 27 5-433) 37> higher 
and stronger than works, 215, 216; yet we 
dare not build thereon, 747, 56. 

Faith comes by hearing, 139, 67; 261, 39; 
» 809, 5; through the Word, 141, 73; 149, 98; 
217, 225; 309, 5; 329, 64; 409, 70; 695, 62; 
993, 59; 995, 62; connection of faith and 
promise, 135, 50; faith and mercy, 213; 
through the words of institution, 1001, 81; 
through the ministry, 45, V;_ through Gospel 
and Sacraments, 45; 49f.; 179, 89; 241, 36; 
261, 42; 359, 10; 405, 59; 409, 7C; 413, 89; 
495, 7; 759, 24 ff.; through external signs, 
175, 80; 195, 148; 309, 4f.; 313, 19. 
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Faith, how it begins in the heart, 137, 61 f.; 
f. not an easy matter, 191, 129; why faith is 
strong, 215, 218; comprehends the present and 
the future, 207, 191; belongs to repentance, 
49, 6; 188, 45; 161, 21; 198, 136; 199, 157; 
227, 277; 253, 1; 257, 21; 261, 35; 263, 44 1.; 
267, 57. 60 f.; 279, 91; 953, 4. 8; rises and 
grows in repentance, 161, 21; 199, 151; 217, 
229. 232; in temptation, 261, 37. 42; 299, 54; 
401, 46; through exercise in good works, etc., 
175, 68; 199, 157; 217, 229; not without 
struggles, 205, 182; 217, 229; 517, 44; dis- 
tinguishes the repentance of Peter from that 
of Judas, 255, 8; 261, 36; even a weak faith 
acceptable to God, 997, 70; what precedes and 
follows pertains not to justification, 923, 24. 

Faith has three objects, 135, 53; apprehends 
God’s Word and promise, 133, 44; 135, 50. 55; 
139; 67-705) 155) L135 163927 5 6s, 825s 
OSs 191, 1265, 195; 143 203, 7. Vis. 0207, 
191; 223, 260; 225, 265; faith and the promise 
correlatives, 209, 203; 217, 225; faith appre- 
hends God’s mercy and the forgiveness of sins, 
147, 85; 153, 106; 157, 8; 161, 20; 163, 32; 
167, 40; 171, 53; 183, 107; 203, 171;/209, 197. 
203; 227; 277; apprehends Christ as Redeemer 
and Mediator, 133, 44. 46; 137, 55; 141, 69; 
143, 80. 82; 167, 40; 179, 96. 100; 181, 103; 
183, L105" 1395 1235 207, Sis 22362505 2255 
261; 269, 63; 275, 84; 7938, 5; 919, 11. 

Faith the beginning, center, and end of jus- 
tification, 949, 34f.; brings the Holy Ghost, 
57, 29; 138, 45;.155, 116; 157, 4; 159, 12; 
171, 61; 275, 82; 343, 91; 941, 10; and thereby 
a new heart and mind, 157, 4; 191, 129. 131; 
499 f.; cleanses the heart, 151, 99; 195, 140; 
201, 163; 2387, 31; 445, 8; mortifies concu- 
piscence, 133, 45; by it we are regenerated, 
converted, etc., 1383, 45f.; 139, 64; 141,72; 155, 
DUDS Uy sedi 4. Glee Td LOGOS Fels bees. 
171, ete.; love follows it, 143, 74. 76; 157, 4; 
161, 20; 163, 30; 165, 34; 189,124; 191, 128; 
197, 149; 203, 173; 261, 37; 275, 82; 923, 27; 
it imparts ability to observe the Law, 133, 45; 
157,-2; 165, 38; 198, 1385; 207; 194; 343, 91; 
brings forth good fruits, 45, VI; 57, 29; 139, 
64; 143, 74; 155, 111 f.; 159, 14 ff.; 165, 34. 
175, 82; 189, 125; 191, 130; 2219252; 3038, 68; 
A997 25 (95, °11ls (707,165 801 18s 927 _) 36s 
41,9; these follow faith, and do not precede 
they are ‘testimonies to faith, 
165, 34; 173, 63; 175,68; faith in itself no 
good work, 919, 13. 

Faith exists in those only who grieve for 
sin, 161, 22; not in those without the Holy 
Ghost, 335, 72; not in carnal men, 161, 22 f.; 
217, 221; 341, 90; not in the godless and 
devils, 205, 182; cannot coexist with a pur- 
pose to sin, 795, 11; 923, 26; nor with mortal 
sin, 139, 64; 158, 109; 155, 115; 491, 43: nor 
without love, 181, 98 f. 103; nor without 
works, 191, 129. 181; 499, XIII; distinction 
between dead and living faith, 191, 127 ff.; 
the former a fruit of original sin, 477, 2. 

Faith required for profitable reception of 
Baptism, 739, 33 ff.; 743, 41; yet the validity 
of Baptism not dependent thereon, 745, 52; 
747, 58; faith required for profitable recep- 
tion of the Lord’s Supper, 199, 155; 415, 90; 
313, 19 ff; 409, 70; 411, 77; 557, 10; 761, 34; 
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987, 46 f.; 995, 63; yet its validity not de- 
pendent thereon, 983, 32; 999, 74; 1003, 88; 
prayer without faith no prayer, 345, 10. 13; 
731, 120; church unity requires unity in faith, 
237, 31; 691, 54; (473, 9). 

Articles of Faith. — God’s Word the only 
source, 467, 15; claim of the Pope to frame, 
235, 23. 

Fall, the, and its consequences, 43, II; 107, 
Hit.; 109,14; LiL 2451367, 13.165 477) litt; 
685, 28 f.; 779, 1 ff.; 781, 8; 859, 1 ff.; 861, 
Siff.; 865, 28; 867,°26 f.; 871, 383 881, 2; 
883, 8; fall of Adam no trifling matter, 169, 
42; its penalties, 301, 58; 863, 13; before the 
Fall man not without Law, 805, 2; the will, 
before and since, 785, 1; 901, 53; since the 
Fall human nature and original sin not iden- 
tical, 873, 44; but the former remains God’s 
creature, 779, 2. 

Family, the, not destroyed by the Gospel, 
331, 57; promotion of harmony in, 185, 111} 
duties of, holy, 321, 25; instruction in, 539 ff. ; 
575, 4; worship in, 601, 73. 

Error of Papists, 71, 10. 11; 
tists, 841, 17 ff. 

Famine, 3038, 65; 649, 240; 721, 78. 

Fanatics, 357, 43; 983, 33. 

Fasting, a bodily exercise and discipline, 
821, 24; 327, 47f.; before partaking of the 
Holy Supper, 557, 10; true fasting has God’s 
command, 295, 46; is not rejected, 75, 39; not 
a meritorious service, 71, 1; 89, 37; 241, 39; 
295, 46; 323, 29; 327, 47; mot necessary for 
justification, 241, 41. 

Father, God the. Of Him the Son begot- 
ten, and from Him the Holy Ghost proceeds, 
33, 21f.; 461; 545, 4; the Son equal to Him 
according to His Godhead, 33, 3; not the 
Father, but the Son, became man, 461; His 
essence, will, and work, 679, 10. 

Father, Our, God, 199,151; 211, 212; 545, 
2; 549, 21; 681, 17; 683, 24; 1083, 65; 1087, 
(0.06. : 

Fathers (parents), their rank above all 
others, 611, 105; command and promise con- 
cerning them, 175, 76; 221, 246; 529; 575f.; 
609 f.; 673 f.; their iniquities visited upon 
their children543, 21; 589, 30 ff.; three spe- 
cies of fathers, 627, 158. 

Church Fathers, their lives, 179, 90; built 
hay and stubble on the foundation, 233, 20 f.; 
their fallibility, 417, 95; could not frame 
articles of faith, 467, 15; their testimony con- 
cerning Christ, 1031, 51; concerning free will, 
889, 23; concerning the imperfection of good 
works, 209, 202. 204; 225,271; concerning the 
forgiveness of sins, 187, 117; 271, 73; con- 
cerning the grace of God in Christ, 137, 54; 
321, 20; concerning justification, 129, 29 ff.; 
171, 50; concerning the Law and the Gospel, 
151, 103 ff.; concerning confession, 285, 15; 
concerning repentance, 279, 91. 93; 285, 16; 
concerning the Church, 229, 11 ff.; concerning 
the Sacraments, 309, 2. 6; 407, 66; 409, 75; 
concerning church ordinances, 201, 165; 249, 
62; 285, 16f.; 287, 23f.; 303, 70 f.; 305, 74; 
319, 13; 321, 20; 385, 8; concerning purga- 
tory, 303, 70; 465, 13; silent concerning sacri- 
fice of the mass, 407, 65; 411, 75; 417, 95f.; 
467, 14; concern’g invocation of saints, 343, 3; 


of Anabap- 
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351, 33; held to one form of the Catechism, 
533, 8; the doctrine of the Lutheran churches 
harmonizes with them, 239, 33. | 

Faults, many, cling to the regenerate, 795, 
9; forbearance with, 185, 111; 189, 123. 

Fear of God, filial and servile, 261, 38; in- 
nate absence of true fear of God, 45; 53, 9; 
105; 22 fs “109, 14 ths 117, 26s S127, 273 1605 2 
46; 215, 221; belongs to the divine image, 
109 f.; is a work of the Holy Ghost, 159, 14; 
237, 31; Christian perfection, 49, 4; a conse- 
quence of regenerat’n, 157, 4; 217, 228; grows 
under terrors of conscience, 217, 230f.; chil- 
dren to be trained therein, 601, 75. 

Of Punishment, 259, 29; 799, 12; 947, 31; 
967, 16: 

Festivals, profitable for good order, 49; 91, 
51; 321, 20f.; 239, 33; 325, 38 {.; the Jewish 
festivals adapted to the Gospel, 241, 40; the 
Lord’s Supper celebrated on festival days, 

%383, 1; they are not necessary for salvation, 
89, 37; not to be held in honor of angels and 
saints, 469, 26; whether bishops have the 
right to institute them, 87, 30; Christians 
should observe a perpetual Sabbath, 605, 89; 
relation of the Lord’s Day to the Sabbath, 91, 
59 ff.; 605, 85. 

Finances, queer, 645, 227 f. 

“First grace,” 125, 17. 

Flesh of Christ (His body), given for the 
life of the world, 359, 10; in the Holy Sup- 


“per, 985, 39; 995, 63° (see Lord’s Supper) ; 


even according to the flesh Christ had the ful- 
ness of the Spirit, 1041, 73; erroneous doc- 
trine of the Schwenckfeldians, 841, 20 f.; 
1100, 29; of the Anabaptists, 1099, 25. 

Our flesh assumed by Christ, 781, 5; 985, 
39s 1019) Ws L027; sts OAS a7 8s 

Sinful flesh, even God’s children have it, 
171, 58; 299, 55; 499, XIII; and their works 
consequently impure, 941, 8; it cannot endure 
God’s judgments, 211, 208; will be laid aside 
in the resurrection, 693, 57; 781, 10; 873, 
46 ff. 

The flesh sins in*external works of the Law, 
129, 33; distrusts God, 169, 49; 723, 89; 
cannot love God, 129, 33; resists God’s will, 
547, 11; resists the Spirit, 169, 48; 209, 198; 
887, 17; 905, 64; 913, 84; 945, 19; 965, 8; 
opposes the Holy Ghost, 175, 68; tempts to 
evil, 549, 185 “715, 633) 123. S90 (oie Loder 
771, 76; 887, 17; 905, 64; 965, 12; 1079, 46; 
attacks especially the young, 729, 107; defiles 
good works, 175, 68; offended at the cross, 
717, 66; its wicked desires are sins, 169, 48; 
they who live according to it are without 
faith, 161, 22; 215; 217, 227; without true 
conversion, 909, 70; are secure and indiffer- 
ent, 327, 47; must die, 161, 22; 947, 32. 

It remains even after Baptism, 757, 22; 
after regeneration, 805, 1; 807, 7; 907, 68; 
9138, 85; 9238, 23; 965, 12; 969, 22; renders 
sanctification imperfect, 555, 28; constant 
struggle of believers against it, 805, 4; until 
death, 489, 40; 893, 34; 967, 18; God’s de- 
fense against, 1069, 20; aid afforded by study 
of God’s Word, 569, 10; by fasting, 327, 47; 
mortified in repentance, 291, 34 f.; 945, 18. 

Fomes of original sin, 115, 42. 

Food, distinctions in, 49, 4; 71f.; 315, 2; 


88s 280).95; 307, 1835 387, 143-425, Li; 
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429, 26; a human ordinance, 201, 162; neither 
sin nor righteousness, 445, 7; adiaphora, 
1057, 13; to find sin therein contrary to God’s 
command, 89, 39. 

To whom food should be denied, 535, 12; 
how food is sanctified, 371, 30; the Holy Sup- 
per food of the soul, 757, 23. 

Foreigners choose distinguishing marks, 
441, 62. 

Foreknowledge, God’s, what it is, and 
how distinguished from election, 831, 2. 3; 
1063, 3; not the cause of. sin, 833, 4; 1065, 
6f.; harmful thoughts concerning, 1067, 11; 
LOW; 26: 

Forgiveness of sins, 31 f.; 119; 543 f.; 
687; the final purpose of the history of Christ, 
135, 51; necessary above all to justification, 
143, 75 f.; 203, 169; 793, 4; 923, 25; 929, 39; 
933, 54; the best consolation, 141, 79; 147, 
85; 198, 186; 223 f; 723, 92; importance of 
this article, 135, 51; 255, 10. 

Proclaimed not by the Law, but by the 
Gospel, 137, 57; 141, 70; 158, 110; 259, 29; 
331, 58; not obtained through the Law, 121, 
7; 131, 38; or through our merit, virtues, 
love, works, 45, IV. VI; 119; 123, 9; 123 £.; 
Ii 2oa3ds Wel, 86. 4139186, Olss 143, 720 10. 


(oie Sess ml Ay, Somers bs.k LO ita L635, 


Posen Og Sls) Lol OOS o 128 sor 
132; 195, 139. 142; 197, 148; 199, 153; 277, 
or 
through reason, 129, 31; or through repent- 
ance and satisfaction, 145, 83; 249, 59; 275, 
78; 281, 95; 285, 16 ff.; 299, 52; but not with- 
out repentance, 267, 58; not through facti- 
tious services or human traditions, 145, 83; 
305, lo tt.s 319, 183,323, 295 376, 40; 423, 
14; 425, 17; 431, 34; 439, 55; 445, 9; 467, 18; 
not by forgiving others, 193, 133. 138; 195, 
143; 199, 151; even the saints pray for it, 
169,47; 545; 577 1.; 723, 88. 

Promised gratuitously through Christ, 71, 5; 
121,52 131, 405. 1395 625° 145, 82; 153, 110; 
179, 90; 187, 118; 193, 186; 197, 147; 261, 35; 
263, 43; without merit, through Christ, 155, 
120; 301, 60; 373, 36; 423, 11; out of grace 
for Christ’s sake, through faith, 45; 47 f.; 
Bots LO); 125 £2; 135,51; 138962; 143, 79AT.; 
WAG Sh Laon kyeeloo, Lis 1795902 193, 136: 
199, 151 ff.; 205, 176; 2235 253,23; 275, 84; 
351, 29; 445, 7; 451, 23; 557, 8; 753, 33 903, 
54; 919, 11; obtained through faith alone, 
67 £.; 119-131, 36; 148, 77. 79; 147,°853 155, 
112, 116e 161) 23s 165, 384.137; 160,425 171; 
Glew lio, wets, 193, 18837199) ol Lot; 203; 
V7 ts 227, 2715. 2bly 66s 261, 36% 269; 633 27by 
79 £.; 337, 79; 339, 84 f. 88; 387, 14; 401, 51; 
425, 19; 517, 44; 921, 16; 957, 20; through 
special faith, 267, 59f.; promised also to the 
patriarchs, 137, 57; given in Baptism and the 
Holy Supper, 199, 155; 261, 40ff.; 313, 20; 
389, 18; 409, 69f.; 415, 90; 481, 8; 551, 6; 
558, 163 bd5, 4:ff.; 693, 54f.; 1001, 81; thr. 
absolution, 553, 16; 751, 31; to all (175, 74) 
who are converted, 307, 79; repentance and 
forgiveness of sins belong together, 953, 4. 9; 
1071, 27; forgiveness is imparted by the Holy 
Ghost, 545, 6; 693, 58; 911, 77; the gift of 
the Holy Ghost follows, 489, 40; 908, 54; good 
works follow, 267, 58; 499, 2; and the works 
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of the Law, 275, 82; thank-offerings, 389, 19; 
391, 25; repentance of no avail without for- 
giveness, 269, 63; without it, no love of God, 
153, 110; 161, 20; 207, 190; or good works, 
195, 143; 221, 246, 

To wish it the highest worship of God, 207, 
188 f.; to deny it is to annul the Gospel, 195, 
143; to seek it through love and works is to 
rob Christ of His glory, 163, 29; 179, 92; 423, 
11; would never bring certainty, 153, 110; 
195, 143; would fail to sustain in death, 155, 
119; 163, 29; sin of disbelieving it, 281, 94. 

Errors of Papists, 225, 271; 251, 65. 67; 
351, 35; that forgiveness is obtained through 
good works de congruo, 335, 72; ex opere ope- 
rato, 387, 12;.517, 44; through love to God 
prior to grace, 233, 21; 273, 75; 277, 85; thr. 
repentance, confession, satisfaction, 257, 20. 
24; 285, 15; 481, 12; through human ordi- 
nances, 239, 32. 34; 251, 65; 295, 46; 317, 
6.7; 501; through fasts, prayers, alms, 295, 
46; through vows, 519, 48. 

Forgiving, our and God’s, 197, 143. 

Form, identity of, in doctrinal statements, 
its importance, 21 f.; 533, 7 ff.; 855, 10; dec- 
larations to be conformed thereto, 789, 16; 
799, 9; 875, 50; 913 f.; 949, 36. 

Formula of Concord, 775 ff. 

‘Francis, St., 125, 207 19, 905 321, 
385, 7; 427, 21. 

Franciscans. See Barefooted Monks. 

Frankfort on the Main, 9f. 

Fraternities in the Papacy, 467, 21. 

Freedom, human, in external things, 51f.; 
909, 74; its extent, 335, 70; how far in spir- 
itual things, 889, 23. 

Of Will, 889, 23. 

Christian freedom to be maintained, 91, 51; 
831, 12; 1061, 30; change of Sabbath an ex- 
ample, 91, 60; supported by the apostles, 243, 
44; 1057, 12. 15; how to be controlled, 329, 
51; not to be abused, 533, 3; 567, 3. 

Fruits. Of repentance, 47 f.; 259, 28; 291, 
34; 295, 42; 305, 77; of forgiveness of sin 
and regeneration, 195, 142; 267, 58; of justi- 
fication, 199, 154; 203, 171; of sanctification, 
929, 41; of faith, 45, VI; 139, 64; 165, 34; 
173, 63; 191, 128; 217. 2333, 691, 53; 753, 84; 
895, 37; 927, 836; 939, 1; 941, 9; 943, 15; of 
love, 183, 105; love a fruit of faith, 923, 27; 
only good trees yield good fruit, 191, 132; 
335, 72; fruits and their source often men- 
tioned together, 219, 244 f.; 223, 254; fruits 
may be called the third part of repentance, 
51, 6; 259, 28; 263, 45; 199, 157; where they 
are not, the Holy Ghost absent, 179, 98f.; 
and there is hypocrisy, 199, 154; 291, 35; and 
dead faith, 931, 43. 

They please God because of faith and Chr.’s 
intercession, 191, 131; 223, 254; but they are 
not the treasure whereby we make satisfac- 
tion, 165, 34; neither are they worthy of eter- 
nal life, 223, 254; yet they obtain mitigation 
of earthly punishments, 303, 67 f. 

Of the Spirit, distinguished from works of 
the Law, 807, 5f.; 967, 17. 

Of the Cross, 301, 61f.; of the divine Word 
and the Catechism, 569, 9f.; 571, 12; 573, 19. 

Of Original Sin, 105, 3. 
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Gabriel, the archangel, 497, 11. 

Gabriel, the schoolman (Biel), 
271, 68; 349, 23; 359, 9. 

Gelasius, Pope, 61, 6. 

George, St., 351, 32. 4 

Germany, 457, 11; 513, 35; 707, 31. 

Gerson, 73, 13. 16; 83, 60; 323, 28; 369, 
PANG easy ens 433, 365 "457, 6; 745, 50. 

Gifts of God manifold, 691, 51; differ in 
degree, 373, 38; to be received with thanks- 
giving, 343, 4; 389, 19; the world abuses 
them, 683, 21; to be used in a godly way, 
377, 47; God avenges their contempt, 377, 53; 
their preservation to be prayed for, 887, 16; 
inequality of, 473, 4. 

Of Divine Tmage, IL, 23, 

Of Church, 5238, 67. 

Of the Holy Ghost, 159, 11; 231, 18; 341, 
90; 489, 40; 545, 6; 893, 34; 895, 40; 901, 47; 
903, 56; 907, 65; 1069, 23. 

Apostles, teachers, etc., gifts, 511, 26; 
tinence and virginity are gifts, 237, 31; 343, 
915 369, 185373, 38; 437, b1;\\faith a gift, 
149, 93; 891, 26; 919, 11; salvation and eter- 
nal life are gifts, 217, 235; 317, 6; 799, 7. 

Errors: of Enthusiasts, 899, 46; of Ana- 
baptists, 839, 4; 1041, 72; concerning limita- 
tion of Christ’s indwelling, 795, 18. 

Glorification of the justified, 175, 75; 219, 
241; 1069, 22. 

Glory, the Lord’s, beatific sight of, 217, 
230; 823, 25; Christ’s eternal, 233, 18; 821, 


179, 89; 


163-1027, 39; 1031, 51; 1035,.61; 1037, 647.5 
grades of, 217, 234. 
God, 31 f.; 45; 103; 461; 543; 575; 679; 


is a spirit, 393, 27; 1039, 68; uncreate, 33, 8; 
without body, 43, 2 2; one ‘and. indivisible, oles 


33.00) 43, 22.1038, Ve 46136798 Ta 1039, 68; 
eternal and ‘infinite, Sale 10; 43, 2; 103, Dis 
omnipresent, 811, 12. 14; 1005, 95; 1039, 68; 


omnipotent, 31; 33, 13; 43,2; 543; 575; 679; 
815, 34; - of infinite power, wisdom, and good- 
ness, 43, 2. 

Exists in three persons, Father, Son, and 
Holy Ghost, 33, 3. 25; 45, 3; 103, 1; 461; 
543. f.; 575; 679, 6; 1017, 6; there are not 
three Gods, but one God, 33, 16; Trinity in 
Unity, and Unity in Trinity, SoA ee elon 
of the Arians and Anti-Trinitarians, 841 f. 
See Trinity, Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. 

The Triune. Baptism in His name, 551, 4; 
forgiveness in His name, 555, 28; rising and 
going to bed in His name, 557, 1; 559, 4; 
dwells in the believer, 985,54; 937, 65; has 
testified to His Son, 205, 176; presents Him 
as a propitiation, 269, 63; Jesus Christ our 


almighty God and Savior, 1003, 89; 1017, 6. 

God is the Lord, 338, 17; 548; 21; Creator 
and Sustainer of all things, Sls 43, 2eimoo, 
XIX; 159, 145 337, 77; 543, 1 £.; 679 f.5, Cre- 
ator of men even since the Fall, S7Ly 38s tour 
Father and Helper, 157, 4; 545, 2; 681, 17; 


683, 23; the only eternal Good, 583, 15; hence 
His name, 587, 25. 

God became man, 819, 10; 823,18; the Son 
of God, true God, 1017, 6; not merely in 
name, 817, 3; any may be called the mother 
of God, 821, 12 God suffered and died, 821, 
14; 1029, 44 f, 

Meaning of “to have one God,” 581, 1ff.; 


con- 


sis'-lofig-suffering, 1089, 80; 
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585, 18; 587, 28; treated with and appre- 
hended only thr, the Word, 139, 67; 753, 1; 
in Christ, 55, 25; by the heart, 583, 13; He 
wishes himself honored by faith, 135, 49; 149, 
89; 207, 188; our duty to fear, praise, love, 
thank, and serve Him, 81f.; 121, 8; 157, 3f. 
10; 161, 20; 255, 9; 305; 77; 539, 2; 543, 22; 
581, 4; 583, 14 f.; 587, 24; 681, 19; 941, I2; 
to obey, 939, 4; 943, 17; ; of Him we ask what 
is needful, 81 f.; LOM, 85 199 Mos ee L210; 
545, 2; 587, 24; 697 ff. 

God ‘not the cause of sin, 53; 335 f.; 833, 4; 
861, 7; 871, 40. 42; 1065, Tee created man 
righteous and holy, 959, 23; does not will evil, 
1065, 6; is a jealous God, 543, 21; 589, 30 ff.; 
angry with unbelief, 703, 21; threatens and 
punishes, 117, 46f.; 131, 36; 157, he, VTS FO: 
299, 53; 548, 22; 589, 29; 591, 34f.; 607, 95; 
673, 322 ff.; 695, 65; 863, 13; 1081, 59; 1091, 
84 ff.; judges otherwise than man, 117, 43; 

4179, 95; 215; 217, 224; a consuming fire, 211, 
208. 

He wills not man’s destruction, 833, 10. 12; 
837, 17 ff.; 871, 39; 901, 49; 1075, 34; 1089, 
81; forgives sin for Christ’s sake, 161, 20; 
177, 84; 281, 95; 481, 8; 499, 1; 793, 4; 961, 
25; has laid our sins upon Christ, 339, 82; 
461, 2; whose obedienee He reckons to us for 
right’sness, 919, 9 ff.; 927, 34; 959, 22; adopts 
us as children, 961, 25; has elected us in 
Christ, 833, 7; 1067 f.; 1077, 40. 43; 1083, 65; 

has determined 
the hour of every Christian’s conversion, 1081, 
56; anticipates us, 909, 71; begins and con- 
tinues the work within us unto the end, 887, 
16; 1069, 21; draws man to conversion, 905, 
60; 9138, 86; 915, 88; 1087, 76; works faith, 
191, 130; defends against spiritual enemies, 
1069, 20; consoling and quickening His pe- 
euliar work, 265, 51; 301, 61; has eternally 
cast away the fallen angels, but not fallen 
men, 889, 22; delivers from spiritual dark- 


ness, 885, 15; works to will and to do, 885, 
14. 16; 891, 26; 1069, 21; sanctifies, 872, 45; 
896, 42; but not without means, 881, 4; 911, 


80; 1071, 27; or by compulsion, i899, 46. 
Enjoins upon all men repentance, 489, 34; 
1071, 27; calls His children to repent when 
they fall, 1087, 75; requires faith, 271, 725 
183, 107; 207, 189; demands good works, 127, 
22; 437,49 f.; 939, 7; 943, 14; 95Y, 38; breaks 
the will, 327, 45; exercises His saints vari- 
ously, 175, 77; 299, 54; 1079, 48; suppresses 


sins by afflictions, 205, 180; 299, 55; our 
Schoolmaster, 886, 16. 

Difference between God and an idol, 581, 
2f.; prohibition of other gods, 529, 575; 
meaning of prohibition, 581 ff.; 675, 324; dei- 


fication of saints, 345, 11; assumption of div. 
prerogatives by the Pope, 235, 23; 309, 4. 

Godhead. See Christ. 

Godless, the, have historical faith, 205, 
182; 215, 216; belong to the outward fellow- 
ship of the Church, 227, 3; 237, 28; 243, 47; 
are among the teachers and officers of the 
Church, 231, 17 ff.; 237, 28; administer the 
Sacraments, 227, 3; 233, 19; receive Christ’s 
body in the Lord’s Supper, 983, 33; but are 
not the Church, 229, 8; 231,17. 19; mot 
Christ’s, but the devil’s, 237, 29; (233, 19); 
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335, 71; their perverted will the cause of sin, 
53; cannot call upon God or believe the for- 
giveness of sins, 57, 25; their end, eternal con- 
demnation, 51 f.; 335, 66. 

Golden Year, 485, 25 ff. 

Good, the word the source of the name 
“God,” 587, 25. 

The good, God’s foreknowledge concerning, 
1063, 3f.; in the Church, 229, 10 ff. 

Human nature contains in it by nature 
nothing good, 783, 13. 16; 863, 11; 865, 23 ff. ; 
879, 60; no man by nature does or thinks 
what is good, 479; 771, 76; 783, 16; 787, 3; 
SSay tay Soe, LO; 887, Lis 905, Ole DIT ing 
can only be done by the justified, 222, 251; 


905, 64; through God’s grace, 889, 23; 895,- 


39; necessary to them, 217, 227; is done for 
love and praise to God, 941, 12; is wrought 
by love, 183, 105; not at the option of the re- 
generate, 799, 11. 

Goods (Blessings). 

Eternal, 231, 15; 683, 24. 

Spiritual, 205, 179; 231, 14. 16; 919, 10. 

Temporal, the gift of God, 543, 2; 547, 14; 
681, 18; a Christian may possess, 83, 53; 435, 
46; 841, 17; 1099, 22; even priests, 245, 50; 
the flesh trusts in, 169, 49; the world abuses, 
683, 21; how to be used, 593, 47. 

Goods of others dare not be appropriated, 
283, 9; 541, 14; 641 ff.; reason in its own 
streneth cannot abstain from coveting them, 
127, 27; do not profit when taken, 649, 242 ff. 

Goodness, God’s, 1069, 21; 1081; 59. 

Gospel, 273, 76; 491 f.; 687, 33; 801; 951; 
the first Gospel (protevangeliwm), 265, 53. ' 

The second part of Holy Scripture, 121, 5; 
265, 53; whereby we learn of Christ, 793, 6; 
the promise and doctrine of the forgiveness of 
sins and justification through Christ, 47; 
71f.; 121, 5; 133, 43; 153, 110; 155, 120; 
Wis, 00% 208: LOGg Va, 201502005, 65) 261) 36. 
SOF 265, Doe Al Laos oll Os toads DO. GUS 427, 
93, 437, 54; 908, 545 921,16; 929,39; 955, 
12 f.; 961, 27; offers Christ, reconciliation, 
etc., gratuitously, 133, 44; 139, 62; 199, 153; 
OO OAC te203, Ze 2508 29s 278,105 Libs OSs 
391. Bt; 493, 11. 13s 479, 15 481.4 ff.; 795, 9; 
887, 18; to all men, 1071, 28; 1075, 37; which 
is received by the penitent, 953, 9; its peculiar 
office, 491 f.; teaches the true doctrine of elec- 
iom, Sao, LO. Los LOTL, 233 TOTS, 373 1093, 89 
absolution, its voice, 199, 150; 261, 39; 283, 8; 
511, 24; rests upon the promise of grace, 219, 
245; without it we déspair, 125 f.; 481, 
a preaching of consolation, 803, 7. 10; 953, 6 
955, 12; 959, 21. 

It exhorts to faith, 217, 224; 249, 59; 277, 
88; 957, 19; teaches how and what man is to 
believe for justification, 801, 5; 903, 54; can- 
not be believed by our own powers, 883, 9; 
885, 13; 899, 45; obedience to it is faith, 207, 
187; but not historical, 263, 45; the highest 
divine service, 207, 188; no salvation with- 
out it, 271, 73; the patriarchs saved thereby, 
137, 57; 265, 53 f.; 271,73; for its sake every- 
thing to be surrendered, 435, 41f.; 771, 79; 
its diffusion to be prayed for, 713, 54; does 
not work salvation in unbelievers, 1003, 89; he 
is no Christian who refuses belief or obedience, 
537, 22 f.; those who reject it are blasphemers, 


“fac 
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193, 136; Saul and Judas lost ine Mah they 
did not accept it, 255, 8; 803, 8. 

It teaches a different righteousness, from 
that of the Law, 183, 109; 323, 30; not ex- 
ternal, but internal, 49; whereby the Holy 
Ghost is given, 45; 159, 14; 405, 59; who 
works faith, 45; 191, 126; 207, 190; and a 
new life, 331, 58; 447, 10; new obedience, 
965, 10 ff.; sanctification, 1073, 30; sprinkles 
the blood of Christ, 397, 36; incorporates with 
Christ, 993, 59. 61. 

Preaching of the Law and Gospel belong 
together, 193, 136. 139; 195, 143; 201, 160; 
955, 12 ff.; the Gospel the explanation of the 
Law, 193, 135; 957, 18; is not annulled 
thereby, 197, 148; to be distinguished there- 
from, 121; 5; 135, 49; 137; 62 ff.;,961, 24cfi; 
importance of the distinction, 951, 1; contro- 
versies concerning it, 801, 1ff.; 951, 2; the 
Gospel not to be converted into Law, 805, 11; 
961, 27. 

Its twofold significance, 803, 6; 953, 3; the 
entire doctrine of Christ and the apostles 
sometimes meant, 803, 6; 953, 3; so far a 
preaching of repentance, 139, 62; 259, 29 f.; 
803, 6; 953, 5; 961, 27; yet this is not prop- 
erly the preaching of the Gospel, 803, 10; 
9aoe Wz: 

Does not overthrow civil government, 331, 
57; 333, 65; forbids private redress, 331, 59; 
allows marriage, 381, 61. 

God causes it to be preached, 901, 50; the 
Holy Ghost calls thereby, 545, 6; 689, 38; 
895, 40;. 911, 77; is the foundation of the 
Church, 233, 20. 22; its pure preaching a note 
of the true Church, 47; 227, 279; 227, 5; 229, 
10; 233, 20; unity in it and the Sacraments 
the essentials to church unity, 47; 237,30; 
all of the Gospel embodied in the Holy Sup-, 
per, 759, 32; its preaching pertains to the 
Office of the Keys, 83; 261, 39. 

The Gospel and philosophy to be distin- 
guished, 123f.; teaches a righteousness dif- 
ferent from that of the Scholastics, 203, 170; 
indifference of the Papists to it, 235, 27; 
237 f.; 4387, 54; their doctrine antagonizes it, 
515, 40; the bishops persecute it, 523, 66; 
1059, 19; 

Government, Civil, 49; 329; is God’s ordi- 
nance, 49; 83; 329, 58; 435, 46; 547, 14; 681, 
14; even though it be tyrannical, 471, 3; not 
interfered with by the Gospel or ecclesiastical 
government, 51; 85, 11; 331, 55; 331, 57 ff. 

Government of Church by the Word, 331, 54. 

Ecclesiastical, Spiritual Government, to be 
distinguished from civil, 85; 329, 54f.; is 
God’s gift, 85; 547, 14; 681, 14; God works 
in both, 353, 36; of Antichrist, 227, 4; no 
government of bishops except through the Gos- 
pel, 449, 21. 

Grace of God, in what it consists, 891, 27; 
gratia gratum faciens is faith, 155, 116; is 
universal, 245, 52; is God’s mercy toward us, 
223, 260; “first grace,” 125, 17; 169, 41; does 
not make God a debtor, 215, 221; because of 
it good works please, 223, 260; grace of God 
needed even with our good works, 169, 42; 
Vile OL. 

Out of grace (freely) we are elected, 835, 
13; have the forgiveness of sins, righteous- 
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ness, 45; 131, 41. 48; 261, 35; 281, 95; 499, 2; 
551, 10; 798, 4. 6; 923, 23; 925, 30; 961, 25. 
Imparted only through the outward Word, 
495, 3; through the Sacraments, 261, 42; 307, 
1 ff.; 311, 14; 401, 49; 409, 69; 743, 41; 977, 
16; 989, 50; acquired and promised through 
Christ, 49; 551.; 179, 90; 195, 141; 201, 164; 
205, 176; 223, 258; 225, 265; 265, 53; 487, 32; 
873, 45; stronger than sin, 151, 103; 163, 28; 
345, 5; afflictions signs of grace, 301, 61. 

Israel sought to merit grace by sacrifices, 
177, 87; reason seeks it through good works, 
203, 167; many through monasticism, pil- 
grimages, etc., 179, 90; 467, 18; cannot be 
offered without God’s command, 309, 3; ob- 
tained, not by works, love, fulfilling of the 
Law, 67; 71 £.; 129,29; 137, 60; 171; 60; 175; 
73; 179, 92; 209, 197; 277, 88; 461,4; not by 
ceremonies, fasts, ete., 49; 71f.; 73, 21; 91, 
52 f.; 321,21; not by repentance, 255, 8; man 
cannot prepare himself for it from his own 
powers, 789,11; 881, 3; 911, 77. 

The magnitude of grace not understood un- 
til magnitude of sin is known, 113, 33; appre- 
hended in repentance, 225, 265; by faith, 67; 
91, 52; 135, 48; 137, 55; 205, 176. 182; 209, 
197; 223, 260; 225, 265; 589, 32 ff.; shown to 
the obedient, 543, 22; must not be abused, 
907, 65 ff.; 961, 25. J 

We must not despair of grace, 215, 218; 
such despair a consequence of original sin, 


107, 8; grace hidden from those fearing pun- « 


ishment, 153, 106; neglect of grace ends in 
despair, 73f.; obscured by human ordinances, 
71 f.; 297, 49; those who seek righteousness 
by the Law fall from grace, 129, 30; 423, 11; 
425, 17; as well as those who seek it by mo- 
nastic vows, 79 f.; good works cannot be done 
outside of grace, 257, 17; 335, 72; 477, 10. 

Grace, Means of, 45; 85, 10; 241, 36; 409, 
69; 497, 10; 881, 5; 901, 48; 903, 54; 1087, 
76; 1100, 30f. See Grace, Word, Sacrament, 
Holy Ghost. 

_ Grades in the Church, 315, 24. 

Greek Church uses both forms in the Holy 
Supper, 359, 4; has no private mass, 385, 6; 
considers the mass a thank-offering, not a 
satisfaction, 417, 93; calls it liturgy and 
synamwis, 411, 79f.; its words of absolution, 


413, 88. 

Gregory the Great, 67, 35; 75, 44; 303, 
645° 305, 723 385, 6; 509; 19; 8135 15; 
1043, 75. 


Gregory Nazianzen, 331, 58; 343, 3. 


Gregory of Nyssa, 1023, 22; 1123 f.; 
1129 f. 

Groves, worship in, 177, 87. 

Growth, Spiritual, 159, 15; 759, 24; 


887, 16. 

Guests at the Holy Supper, two kinds, 817, 
38; 997, 68 f.; 1013, 123. 

Guilt of original sin removed in Baptisn), 
113, 35; not the guilt of another, 863, 11; 
satisfaction for it rendered by Christ’s death, 
277, 87; 347, 19; and applied through faith, 
151, 103; 195, 143; in use of Lord’s Supper, 
415, 90; by propitiatory sacrifice, 389, 19; 
with its remission we are freed from divine 
anger and eternal death, 297, 50; guilt not 
remitted by human ordinances or the mass, 


, 
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ex opere operato, 179, 89; 257, 24; 297, 50; 
387, 9; remission of guilt precedes remission 
of punishment, 197, 146; which invariably fol- 
lows, 287, 21. 


Habit of Love, scholastic doctrine concern- 
ing 125, 17 ff.; 139, 66; 143, 81; 201, 163; 
207, 191; 209, 200; 223, 260. 

Hammer of the Law, 479, 2. 

Hand, God’s Right, everywhere, 811, 12; 
1005, 95. 

Hands, Laying on of, 311, 12. 

Handwriting of Ordinances, 151, 103; 
217, 229; 265, 48. 


Hardening of the Heart (obduracy), 
835; 123" LOST, 54:32 1091; $3355 Phanaohrs; 
1091, 85. 


Hatred of God innate, 107, 8; 113, 29; of 
concupiscence, 217, 228; hatred and wrath 
forbidden, 633, 188; the source of dissensions, 


4,187, 120; caused by schisms, 185, 111. 


Haughty Roman theologians, 361, 11. 

Head of the Church, Christ the only, 
227, 5; 471, 1; 473, 9; 691, 51; 987, 44; 1031, 
47; 1043, 78; the Pope not, 235, 23; 471,1; 
475, 13. 

Hearing, how related to faith, 139, 67; 
261 f.; 309, 5;-787, 4 ff.; 789, 13; 901 f.; 1085; 
1087, 76. 

Heart, God’s paternal, 683, 23; 1087, 75; 
is known through Christ, 695, 65. 

Of Christ, 989, 50. 

Of Man, 
111, 23; 335, 72; 783 %:3~863, 11; 885, 12: 
893, 31; God searches and judges it, 211, 205; 
the Law written therein, 157, 2; 179, 98; 697, 
67; a penitent heart a part of repentance, 
253, 1; through the sorrows of penitence God 
prepares it for His consolation, 265, 51. 53; 
337,74; its struggles in attaining consolation, 
205, 182; how consoled and sustained, 133, 
45; 143, 80; 153, 106; 191, 128; 265, 48. 50; 
269, 60. 64; 387, 12; 925, 30; 953,.9; heart’s 
ease, how to obtain it, and how not, 167, 40; 
how brought to faith, 309, 1. 5; how regen- ° 
erated, 133, 46; how sanctified, 57, 29 f.; 151, 
99; 157, 4. 9. 11; 169, 49; 175, 68; 189, 125; 
191, 128; 201, 163; 203,172; 225, 262; 229, 8; 
237, 31; 329, 54; 429, 27; 445, 8;-499 1; 
891, 27 ff.; its duty of gratitude, 683, 23; 
love of God impossible until the heart is as- 
sured of forgiveness, 153, 110; 157, 7; 207, 
194; the heart alone embraces God, 583, 13 f.; 
585, 16; 587, 28; new heart, creation of, 905, 
60; true faith and wicked intention cannot 
coexist in the same heart, 943, 15; righteous- 
ness of heart and its fruits, 219, 244; 221, 250. 
252; in it the kingdom of God consists, 231, 
1337237, Sil: 

Heathen, how distinguished fr. the Church, 
231, 14; how the Rechabites were distin- 
guished from them, 441, 62; the heathen imi- 
tated the offerings, but not the faith of the 
patriarchs, 177, 85; their human offerings, 
203, 167; their expiations, 285, 17; 319, 15; 
585, 19; their invocation of saints, 351, 32. 
39; the command to preach to and baptize 
them, 259, 31; 395, 31f.; 551, 4; the preach- 
ing of the apostles to them, 265, 53. 

Heaven and Earth, God the Creator of, 


Its natural condition, 57, 31 ff.;-— 


Index of Subjects. 


543; 575; 679 ff.; God the Father in heaven, 
455 f.; 575; the Son of God came from heaven, 
685, 29; Christ rules in heaven, 811, 12; Chr. 
exalted above all creatures in heaven and on 
earth, 1023, 26; 1039, 70; He has ascended 
not only to heaven, but above all heavens, 
1025, 27; is not enclosed in heaven, 815, 32; 
1018, 119; His body to be sought, not only in 
heaven, 809, 5; 978, 2f. 6f.; God’s will on 
earth as in heaven, 547 f.; 577 f.; 715 f.; 
prayers of the angels in heaven, 469, 26; of 
the saints in heaven, 345, 9; the absolution 
a voice from heaven, 249, 59; 261, 40. 

Hell, conquered by Christ, 827, 3; 1023, 25; 
1051, 2; who delivered us from its jaws, 685, 
30; God leads to hell and brings up again, 
965, 12; it can be merited by neglect of chil- 
dren, 631, 176; its gates cannot prevail 
against the elect, 833, 5; 1065, 8; or the 
Church, 1079, 50; its eternal pains, 50; 36, 
39; 51f.; 335, 66; descent of Christ to, see 
Descent. 

Help to be expected only of God, 121, 8; 
731, 117; we seek it in affliction, 299, 54; the 
flesh seeks human help, 169, 49; God’s help 
not sought until we have faith, 157, 4; help 
of the saints not to be sought, 57, 1; 345, 10; 
351, 32. 35; 469, 26; 583, 11; 585, 21f.; help 
against sin imparted by the Gospel, 491 f.; by 
absolution, 493 f.; without Christ’s help no 
observance of the Law, 207, 194. 

Hercules, 585, 18. ‘ 

Heresies, their sowrce: schisms, 185, 111; 
personal antagonisms, 187, 121; enthusiasm, 
497, 9; a Pope no protection against, 473, 7; 
heresies of Jovinian, 75, 30; 373, 37; 383, 67; 
doctrine of repentance proclaimed a heresy, , 
491, 41; the heresies rejected by the ancient 
Church rejected also by the Lutheran Church, 
Mp ost S45, 00s 001, 4.5) Sh1, Lise L021 7s 
1103, 39. 

Heretics in apostolic times, 777, 3; 849, 7; 
Lutherans are not, 59, 1; true Christians often 
falsely so called, 655, 262; ,when bishops are 
heretics, churches are to ordain preachers, 
525, 72; canons forbid obedience to a hereti- 
cal Pope, 515, 38; many treat marriage with 
contempt, 375, 45; ordination by heretics 
valid, according to the Papists, 497, 3; the 
Symbols directed against them, 851, 5. 

Hermits, 333, 61. 

Herod, 667, 305. 

High Places, offerings on, 177, 87. 

High Priests of the Law, 403, 52; 515, 38; 
Christ our High Priest, 57, 2; 145, 82; 169, 
44; 211, 211; 349, 24; 821, 14; according to® 
both natures, 1031, 47; 1043, 78. 

Hilary, 351, 30; 518, 29; 767, 59; 1123 f.; 
1129 f. 

Hilten, John, 433 f. 

Hindrance to grace, scholastic doctrine 
concerning, 313, 18; 405, 63; 417, 96. 

Historical Faith, 135, 48; 207, 194. 

History, Tripartite, 69, 41; 75, 45. 

Holidays. See Festivals. 

-Holiness, difference between Christian and 
heathen, 435, 46; validity of Sacrament not 
dependent on holiness of man, 757, 16 f.; 767, 
61; does not consist in observance of cere- 
monies, vestures, etc., 669 f.; or in forsaking 
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wife and child, 435, 41; or monasticism, 427, 
22; or poverty, 332, 61. 63; or fasting, pray- 
ing, etc., 487, 28; 615, 118. 120; 671, 312 ff.; 
imaginary holiness of the Encratites, 376 f. 

Holy, God’s name, 547,4; God created man 
holy, 779, 2; He accounts us so for Christ’s 
sake, 499 f.; faith alone can render holy, 623, 
147; absolute holiness in resurrection, 299, 
56; the Church holy, 229, 7. 

Holy Ghost, 31; 33; 45; 461; 545; 577f.; 
685 f.; the Third Person of the Trinity, 31; 
God, 31; the Lord, 31; 33; the Spirit of God, 
337, 73; 495, 3; 687, 36; the Spirit of Christ, 
223, 257; 227, 5; 231, 16; 233, 18; what the 
Sacramentarians understood thereby, 809, 5; 
973, 5; 975, 11; Spirit of the Lord, 211, 208; 
429,27; not a motion created in things, 43, 6; 
not made, or created, or begotten, but proceed- 
ing from Father and Son, 31f.; 461; 1041, 
73; is incomprehensible, eternal, almighty, 31; 
and to be worshiped with Father and Son 31; 
Baptism administered in His name, 551, 4; 
579, 21; 733, 4; and sins forgiven, 555, 28. 

Promised through the Gospel, 157, 6; 259, 
29; imparted by Christ, 159, 12; 183, 109; 
given for Christ’s sake, 159, 11; 551, 10; not 
only to adults, but also to children, 245, 52 f. 

Received through Word and Sacrament, 45; 
51, 8; 87f.; through Baptism, 113, 35; 743, 
41; through the Gospel, 159, 14; 271, 71f.; 
in the fellowship of the Church, 229, 8; 687, 
37; through faith, 55 f.; 133, 45; 147, 86; 
155, 1iGs) 5745. 63- 159, 12 LTT, 64. 6hs=2039 
172; 275, 82; 343, 91; out of grace, and not 
because of works, 341, 90. 

He works through the ministry of the New 
Testament, 405, 59; through the Church, 687, 
37; not without means, 787, 4; 789, 13; 909, 
72; thr. the Word, 263, 44; 693, 58; 495, 3; 
787, 4; 791, 19; 881, 5; through the Word 
and Sacraments, 409, 70; 785, 1; 791, 18; 887, 
16; 901, 48; 907, 65; 921, 16; through the 
converted will, 791, 18; but not through the 
Law, 965, 11; although He uses it for reproof 
and admonition, 965, 12; He creates and 
gathers the Church, 689, 45; 691, 51; which 
is a fellowship of the Holy Ghost in hearts, 
227, 5; 229, 10; 157; 237, 28. 31; through 
Him the prophets prophesied, 497, 12. 

His Office, 687, 35; 693, 59; He calls thr’gh 
the Gospel, 545, 6; 895, 40; checks and mor- 
tifies original sin, 113 f.; 117, 45; 6938, 55; 


893, 34 ff.; and concupiscence, 113, 35; 161, 
22..25; reproves sin, 479, 1; 491, 44; helps 
to overcome it, 159, 15; 489, 40; contends 


against the flesh, 169, 49; forgives sin, 545, 6; 
offers grace, 785, 1; 887, 18; establishes God’s 
kingdom in the heart, 429, 27; 711, 52; quick- 
ens, 31; 263, 44; works conversion and re- 
generation, 133, 45; 337, 74; 787, 4ff.; 791, 
19; 799, 8; 863, 14; 881, 5; 907, 65; 915, 89; 
faith, 139, 64; 155, 115; 547, 8; 887, 16; 891, 
25; enlightening, purifying of heart, 429, 27; 
545, 6; 883, 9; 889, 21 ff.; renewal, sanctifica- 
tion, 113, 35; 183, 45; 169, 49; 203, 172; 
227, 65 229, 8; 299, 55; 337, 74; 545, 6; 
679, 6; 687; 693, 59; 921, 19; 965, 11; main- 
tains in grace, 799, 15; works light, life, 
righteousness, 159, 11; 167, 40; 241, 36; 329, 
54; 337, 75; 405, 59; 545, 6; other gifts and 
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virtues, 159, 12; 191, 128; 203, 172; 237, 31; 
241, 36; 343, 92; 807, 6; 923, 23; what fruits 
of the Spirit are, 967, 17; testimonies to His 
presence, 799, 15; He leads the justified, 221, 
251; 905, 63f.; 967, 17; through Him God 
draws, 791, 17; He will raise the dead, 545, 6. 


The absence of love, etc., shows that He is 


absent, 179, 98; its loss causes His departure, 
181, 99. 103; 341, 90; He is grieved at the ab- 
sence of good works, 305, 77; 1077, 42; does 
not govern the godless, 231, 16; is not given 
those who resist, 789, 15; 905, 60; His pres- 
ence not to be determined by sense, 903, 56; 
907, 68; He would not be necessary could we 
justify ourselves, 107, 10; without Him ex- 
ternal duties can be performed, 157, 9; but 
not the chief matters of the Law, 127, 27; 141, 
ORL Bic. On Oo 14s OSiariio. 

Hoods of monks, 429, 27; 431, 34. 

Hope, distinguished from faith, 207, 191; 
209, 191. 

Hotel-keeper, 841, 18; 1099, 23. 

Hours, Canonical, 567, 3. 

Humanity, Human Nature of Christ. See 
Christ. 

Humiliation, Christ’s state of, 821, 16; 
1023, 25f. 

Humility, counterfeit, 81, 48; 
genuine, 349, 27; 723, 90. 

Hus, John, 745, 50. 

Hymns, 65, 2 385, 3f.; 579, 25. 


239, 35; 


Hypocrisy. The imagination of self-right-_ 


eousness, 377, 46; papistic contrition and con- 
fession, 483, 18; 487, 27; monasticism, 419, 4; 
425, 16; 427, 25; 439, 56; repentance should 
not be, 305, 73; Scripture does not enjoin, 
when it commands good works, 221, 250. 253; 
hypocrisy present when good fruits do not fol- 
low, 199, 154. 

Hypocrites. Produced by the exclusive 
preaching of the Law, 803, 8; in the Church, 
45 f.; 237, 28; 248, 47; yet only in outward 
fellowship, 227, 3; 231, 12; 237, 28; receive 
Christ’s body, 975, 8; try by works to earn 
grace, 125, 20f.; 209, 200; try by their own 
powers to fulfil the Law, 159, 16; 479, 3; con- 
fess only with the mouth, 283, 10 f. 

Hypocritical Works, 159, 16; 195, 140. 


Idolatry, what it is, 585, 21; a fruit of 
original sin, 477, 2; among the heathen, 319, 
15; 585, 18 ff.; of the godless in Israel, 319, 
15; 321, 23; of the Papists, 585 f.; 777, 4; in 
the invocation of saints, 345 f.; 437, 53 f.; 
469, 26; 517, 47; 585, 21; in the abuse of the 
mass, 419; 451, 1; 465, 11 ff.; 517, 48. 

Ignorance, spiritual, 883, 9; 885, 15. 

Illumination (enlightening) wrought by 
the Holy Ghost, 545, 6; 689, 42; 895, 40; 
through the Word, 1073, 29; 1075, 34; 1077, 
44; before it man is spiritually dead, 891, 
24; 897, 42; 903, 58; the Anabaptists expect 
it without the preaching of the Word, 311, 
13+) 789, 133 °911,° 80, 

Image of God in man, 109, 15—22; 805, 2; 
863, 10; how restored, 217, 230; of Christ’s 
priesthood, 408, 53. 

Images of saints, 351, 34. 

Immunities of churches and clergy, 443, 
1 ff. 
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Impatience, 169, 46; 617, 128; 727, 103. 

Impenitent, preaching of the Law against — 
the, 807, 7; 955, 12; 961, 24; their relation. 
to election, 837, 16; receive Christ’s body and 
blood, 815, 87; their punishment, 1091, 86. 

Impotence, spiritual, of man, 863, 10; 
883, 7; 885, 12. 1b. ; 

Impurity of the heart, 171, 56; 197, 149; 
217, 229; 203, 167; of Levitical sacrifices, 375, 
41; of the celibacy of the godless, 373, 34. 

Imputation. | Non-imputation of imperfec- 
tions, 171, 56; non-imputation of sin, 115, 36; 
imputation of faith, 207, 186; 919, 12; of 
righteousness, 169, 42; of Christian obedience, 
347, 19; 919, 9. 14; 923, 23; 927, 32; entire, 
not partial, 797, 21; 933, 50. 

“In, With, and Under,” 985, 38. 

Incarnation, 1031, 49. 

Inchastity of Roman clergy, 363, 1 f. 6. 44. 
50. 59. 63. 

Inclination, Evil, 163, 25; 863, 11, 

Indolence, 421, 9; 609, 99; 717, 67. 

Indulgences, 307, 78 ff. 

Industry, a remedy against inchastity, 
315,43. 

Indwelling of God in believers, 795, 18; 
933, 54; 937, 65; 1039, 68; of Christ, 795, 
16; of the Holy Ghost, 799, 15; 801, 19. 

Infants (innocent), under power of origi- 
nal sin, 105, 3. 

Inheritance of our neighbor, 541, 18; of 
eternal life, 221, 245. 

Injurious, good works not, 797, 2; 801, 17; 
939, 2; 949, 37 f. 

Injury of our neighbor, 541, 10; 633, 185; 
665, 296; 667, 301 ff.; 669, 309; arising from 
original sin, 781, 9; apparent injury of the 
Law, 151, 103. 

Injustice, the world full of, 727, 103; pro- 
tection against, the duty of a king, 195, 141; 
God’s prohibition of, 517, 42. 

Instruments of the Holy Ghost, 241, 36; 
791, 18 f.; 901, 52; error of Enthusiasts, 
881, 4. 

Intention. See Purpose. 

Intercession of saints, 345, 14. : 

Interim, divisions caused thereby, 857, 19; 
917, 5; 947, 29. 

Interpretation of passages 
good works, 207, 194. 

Invocation of Saints, 53, 3; 57 f.; 499 f.; 
421, 9; 467 £.; 583, 11f. 

Irenaeus, 75, 44; 111, 19; 977, 14; 1023, 22. 

Irony, used by Christ, 201, 162. 

Irrefragable Doctors, 153, 105. 

Isaac, 987, 46. 

Israelites (Israel, Jews), their error con- 
cerning sacrifices, 177, 86 f.; 225, 274; 417, 
97 f.; concerning human sacrifices, 203, 167; 
concerning human ordinances, 317, 10; 321, 
23; 393,27; the Sabbath, 603, 80; their early 
marriages, 637, 201; their idolatry, 417, 98; 
the Holy Scriptures the pure fountains of 
Israel, 851, 3; external fellowship maintained 
by propitiatory offerings, 389, 21; the spir- 
itual separated from the bodily Israel, 231, 14; 
233, 19; 695, 66; not only to them, but also 
to the heathen was Christ promised, 195, 141; 
they dreamt of a worldly kingdom of the Mes- 
siah, 331, 59; in Israel Christ preached the 


treating of 
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Gospel, 265, 53; the Israelites saw only the 
veiled face of Moses, 127, 21; for what rea- 
sons even the wicked among them were said 
to be God’s people, 231; 14; they dishonored 
Christ’s body, 993, 60; God’s judgment con- 
cerning them, 1081, 58. 

Italy, preaching in parts of, confined to 
Lent, 325, 42; the authority of the Pope 
doubted in, 289, 30. 

Iure Divino or Humano, as applicable to 
the Pope’s power, 235, 23; 471, 1; 473, 7; 
475, 30; 501 f. 


Jacob, 381, 64. 

James the Apostle does not contradict 
Paul, 189, 124; 189f.; 931, 42f.; on confes- 
sion, 283, 12; on true prayer, 731, 123; pil- 
grimages to St. James’s church, 299, 52. 

Jeremiah, 177, 86; 299, 53; 301, 62; 393, 
28% 515, 38. 

Jeroboam, 319, 15. 

Jerome, 61, 5; 171, 52; 195, 143; 229, 11; 
343, 27 359, 4; 473, 93 487, 28; 497,35 509; 
1S H238-968's 525,735) vols SL 

Jewish Christians, 241 f. 

Jewish Errors, 51 f.; 313, 18; 315, 4. 

Jews. See Israelites. 

JOD, Lois 211, 2063 301, G1. 

John the Apostle, 161, 20; 
1035, 59. 

John the Baptist, 195, 142; 227, 1; 233, 
19; 291, 35; 301, 62; 481, 5; 487, 30; 497, 11. 

Jvovinian, 75, 30; 373,37; 383) 67. 

Joy, the fruit of faith, 157, 10; 269, 60; 
941, 12; the degree of joy not always the 
same, 907, 68; the Fourth Commandment 
points the way to, 625, 157; in our callings, 
615, 120; in children, 613,°114; 615, 121; in 
the Holy Ghost, 241, 36; etern&l joys for be- 
lievers, 51, 1; 335, 66; of the angels, 1025, 30. 

Jubilee, 485, 25; 487, 27. 

Judas, 237, 28; 255, 8; 261,36; 481, 7; 
983, 33; 993, 60; the Pope a Judas, 469, 24. 

Judge, duties of, 653, 259. 263; God a 
righteous Judge, 219, 242; outside of Christ, 
terrible, 695, 65; 209, 201; 211,.205; Christ 
the Judge of us all, 457, 9; (31, 6, Ap. Cr.; 
31, 6, Nic. Cr.). 

Judgment, God’s, intolerable, 211, 205. 
208; human nature flees from, 205, 183; 207, 
191; he who flees therefrom cannot be justi- 
fied, 171, 55; he who does not feel it imag- 
ines self-justification possible, 123, 9; Da- 
vid’s prayer concerning, 169, 47; 211, 205; 
different from man’s, 217, 224; works of no 
benefit in, 179, 93; 283, 11; only the right- 
eousness of faith avails, 275, 84; for Christ’s 
sake, 179, 93. 100. 

Judgment against sin belongs to God alone, 
493, 2; begins at God’s house, 29), 54; the 
world seeks to set works over against it, 179, 
91; the Popes do not trouble themselves there- 
with, 291, 32; the arguments of the adver- 
saries avail not, 383, 70. 

Of unworthy communicants, 251, 62; 813, 
16; 977, 16; 997, 68; 1013, 123; questions re- 
ferred to God’s judgment, 817, 41; against 
evil spirits, 889, 22. 

Chrisv’s, of the quick and the dead, 31; 33; 
45; 51; 3331.5 461; 545; 5771.4 689. 


521, 62; 


{ 


335 


Civil (courts of justice), 207, 185; 217, 224; 
595, 51; 1099, 18 i 

Julian the Apostate, 115, 36; 331, 58. 

Jupiter, 585, 18. 

Jurisdiction of bishops, 447, 14; 521, 
60 ff.; 527, 77; of pastors, 525, 74. 76; final, 
committed to the Church, 511, 24. 

Jurists, 491, 41; 655, 261; 665, 299. 

Justice and mercy, 213. ; 

Justification, 45; 119; 499; 791; 917; 
the most important article, 121, 2; 917, 6; 
its relation to repentance, 259, 29; 203, 171; 
a promised gift of God, 219, 241; 179, 96; its 
reconciliation for Christ’s sake, 165, 37; 203, 
171; bestowed through faith, without works 
OL Merit OG Oot, Las.0(d ts Lilwboteelie, 
633 17h; woke 169, 964 181, 101s; ole edZ6e 
139; 1386 LOve 14759203, Vt. 201 765c207, 
296. 2335 )219) 24bs 225, 267e 267,06005) 193; 
4f.; 919, 9; for Christ’s sake, 165, 37; 171, 
Ol 175; ota L79, 96 yelSl, LOLOL 1263 
2038, 1713-203, Libs. 20%, 192%, 221, 24605 267, 
60; 919, 9; 921, 17; 923, 25; who is Medi- 
ator both before and after, 209, 196; accord- 
ing to both natures, 793, 2; 935, 55 ff.; from 
pure grace, 793, 6; 917, 1. 4; 919, 9; 923, 25; 
929, 39; not through human ordinances, celi- 
bacy, etc., 241, 39 ff.; 199, 155; 325, 34; not 
through the Lord’s Supper, ex opere operato, 
199, 155; no consolation without this doc- 
trine, 121, 2; 171, 55f.; it makes sons of God, 
175, 75. 

Forgiveness of sin the first essential of justi- 
fication, 143, 75; 149, 97; 203, 169; appeases 
divine wrath, 181, 103; excludes all confidence 
in merit and works, 143, 74; 799, 7; 925, 29; 
927, 35 ff.; even of repentance, 199, 153; 795, 
11; the exclusive particles needful, 141, 73; 
795, 10; 917; 73 927, 363 931,43; 933, 63. 

Relation to regeneration and sanctification, 
793, °83 921, 1822's 923) 25; 929. 404.5 -18 
not merely the beginning of renewal, 167, 40; 
precedes the fulfilling of the Law, 171, 61; 
219, 245; works follow, 199, 154; 203, 171; 
795, 11; 923, 27; 929, 41; which are the end 
of justification, 217, 227. 

Errors. — Concerning the two modes, 203, 
166 ff.; necessity of personal merit, ete., 197, 
144.219) 2455228. 2555239) 3823 197%, Zils Bens 
933, 45. 47 f.; independence of Christian after 
justification, 317, 12;-797, 21; 933, 51; that 
faith is only its beginning, 141, 71; 797, 20; 
931,49; that love is its means, 183, 108; 203, 
168 f. 

Justify, its double meaning, 141, 72; its 
forensic sense, 207, 184; 798, 7; 795, 15; 919, 
Oi; 292) sts 93%, 62: 

Justin Martyr, 985, 37. 39; 1141f. 


Keeping commandm’nts outwardly, 129, 28. 

Keys, Power of, 69; 83f.; 249, 59; 493; 
in what it consists, 83; 255, 6f.; 261, 39f.; 
281, 2; 807, 79; 491; 498; 511, 24; is of Chr,, 
493; belongs to the whole Church, 511, 24; 
523, 67 ff.; its foundation, 261, 40; how to be 
exercised, 83; private absolut’n derived there- 
from, 493; ignorance of those who despise it, 
281, 43) its effects, 71 f.5 240, 59; 255; 62; 
its limitations, 83; 293, 41; 301, 59; 303, 64; 
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307, 79; the Pope transfers it to temporal 
power, 515, 36; 517, 40. i 

Errors of Papists, 255, 5. 7; 257, 13. 21f.; 
262287, 212908 Os SO ont 

Kingdom of God, of Christ, spiritual, 83; 
231, 18; 307, 79; 329, 541.; 331, 58; 429, 27; 
518, 31; 711, 51; is the Church, 231, 16; 245, 
52; how it comes, 547, 6ff.; 711, 50ff.; 713, 
55 f.; regeneration, righteousness, etc., need- 
ful in it, 129, 31; 221, 246; 231, 18; 233, 18; 
749, 67; not fully revealed in this life, 231, 
17. 18; displayed in good works, 175, 68; 
wicked teachers do not constitute it, 233, 22; 
245, 52. 

Worldly, of the Messiah, 331, 59; millen- 
nial, 53. 

Papal, 235, 24; 
Sli, 20% 

Kings, their office and duties, 57, 1 ff.; 195, 
141 ff.; 357, 44; 519, 54; their gifts to the 
Church, 443, 2; their power assailed by the 
Papacy, 81 ff.; 235, 23; 513, 35; the godly 
kings of Israel, 271, 73; 353, 36. 

Knowledge. Mere knowledge not faith, 
ay Wanign Ibaspellyeg sea christs iy Mei c a (edle 
WSL OO 155,- 115; S85 06s stor, 1285 205, 
183; 207, 194; 215, 216; 225, 262; 263, 45; 
793, 6. 

Of God, an element of div. image, 109, 18; 
possessed by heathen to certain extent, 959, 


of Antichrist, 319, 18; 


22; maintained in Israel, 175, 70; imparted.« 


by the Holy Ghost, 887, 16; through the Gos- 
pel, 959, 22; grows amid terrors of conscience, 
217, 230; the best consolation, 137, 60; what 
concerning election God has reserved for His 
own knowledge, 1079, 52; 1083, 64. 

Of Christ, what it is, 133, 46; 151, 101; is 
the foundation of the Church, 233, 20; true 
members of the Church have it, 229, 8; de- 
pends upon the doctrine of justifying faith, 
253, 3; God gives through preaching, 881, 4; 
hindered by traditions, 73, 16; suppressed by 
false holiness, 377, 46; .and the invocation of 
saints, 351, 34; 469, 25; some true knowledge 
always present, 225, 271; its comfort, 387, 
12; observance of Law impossible without it, 
157, 5; Christ’s knowledge as man, 10438, 74. 

Of justifying faith, 225, 266. 

Of sin, proceeds from the Law, 805, 1; 957, 
17; 963, 1; but a more thorough knowledge 
derived from the Gospel, 803, 8; 953, 9; 955, 
10; 961, 24; Paul teaches knowledge of sins, 
etc., before he treats of election, 835, 11. 

Kowwvia, 1028, 22. 


Labor on festivals, 89, 41. 

Laborers, sins of, 459, 12; 645, 226; 647, 
237. 

Lapsed, the, 285, 15; 889, 22. 

Latin Language in divine service, 385, 2 f. 

Laurentius, 223; 583, 11. 

Law. Natural. — Written on man’s heart, 
121, 7; 805, 2; 963, 2; the natural law agrees 
with the Decalog, 121, 7. 

Of Moses. — Divinely revealed, 423, 14; 
comprises the moral, ceremonial, and judicial 
Law, 121, 6; includes Mosaic ceremonies, 323, 
32; 397, 35; 403, 52; 439, 58; from which 
Christians are free, 89, 39; 91, 59; 241, 39; 
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375, 41f.; 425, 15. 17; Carlstadt’s desire to 


- impose the judicial laws of Moses, 331, 55. 


Decalog, 121, 8; its two tables, 107 f.; 157, 
9f.; a part of Holy Scripture, 121, 5; 151, 
102; 173, 65; 265, 53; divine doctrine, teach- 
ing what is right and pleasing to God, and 
reproving sin, 801, 2; 957, 17. 

Its threefold use, 805; 963. 

First use, to maintain outward discipline, 
127,22 £53 Sb AT e963 a8: \ 

Second use, to bring men to the knowledge 
of sin, 805, 1; 963, 1; requires works, 133, 
44; 965, 11; and these perfect, 133, 44; 295, 
45; is spiritual, 803, 8; 955, 10; reveals sin, 
151, 103; 198, 184; 265, 48; 265, 53; 479, 4; 
903, 54; 955, 10; and God’s wrath, 143, 79; 
157, 73-203, 174; 479, 5; 955,12; 957, 14; xe- 
proves sin, 801f.; 955, 10; 961, 27; 965, 12; 
and unbelief, 957, 19; 967, 14; accuses, 131, 
88; 151,103; 157, 73 -169,\ 46; 177,, 83; 193; 
136. 1389; 197, 149; 201, 164; 203, 174; 209, 
198; 259, 34; 265, 48; 277, 88; 861, 6; 869, 
32; condemns, 861, 6; 801, 5; 961, 27; terri- 
fies, 131, 38; 153, 106; 257 £.; 479, 45 961, 24; 
causes wrath, 177, 83; 193, 136; 193, 139; 
199, 149; 277, 88; does not justify, 131, 38. 
40; 149; 97 £5 151, 1033 165) 36a. i eaG: 
59. 62; 183, 106. 110; 199, 156; 201, 160; 203, 
171; 275, 79; 461, 4; its exclusive preaching 
leads either to presumption or to despair, 955, 
10;,,.sinsufficient, 121 f.; 149, 97; 165, 38 f.; 
193, 1389; 197, 145; 273, 75f.; Christ the end 
of the Law, 221, 251; 961, 24; from its con- 
straint and curse believers are free, 805, 2; 
963, 5; the regenerate begin to observe it, 
139,643 15¢ t.5 1bO fey 167 £3 2b ad Us 
yet imperfectly, 789, 11; 848, 25; 911, 773) 
1100, 33. 

Third use, as a rule of life to the regenerate, 
805; 963; an object of delight, 913, 85; 945, 
19; 963, 4; 967, 18; while, according to the| 
Old Adam, believers still need its threats, 
805, 4; 969, 19; when its urging is unneces- 
sary, 963, 6; in what sense necessary, 343, 
92; 797; 939 f. 

Distinction between it and the Gospel, 121, 
63) 133,435 443 TALS TOs NOL Ole so oor 
193, 136; 801 ff.; 951 ff.; ‘the Holy Ghost not 
given thereby, 965, 11; its works to be dis- 
tinguished from the fruits of the Spirit, 807, 
Dis 967, Lie 

Taught by Christ, 803, 7; 955, 10; but this 
is not His proper office, 803, 10; it is, how- 
ever, that of Moses, 803, 10; Christ no new 
legislator, 225, 271. 

Laws, Civil, are of God, 49 f.; a Christian 
may use them, 329, 54; 333, 64; not annulled 
by the Gospel, 85, 14; 331, 55; such ordi- 
nances not instituted by the Gospel, 331, 58; 
are good ordinances, 49 f.; even those framed 
by heathen to be obeyed, 331, 55; cannot 
change God’s commandment, 61, 8; 65, 24; 
437, 51. 

Lawyers’ tricks, 655, 261; 665, 298 f. 

Lay Communion, 359, 8; “lay commun’n” 
of priests for punishment, 359, 8. 

Laymen. The cup should not be withheld 
from them, 59; 357f.; 815, 24; 1011, 110; 
can absolve, 523, 67; the Catechisms for 
them, a7 (1,205, Soowcs 
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Legates, Papal, 485, 25. 

Legends of Saints, 353, 35. 

Asvrovoyia, 411, 79 ff. 

Leniency, 189, 122. 

Leo the Great, 813, 15. 

Leo X, 113, 35; 227, 276; 271, 67. 

Lessons, 241, 40; 439, 55. 

Levi, Sons of, 395, 34. 

Levitical impurities, 375, 41; offerings, 
389, 21 ff.; 395, 34; 403, 53 ff.; priesthood, 
371, 27; 375, 41; 408,.53; service, 89, 39; 
98,613 311, 7 f.5 391, 26) 

Liberty. See Freedom. 

Licentiousness forbidden, 373, 35; 635 ff.; 
temptation to, 727, 102; prevalence of, 459, 
12; before the Flood, 379, 54; a remedy, 63 f.; 
367, 14; 381, 63; 437, 51. 

Life, earthly. — From God, 159, 14; re- 
garded in the promise pertaining to marriage, 
311, 14; in the Fourth Commandment, 221, 
246; 619, 133 ff.; good works pertaining to, 
175, 73; 221; Christ’s kingdom invisible in, 
231, 174.; to’ be surrendered for the Gospel, 
435, 41. 

The life (conversation) should be godly, 
709, 39; counterfeits of godly life, 71, 8; holi- 
ness not dependent on the calling, 433, 38. 

A new, spiritual life required, 193, 138; 195, 
TA Se 199 53s 2216 253s 291 3b 35 558, 045 
does not proceed from our own powers, 787, 3; 
885, 11; given through Christ, 247, 56; 263, 
46 f.; 553, 14; 787, 3; wrought by the Holy 
Ghost, 159, 11; 405, 59; 547, 8; in Baptism, 
751, 75; and the Lord’s Supper, 557, 6; thr. 
faith, 139, 64; 157, 4; 265, 48; 267, 60; is the 
fruit of repentance, 263, 45; of regeneration, 
217, 227; God’s name hallowed thereby, 
547, 5; good works belong thereto, 193, 137; 
it saves, 199, 157. 

Eternal life, 31f.; 351.; 545; 577 £.; 687; 
promised in the Gospel through Christ, 121, 5; 
195, 141; 205, 176; 259, 29; God gives, 205, 
176; Christ gives, 329, 54; 335, 66; 359, 10; 
who earned it for us by His obedience, 793, 3; 
He who has the Son has it, 205, 176; 207, 
189; 217, 235; the Holy Ghost gives, 159, 11; 
447, 10; 545, 6; its beginning, repentance and 
regeneration, 217, 231; 1069, 18; already on 
earth, 231, 15; obtained by grace, through 
faith in Christ, for Christ’s sake, 175, 75; 
205, 1763 209, 198 £. 201; 217, 226; 231, 233; 
221, 252; 225, 263; 427, 23; 431, 30. 32; 551, 
10; 923, 25; God will save the called to eter- 
nal life, 1069, 22; in what sense called a re- 
ward, 217, 235; 219,.241. 

Light, innate, of reason, 863, 12. 

Divine, an element of the divine image, 
109 f. 

New, of faith, 139, 64; 157, 4; 191, 128; 
241, 36; wrought by the Holy Ghost, 159, 11; 
is the kingdom of God, 429, 27. 

Liturgy, 411, 79 f. 

Living, the, and the dead to be judged, 
$14.3; 33f.; 45; 461; 546, 3; 577 4f.; 685 4.; 
the Sacrament instituted only for the living, 
465, 12. 

Lombard (Longobard), 111, 21; 287, 22; 
295, 42. 

Loosing of sins, 293, 41; 307, 79. 

Lord’s Prayer, Cyprian’s exposition of, 

Book of Concord. 
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209, 201; Luther’s, 545 ff.; 697 ff.; 
should pray it, 567, 3. 

Love, God’s, toward ws, declared by First 
Article of Creed, 683, 23; by all three articles, 
695, 64; apprehended by faith, 223, 260. 

Toward God and men, 157 ff.; required by 
the Law, 157, 3. 10; 187, 117; 203, 168; 273, 
75; 295, 45; 539, 2; 681, 19; the highest work 
of the Law, 183, 108; its fulfilment, 163, 26; 
165, 38; 171, 60; 189, 124; 203, 168. 172; 
love does not justify, 181, 103 ff.; the greatest 
virtue, 183, 105. 108; its necessity, 187, 122; 
without faith in Christ impossible, 125, 18; 
153, 110; itis the fruit of faith, 143, 74; 
153, 111; 161, 20; 163, 30; 165, 345 191, 128; 
203, 173; 275, 82; 795, 11; 923, 27; of justi- 
fication, 208, 171; 261, 37; of regeneration, 
157, 4; belongs to the new life, 217, 228; 343, 
92; its growth, 343, 92; 433, 37; a work of 
the Holy Ghost, 157, 4; 159, 12; 163, 26; 203, 
172; 237, 31; its absence declares the absence 
of the Holy Ghost, 179, 98; losing love means 
losing Spirit, 181, 103; faith without it dead, 
939, 1; through love no forgiveness, 131, 36f.; 
143, 79; 145, 838; 155, 112; 163, 26. 30; 181, 
100; 203; 173; 925, 31. 38. 

Lucina, 585, 18. 

Lustrations, Purgatorial, 465, 12. 

Luther, Dr. Martin. Hilten’s prophecy 
concerning, 419; complaints before him con- 
cerning abuses, 355, 41; his object in becom- 
ing a monk, 487, 28; before his time the doc- 
trine of repentance confused, 253, 4; restored 
to light the truth of God’s Word, 851; 5; his 
doctrine gave godly hearts much joy, 249, 59; 
attacks of the Papists, 113, 35; a highly 
illumined man, 981, 28; a diligent pupil of 
the Catechism, 569, 7; his experience as an 
inspector of churches, 523 f.; signed the For- 
mula of 1536, 977, 12; his firmness, 501, 3; 
981, 30f.; troubles succeeding his death, 7 f. 

His writings perverted, 455 f.; he antici- 
pates perversion of his doctrine after his 
death, 457, 4; the best expounder of the Augs- 
burg Confession, 983, 34; doctrinal and polem- 
ical writings of, 853, 8f.; sermon at Torgau, 


pastors 


827, 2; 1049, 1; his works — on monastic 
vows, 423, 10; on the councils, 823, 18; 921, 
21; 1029, 44; of the enslaved will, 897, 44; 


Large Confession concerning the Holy Supper, 
1003, 91; 1027 f.; 1043 f.; Small Confession, 
1003, 91; against the Heavenly Prophets, 
1003, 91;/ Luther slanderously charged with 
schism, 451. 

Declarations concerning original sin, 113, 
35; 117, 45; 871, 38; 879, 61; accidens, 879, 
62; free will, 791, 18; 889, 23; 895, 36. 40; 
915, 89; predestination, 1073, 33; the person 
of Christ; (021 175) 1023, 21. 26: 102% ese 
1045, 80. 85. 86; Law and Gospel, 955, 11; 
justification, 917, 6; faith, 941, 10; faith and 
good works, 925, 28; 929, 41; 945, 24ff.; the 
Holy Supper, 979, 20; 981, 28; 9838, 32 f.; 
993, 58; 999, 77 f.; 1005, 938; against the 
Sacramentarians, 811, 10; 817, 42. 3; 1003, 
91.93; concerning adiaphora, 1061, 24; faith- 
ful shepherds, 855, 14. 

Lutheran, originally a term of reproach, 
325, 42. 

Lutheran Church. See Church. 
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Lydia, 787, 5; 891, 26. 
Lying, 477, 2; 491, 45; 529, 4; 599, 64. 68. 
Lyra, 233, 22. 


Magicians, 351, 34. 36. 

Magistrates, 49; 163, 30; 329f.; 631 ff.; 
their calling, 71, 10; 329, 53; their office God’s 
ordinance, 311, 15; 321, 25; 329, 53; 841, 12; 
1099, 17; Christians in office without sin, 51; 
329, 58; 841, 13; 1099, 18. 19; God acts thr. 
them, 587, 26; their punishment of offenders 
sinless, 51; 331, 59; even when they deprive 
of life, 631, 181; 841, 16; 1099, 21; for the 
restraint of gross sinners, 127, 22; matri- 
monial questions to be decided by them, 527, 
77; table of duties, 561, 4. 

Mahomet, Mahometans, 319, 18; 497, 9; 
43, 5; 183, 108; 429, 27. 

Maidens formerly sent to cloisters to ob- 
tain a good education, 471, 1. 

Majesty, chief articles concerning the div. es 
461; what gracious offers and promises it 
makes us, 591, 40; of the human nature in 
Christ, 821, 15; 1019, 125i.) 1023) 238 Loy 
51; 1035, 61; 1039, 66 Hee 1043, 78; how re- 


~ceived, 1023, 23; 1037, 64; how not, 1041, 71; 


how manifested in state of humiliation, 821, 
16; 1025, 28. 

Errors: of Schwenckfeld’ns, 841, 21; 1100, 
29; of Anti-Trinitarians, 843, 29; 1100, 37. 

Mammon, 581, 6; 583, 9. 15; 589, 36; 
591, 42. 

Man, Men. Creation and Condition prior 
to the Fall, 109, 15 ff.; 5438; 681, 13f.; 685, 
2835 (195.25. 800; 25) 80am. SO Au. 

Since the Fall, 43 f.; 53; 105; 111, 24; 139, 
62; 169, 42. 465 481, 3; 779, 2; 781, 8; 859, 2; 
861, 9f.; 867, 27 f.; although God’s creation, 
yet all are sinners, 129, 32; 181, 40; 275, 81; 
461, 2f.; 477, 1; 493; they themselves, and 
not something within them, 783, 19; have no 
true fear of God, love, trust, faith, 43 f.; 53, 
S#.; 1053 1074-7; 109, 14; Ll1L23 8.5 115; 42; 
129, 32 ff.;. 159, 14; 161, 22; 169, 46. 49; 337, 
74; 477, 2; or knowledge of God, 53; 113, 30; 
ZO Resp tigge sein TEP nati, vase tkelin. (0 sissy SR 
are enemies of God and Hi§ Law, 787, 3; 887, 
17; 891, 24; murmur against,God, 115 f.; 
169, 46; guilty of unbelief, security, contempt 
of ‘God; 115, 424.; 131, 39 ff); 159, 14; 259, 
31; 265, 48; 327, 47—71; inclined to wrath, 
ambition, etc., 115 f.; sin even in outward ob- 
servance of Law, 129, 33; wish to reconcile 
God by works, 225, 272; the Law written in 
their hearts, 121, 7; 697, 67; 9638, 5; have 
some free will in outward things, 51; 107 f.; 
863, 11; 889, 20; 893, 31; yet external right- 
eousness rare, 335, 71; in spiritual things | im- 
potent, 107 f.; 783, 13; USie 23 881, Dees Seo. 
12; 889, 20; know nothing of true repentance, 
491, 41; have a false opinion of the Law, 197, 
144; are unable to observe it, 131, 403: L67 £3 
295, 45; 697, 2; subject to eternal wrath and 
death, 107, 5; 129, 33; 131, 36. 40; 139, 62; 
J, O83 21, 20s 47 ols 270) 1 (6 aes 
863, 18; 865, 25. 

Distinction between the baptized and unbap- 
tized, 907, 67; between man’s nature and 
original sin, 779,-3; 783, 17. 19; 865, 18; 867, 
26; 869, 33; 8738, 47; 877, 55. 
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Before, in, and after Regeneration. — God 
does not immediately cast away human na- 
ture, 871, 39; wills that all come to Him and 
be saved, 833, 8. 12; 1075, 34; 1085, 70; the 
Gospel offers them forgiveness, etc., for Chrs 
sake, 139, 62; 169, 44; 191, 181; 223 f.; 225, 


266; 245, 52; 275, 81; 317, 6; 463, 5; 545, 4; 


793, 4; 799, 7; 801, 5; 919, 10; 1069, 15; yet~™ 
a change needful, 481, 3; 909, 70; all must re- 
pent, 489, 34; 551, 12; 627, 165 ff.; 915, 88; 
must do good works, 799 f.; 939, 7; of this 
man cannot make the beginning, neither can 
he cooperate therein, 789, 11; 881, 3; 885, 11; 
891, 24; 899, 45; 909, 71; God does not force, 
but draws men, 905, 60; a work of the Holy 
Ghost, 787, 5; 791, 17; 863, 14; 891, 27 f.; 
893, 34; 967, 17; afterwards man does good 
spontaneously, 905, 63 f.; the inner man does 
God’s will, 963, 3; the new man lives eter- 


ually in God’s presence, 551, 12. 


After the resurrection man (the believer) 
will be free from original-sin, 781, 10; 873, 46; 
will be entirely pure and holy, 693, 58. 

Man is God, and God man (in Christ), 
819, 10; 823, 25; 1099, 19. 

Errors of Pelagians, Stoics, and Maniche- 
ans, 335, 68. 73; 477, 4 ff. 7f.; 481, 10; 757, 
16; 783, 13 ff.; 787, 8 ff. ; 865, 17 ff.; ’909, 74 ff. 

Mandatum cum libera, ‘449, 18. 

Manes, 1019, 16. 

-Manicheans, 43, 5; 335, 67; 783, 17. 19; 
785, 22; 787, 8;-867, 26 ff. 30; 873, 45. 

Mantua, proposed council at, 455, 1 ff. 

Marcion, 823, 23. 

Market, cornering the, 649, 240. 

Marks of Church, 45f.; 227, 279. 5; 233, 
20; of faith, 931, 42. 

Marriage instituted by God, 61f.; 365, 7; 
367, 12; 369, 19; 371, 29; in Paradise, 383, 
67; 1s pure, 371, 29. 313373, 33 1.; 3815 64. 
67; sanctified by God’s Word and prayer, aT I3 


ba 


30; is a necessary estate, 641, 211 f.; has 
God’s command . and promise, 311, 14; is 
blessed and honored of God; 639, 206 f.; God 


commands that it be held in honer, 63, 19; 
639, 207; is founded on natural law, 367, 9. 
11; is no sacrament, 311, 14f.; virginity an 
exalted gift, 373, 38; 383, 69. 
Why instituted, 639, 207; 
63 f.; 369, 17. 19. 23; 371, 29; whereby our 
infirmity is to be helped, 369, 16; who should 
marry, 77 f.; 367, 14. 16; 369, 19; it should 
be free, 381, 61; 497, 3; commanded rather 
than fo: rbidden, 379, 55; the young to be en- 
couraged thereto, 641, 217; as in Israel, 637, 
201; ‘chastity in marriage, 377, 47; 641, 213; 
desertion of marriage for monasticism, 83, 56. 
Its prohibition a doctrine of demons, 63 f.; 
379, 58; 381, 63; a mark of Antichrist, 371, 
25; is wrong, 369, 22; dissolution of mar- 
riages that have been contracted unscriptural, 
381, 63; 383, 71; marriage between spiritual 
relations not wr ong, 527, 78; ; clandestine mar- 
riages wrong, 527, 78. 
Marriage ‘of priests, 63f.; 363; 499; 527, 78. 
Marriage-vow, perjury in, 599, 68. 
Mary, the Virgin, pure and holy, 461; 
1023, 24; worthy of highest praise, 349, 27 f.; 
bore not a mere man, ‘but Him who is truly 
the Son of God, 821, 12; 1023, 24; may there- 


as a remedy, 
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fore be called the mother of God, 821, 12; 
1023, 24; yet she is not to be placed in 
Christ’s stead, 351, 28; Christ dishonored by 
absolution in her name, 349, 265 ff. 

Mary Magdalene justified by love? 163, 
31 ff. 

Mass, 65 f.; 383; 411; 461; is a commun’n, 
65 f.; how the Greeks designated it, 411, 79ff.; 
whether or not the term is Hebrew, 413, 84 ff. ; 
or Latin, 413, 88; whether it is a daily sacri- 
fice, 397, 35; its ceremonies sacrifices of 
praise, 395, 33. 35; thus called by the Fathers, 
407, 66f.; 411, 75; 417, 95f.; 465, 13; but 
not a propitiatory sacrifice, 395, 34; 397, 35; 
not instituted by Christ for that end, 67; 
abused in the Papacy, 65 f.; 179, 89; 203, 167; 
956, 12; 293, 40; 325, 40; 415, 91; 387, 13; 
393, 27; 399, 42; 401, 47; 405, 64; 413, 89; 
414, 91f.; 437, 538; 451, 26; 467, 14; 517, 43; 
mass displaces Christ, 67, 23; held even for 
the dead, 67, 22; 257 f.; 405, 59f.; 407, 66; 
465, 125° 525, 715) 816, 233) LOI) 109) ‘origin! 
of these abuses, 67 f.; 313, 23; 385, 2; 403, 52; 
approved by the monks, 421, 9; especially 
furthered by the mendicant orders, 385, 7; 
the greatest abomination in the Papacy, 
461, 1; 1011, 109; the Papacy stands or falls 
with the mass, 463, 5. 10; faith in Christ 
thereby ignored, 67; and godlessness pro- 
moted, 419; 465, 11; 517, 43; e.g., purgatory, 
465, 12; appearance of spirits, 467, 16 f.; pil- 
grimages, 467, 18 ff.; fraternities, 467, 21f.; 
worship of relics, 469, 22 f.; indulgences, 469, 
24; private masses, etc., 67; 463, 6. 

History of, 67; 385, 6 ff.; 417, 94; not abol- 
ished in our churches, 65; 65 f.; 239, 33; 
383, 1; 399, 41; (only unnecessary and pri- 
vate masses abolished, 67 f.; 385, 6); but cele- 
brated every Sunday and festival day, 67 f.; 
383, 1; the hymns sung therein are German, 
65, 2; 385, 3f.; yet the Latin mass not en- 
tirely disused, 385, 3; not used, however, 
where not understood, 385, 2 f. 5. 

Brror of Anabaptists, 839, 10; 1099, 15. 

Means of apprehending Christ, 793, 5; 919, 
10; 929, 38; whereby Holy Ghost is given, 
45; 689, 41; 787, 4; 887, 16; 899, 48; 901, 50; 
909, 72; He does not work without means, 
787, 4; 789, 13; 881, 4. 

Of Grace, 241, 36; 497, 10; 881, 2f.; 901, 
48; 903, 54; 1087, 76; 1100, 30f. , 

Mediator, Christ alone, 53, 9; 57, 2; 169, 
41 f. 44; 177, 83; 179, 93; 181, 101; 189, 124; 
273, 163 3389, 82; 347, 17. 19; 349, 24: S51, 
31; 923, 23; God reconciled through Him, 
187, 117; is set over against God’s wrath, 
179, 93 f.;-275, 84; He is such before and 
after regeneration, 169, 41; 209, 196; not only 
according to the divine nature, 935f.; but ac- 
cording to both natures, 1031, 47; Christ 
thereby glorified, 205, 178; the opposite doc- 
trine dishonors Him, 179, 92f.; 317, 9. 

Danger of seeking other mediators, 351, 34; 
human ordinances substituted, 317, 5. 7; the 
mass, 405, 57; saints, 57; 233f.; 343; 345, 
da fs: 437, boy 

Mediatorial Office of Chr. 461 f.; 1031, 46. 

Melanchthon, 17; 501. 

Members, law im, 115, 36; 489, 40. 

Of Christ, the godless not, 227, 6; 233, 19. 
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Of the Ohurch, externally hypocrites are, 
227, 3; yet not living, but dead members, 
227, 6; what constitutes living members, 231, 
13; 691, 51; 895, 36; 1009, 104; they are 
bound together by Christian love, 185, 111. 

Merchants, 841, 18; 1099, 23. 

Mercury, 585, 18. 4 

Mercy, God’s. The only ground of confi- 
dence, 211, 209; its certainty, 217, 224; the 
ground of justification, 171, 51; 283, 10. 11; 
499, 2f.; mercy and faith, 213; of reconcilia- 
tion and forgiveness, 199, 158; 195, 141; of 
adoption, 147, 86; of salvation, 215, 213. 217; 
217, 223; 835, 15; of eternal life, 209, 201; 
431, 32; from it He bestows all blessings, 
543, 2; anticipating us, 909, 71; and willing 
our conversion, 889, 22. 

Even good works need mercy, 209, 202. 204; 
mercy and justice, 213; our prayers are based 
upon mercy, 211, 210; must be received by 
faith, 147, 86; 153, 106; 157, 8; 163, 32; 167, 
40; 171, 53; 209, 197; 209, 203; 215, 217; its 
relation to faith, 163, 33; 209, 203; 215, 216; 
217, 225; 223, 260; upon it alone faith rests, 
133, 44; 187, 55; it renders God an object of 
love, 157, 8; God dishonored by its neglect, 
211, 211; vessels of mercy, 1083, 63; 1089, 
79. 82. 

Merit of man’s own works nothing, 45; 
125 f.; 129, 29. 31; 1385, 48; 137, 60; 145, 83; 
147, 87; 167, 40f.; 171, 52; 195, 141; 207, 
194; 209, 197. 201; 211, 209; 249, 59; 271, 
653 2715.72; 277; 885 283, 104. 301 G0sg309; 
Hi. 311, 103 3837, 793 339) 843 33.0007 423, 
11; 425, 17; 431, 32; 449, 17; 461, 3f.; 499, 3; 
543, 2; 793, 4; 801, 5; 919, 9; 923, 23; 935, 
55; 1083, 61; human merits a feather in a 
hurricane, 133, 46; all merit excluded from 
the article of justification, 143, 74; 145, 84; 
221, 246; 929, 37; 933, 53; 945, 22; as well as 
from the article of election, 835, 13; 1091, 87. 

All merit forgotten when God’s wrath is 
felt, 125, 29; faith does not offer it to God, 
133, 44. 46; confidence in works flatters men, 
123, 10; the controversy important, 165, 35; 
217 f.; de condigno and de congruo, 201, 161; 
207, 197; 209, 200 f. 

Christ’s merit the sole cause of our right- 
eousness and salvation, 347, 19; 349, 22; 351, 
29. 3l; 425, 17; 431, 32; 793; 10; 861, 6; of 
our election, 837, 20; 1087, 75; of our fitness 
for the Holy Supper, 813, 20; 997, 71; offered 
in the preaching of the Gospel, 469, 24; 803, 7; 
953, 9; 1069, 16; shown by the article con- 
cerning original sin, 859, 3; apprehended by 
faith, 183, 106; 208, 175; 347, 19; 931, 43; 
by what means suppressed and obscured, 405, 
57; 517, 45; 805, 11; 961, 27. 

Errors: of Scholastics, 221, 246; 271, 68; 
309, 81; papistic, of merit, of works, human 
ordinances, monastic vows, etc., 219, 239; 223, 
2575 233, 2ls 257, 17; 315, 44. ete.s - of re- 
pentance, 255, 8; 257, 18; 259, 34; 481, 12; 
of the merit of Mary, the saints, etc., 343, 3; 
345, 14; 349, 22. 25; 351, 29. 31; 469, 24; the 
Anabaptists, 839, 5; 945, 27; 1097, 10. 

Meritoriousness of good works, 175, 73; 
217, 234 £.; 221, 246 f. 

Messiah, 166, 33; 495, 8; 1041, 72; Jew- 
ish dreams of a worldly kingdom, 331, 59. 
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Ministers. Are called by the Church, 237, 
28; 511, 24; 523, 66 f. 69. 72; are all equal, 
507-113) 6215 62.) 65; 
forgive sins, 283, 7; 307, 79; represent Christ, 
and not themselves, 237, 28; 243, 47; their 
unworthiness no hindrance to the efficacy of 
ordinances, 237, 28; 979, 19. 24f.; 1003, 89; 
the Sacraments not dependent on their work 
or declaration, 811, 8; 999, 74; 1001, 78; 
chapters founded for their education, 471, 1; 
church endowments for their support, 527, 80. 

Errors: of Anabaptists, 841, 11; 1099, 16; 
of Schwenckfeldians, 841, 22. 27; 1100, 30. 35. 

Ministry of Word and Sacraments, 45f.; 
47 f.; 85, 5 ff.; 313 £.; 447, 18; 449, 18; 495 f.; 
505; 511f.; 519f.; highest office in Church, 
327, 42; a regular call necessary thereto, 
49 f.; 321, 24; whether ordination thereto 
may be called a sacrament, 311,11; its labors 
and burdens, 539, 26f.; its glorious promises, 
311, 11; limited to no persons or places, 511, 
26; has no earthly power, 85, 13; 513, 31; 
separation of priesthood and ministry im- 
proper, 311, 7. See Ministers. 

Miraculous Signs of no avail without 
faith, 313, 20; of Christ, 1023, 25. 

mary, 413, 35 ff. 

Mixture of natures, 823, 21; 
1025, 31; 1035, 60 ff.; 1047, 89. 

Monasteries, little learned there concern- 
ing Christ, 77, 14; degenerated, 421, 4 ff. 


1021, 19; 


Monasticism, Monks. Among the Turks, © 


429, 27; vows assumed in youth, 75; their 
vows are adiaphora, 427, 21; they profess to 
live the nearest the Gospel, 433, 39; resist 
God’s order, 641, 213; pervert Scripture, 433, 
40; 435, 44 f.; 439, 59; claim a special prom- 
ise of Christ, 429, 28; 433, 40; hope by their 
own works to overcome sins, 483, 14; and ob- 
tain forgiveness, 441, 63; regard themselves 
holy, 487, 28 f.; imagine they can impart 
superfluous merits to others, 81 f.; 219, 239; 
427, 25; 429, 29; 433, 39; 487, 28f.; confuse 
civil order and domestic life, 331, 56; 333, 65; 
377, 47; 427, 24; are mostly Epicureans, 225, 
269; unlike the Rechabites, 439f.; without 
Scriptural support, 429, 29; full of hypocrisy, 
439, 56; prophecy of Hilten, 419. 

Monastic Orders, 69 f.; 179, 91; 203, 167; 
351, 29" 429, 28 f. 

Money, a common idol, 581, 6ff.; that of 
our neighbor not to be taken, 541, 14; 643 f.; 
mass said for, 65, 10. 11 ff.; dispensations for, 
235, 23; indulgences for, 469, 24; 485, 25 ff.; 
517, 46. 

Monks. See Monasticism. 

Moral and ceremonial acts, 147, 87. 89. 

Morality, External, man’s capability for, 
53, If.; 127, 221.3 157, 9; 335, °70:; 891, 26s 
opinions of philosophers, 117, 43. 

Mortal Sins, 609, 99; faith cannot coexist 
with, 135, 48; 139, 64; 158, 109; 155, 115; 
nor can love, 131, 37. 

Errors of Papists, 287, 21; 291, 35; 295, 
46; 303, 66; 501, 2. 

Mortification of flesh, 75, 30 ff.; 175, 72; 
263, 46; 291, 384; 297, 51; 305, 71; 327, 45 ff. 

Moses, the veiled face of, 127, 21; 183, 108; 
275, 78; his veil hangs before all men, 803, 8; 
955, 10; how it is removed, 803, 9; 963, 1; 


have the command to- 
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Christ does not succeed him as legislator, 425, 
15. 17; compared with Christ, 803, 7; our 
eyes to be turned from him to Christ, 203, 175. 

Mother, duties toward, 221, 246; 539; 575; 
609 f.; the highest station, 611, 105; original 
sin propagated through, 861, 7. 

Of God, Mary, 1023, 24. 

Muckraking, 657, 267. 

Muenzer, Thomas, 435 f.; 495, 3. 

Murder a fruit of original sin, 477, 2; who 
is guilty of, 635, 191. 

Mystery of Christ’s presence, 817, 42 ff.; 
1015, 127. é 


Name of God, not to be abused, 539; 593 f.; 
697 f.; this is done by false doctrine, 549, 5; 
593 f.; 705f.; by the papistic mass, 413, 89. 

In God’s name we are baptized, 551, 1; 733, 
9f.; 4. e., by God Himself, 733; this name 
given us in Baptism, 707, 37; and therewith 


Nite and salvation, 739, 27. 


Name of Christ, 149, 98; 269, 65; 395, 31 f.; 
1013, 123. 

Value of good name, 653, 255 f. 

Nathan the prophet, 267, 56. 

Nations, all, represented in the Church, 
229, 9. 

Natural Law agrees with Decalog, 121, 7. 

Natural Sin, 783, 20; 875, 53. 

Nature, divine and hwman, in Christ. See 


_ Christ. 


Human. — Meaning of the term, 785, 22; 
1031, 51; its corruption, 57 f.; 69 f.; 117, 46; 
335,71; 477, 3; 583, 9 ff.; 781, 8; 861, 6; 867, 
30; 875, 52; its capabilities and incapabili- 
ties, 58; 57 £.; 129, 29; 169,42; 205,176. 182; 
335, 70; 863, 10; 865, 25; 883, 7; distinction 
in it before and since the Fall, 779, 2; 869, 
33 f.; 875, 48; 877, 55; between human nature 
and original sin, 779, 3; 781, 7; 783, 14; 
wicked desires not innate qualities of the na- 
ture, 781, 12; Christ’s assumption of our 
nature a proof thereof, 873, 43; human nature 
is God’s creature even since the Fall, 779, 2; 
861, 7; 869, 34; 871, 38; original sin im- 
planted in the nature, 861, 7: man by nature 
a child of wrath and subject of the devil, 
861, 6; 8638, 18; 893, 29. 

Errors: of the Sophists, 117, 43; Pelagians, 
477, 4; 788, 13 f. 16; 865, 17 ff.; Manicheans, 
783, 17 ff.; 867, 26; 875, 48. 

Physical natwre no man or human ordinance 
can change, 365, 8 f.; 369, 16; 497, 2 ff. 

Nature-Sin, 861, 6; 875, 53. 

Naumburg, 15 f. 

Nazarites, 439, 58. 

Nazianzenus, 331, 58. 

Nebuchadnezzar, 193, 
833, 3. 

Necessity. Use of the term in the doctrine 
concerning good works, 797, 3; 799, 9 f.; 
939, 4; 943, 14, 17. 22. 

Necromancers, 583, 12. 

Neighbor, envy of, 633, 184; duty of love 
towards, 203, 168; 433, 37; the highest virtue, 
183, 105; unattainable by natural powers, 
477, 7; no one loves sufficiently, 169, 46; such 
love toward one’s neighbor a work of the Holy 
Ghost, 57; 157, 4; 208, 172; 237, 61; 795, 11; 
928, 23; 941, 12; other duties: reconciliation, 


134; 195, 140; 


Index of Subjects. 


283, 12; forgiveness, 187, 121; 725, 93 ff.; 
assistance, 541, 18; 655, 260; 669, 309; chari- 
table construction, 541, 16; 663, 289 ; protec- 
tion, 629 ff.; 635, 189; how to treat his secret 
sins, 655, 265, 270; 659, 276; his publie sins, 
661, 284. 

Nestorius, error of, 823, 18. 20; 1019, 15. 

Net, parable of, 227, 1; 233, 19; 1087, 76. 

New Birth, 791, 18. 

New Heart, 499, 1; 905, 60; 911, 81. 

New Life, 221, 245. 253; 239, 34f.; 
45; 291, 34f. 

New Man, 905, 63; 911, 81. 

New Moon, 239, 35; 323, 30. 

New Obedience. See Obedience. 

Nicholas, St., 601, 74. 

Nineveh, 303, 69. 

Noah, 427, 25. 

Norm, of doctrine and life, 777; 849. 

Novatians, 49, 9. 

Novelli of Justinian, 527, 77., 

Nyssa. See Gregory of Nyssa. 


263, 


Oaths, the taking of, no sin, 51, 2; 329, 53; 
under what circumstances, 599, 65ff.; error 
of the Anabaptists, 841, 15; 1099, 20; false 
oaths, 595, 53; God’s oath, 281, 94; 835, 13. 

Obedience ‘incumbent on all, 939, 4, 

To parents, 541, 8; 609 ff.; God places this 
next to obedience to Himself, 615, 116. 

To superiors and rulers, 51, 6; 541, 8; 621, 
141 ff.; 623, 150; even when they are heathen, 
Bal, 5d: 

To God more than to men, 51, 6; 95, 75; 315, 
25; 449, 21; 515, 38. 

Vow of, 425, 16. “Atle 

New, of the regenerate, 45 f.; 157, 4; 179, 
98; 191, 130; 327, 48; not at our option, 
797, 3; 799, 11; without constraint, 807, 7; 
963, 2; wrought by the Holy Ghost through 
the Gospel, 909, 75; 1100, 30; does not jus- 
tify, 163, 30; 207 ; 301, 63; 933, 51; is a fruit 
of faith, 191, 128; is ‘incipient righteousness, 
927, 32; 165, 38; ‘what the Law and what the 
Gospel have to do therewith, 965, 10 ff. 

Of Christ, 391, 22; 793, 31.; 795, 16; 813, 
20; 917, 4; 919, 12 ff.; 923, 22; 925, 30. 32; 
933, 54; 935, 56. 58; 037, 63; 965, 7. 

To Christ, 817, 42. 

Objects, the three, of faith, 135, 53. 

Observances, of food, days, clothing, etc., 
not of God, 243, 45; 295, 46; rejected by Chr. 
295, 46; 437, 52ff.; mot sanctioned by the 
apostles, 241, 38 f.; 295, 45; are human ordi- 
nances, 239, 35; 321, 22; foolish services, 431, 
34; 831, 9; beyond the power of bishops to 
institute, 87, 34; 445, 6 ff.; 447, 14 ff.; in the 
Papacy, 203, 167; 445, 8; 505, 6; 517, 45; 
519, 48; 527, 78; external observances should 
be free, 447, 16; 507, 11; 515 f.; 1061, 22; dis- 
similarity therein should not cause separation 
in the Church, 243, 45 f. 

Offense, matters of, in apaey. 61,26) 18 
81, 48; 377, 51; concerning adiaphora, 329, 
51; 447, 16f.; 1057, 16; offenses of Papacy, 
451. 

Offering, what it is, and what it is not, 
389, 16.18; how the signification of the words 
is to be determined, 391, 23; distinction he- 
tween sacrifice and sacrament, 389, 16 ff.; pro- 


.ness of faith, 223, 256; 225, 266; 
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pitiatory and thank-offerings, 389, 19. 21; the 
continual sacrifice, 397, 35 f. 39; the Levitical 
offering, 311,.7; 389, 21 ff.; 395, 34; 403, 56; 
commanded of God, 177, 86; abused in Israel, 
225, 274; testimonies against their ex opere 
operato value, 177, 86f.; 225, 274; 393, 28 ff. 

Of the patriarchs, 177, 86f.; of Abraham, 
177, 88;. 987, 46. 

In the Law, foreshadowing Christ’s offering, 
391, 22; Christ’s the only true offering for sin, 
45; 67; 311, 8; 389, 21 ff.; 403, 53, 56f.; 405, 
59; justification and sanctification thereby, 
311, 8; 391, 22; how far the ceremonies of 
the mass may be called an offering, 395, 33 f.; 
the mass not instituted as a sacrificial offer- 
ing, 67, 21 ff.; 415, 915 463, 1;-525, 71; 815, 
23; 1011, 109; forgiveness not obtained 
thereby, 405, 57; 417, 97; origin of the error, 
403, 52; testimonies of the Fathers, 407, 66 ff. 

Spiritual offerings of the N. T., 391, 25f.; 
395, 30. 33; good works offerings of faith, 
175, 68; as are also perils, labors, sermons, 
etce., 175, 69; David’s wars, 175, 70; alms, 
175, 71; but not in the sense of our antago- 
nists, 277, 86; not to be made to angels and 
saints, 469, 26. 

Office of Christ, 461; to free from death 
and sin, 199, 156; His strange office, 803, 10; 
is learned from the doctrine of the righteous- 
how ob- 
scured, 209, 203; 225, 271; 347, 15. 

Of the Holy Ghost, 687, 35; 693, 59; 
strange office, 955, 11; 
903, 56. 

Of the Gospel, 491. 

Of the Law, 481, 4; without the Gospel it 
brings death, ‘481, ce 

In the Church, ean be administered by hypo- 
crites, 227, 3; 231, 12; 237, 28; even by Anti- 
christ, 227, 4; should be highly esteemed, 
495, 2. 

Offices and Estates, appointed of God, 329, 
53; approved by the Gospel, 381, 65; may be 
exercised by a Christian, 49; 329, 53; error of 
Anabaptists, 839 f.; 1097 f. 

Omission, sins of, 635, 189 ff. 

Omnipotence, of Chr., 825, 33 ff.; 1039, 66. 
. Omnipresence of God, in creatures, 1039, 

8. 

Of Christ, 823, 27. 30. 32; according to both 
natures, 1043, 77 1.; 1049, 94; according to 
His human nature, 1025, 2 Cig 

Of Christ’s body, 815, 30. 32 ff.; not by local 
extension, 825, 29; 1049, 92. 

Omniscience of God, 1063, 3f. 6. 

Of Christ, 825, 36 ff.; 1041, 72 ff. 

Opus Operatum. A mere work, without 
faith, 177, 86; 255, 12; 387, 12; in the Sacra- 
ments, especially the mass, 67; 179; 89; 203, 
1675. 233, 21s. -269,- 26: 313, 18; 23; 385, 5; 
387, 9; 395, 30; 397, 35.39; 405, 59f.; 407, 
66; 411, 78; 413, 87 ff.; 417, 96; 463, 7; in 
sacrifices, 159, 13; 177, 86; 195, 143; 199, 155; 
393, 28 f.; 395, 31; in alms, 199, 155; in re- 
pentance, 255, 12; 267, 59 £3 481, 12; the 
prayers of monks and priests, 705, 25; ex- 
ternal services, 159, 13; 391, 26; of no avail 
in the N. T., 393, 27; 405, 59; 195, 143; 199, 
bis ele, 18: 

Oral Reception, 809, 2 ff.; 973, 3. 6. 8; 


His 
His proper office, 
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983, 32; 991, 56; 995, 61; 995, 63; 10038, 86; 
1009, 105. 

Ordinances, Divine. — The state and the 
family, 245, 50; 331, 57f.; the Lord’s Sup- 
per, 753, 4; 983, 32; both kinds in Lord’s 
Supper, 357, 1 ff.; to be honored, 741, 38; de- 
pends not on man, 747, 60; vows cannot an- 
nul, 77, 18; cannot be changed by the Church, 
361, 15; (243, 46). 

Ecclesiastical. — Of the apostles, 447, 16; 
of the fathers, 203, 167; 319, 18; extent of 
their obligation, 239, 33; 315, 1ff.; 1055, 9; 
their use, 447, 15 f.; 1055, 7; the kingdom of 
God does not consist therein, 231, 13; no div. 
service, 829, 3; external, temporary, are tra- 
ditions, 239, 32; 241, 40. 

Human.— The distinction between bishop 
and pastor, 523, 63 f.; the jurisdiction of 
bishops in matrimonial cases, 527, 78. 

Ordination, 497 f.; may be called a sacra-, 
ment, 311, 11 ff.; belongs to the entire 
Church, 511, 24; 523, 66{.; 523, 69; is com- 
mitted to bishops, 521, 62; but may be ad- 
ministered by any pastor, 523, 65; the chief 
distinction between bishop and pastor, 525, 73; 
in beginning only a ratification, 525, 70; va- 
lidity of heretical ordination, 497, 3; ordain- 
ing of inefficient preachers, 445, 3. 

Of Bishops, 315, 24f.; 497, 1ff.; 1059, 19; 
(consecration) not originally sought from 
Rome, 509, 15 f. 

Origen, 331, 58; 511, 27; 1145. 

Original Sin, 45; 103f.; 477; 779; 859; 
necessity of knowing concerning it, 113, 33; 
cannot be understood, 477, 3; 781, 9f.; 861, 8; 
879, 60. 62; what Paul teaches regarding it, 
115, 39; Augustine, etc., 111, 27; 115, 36; 
Luther; 113,-355 783-20; 861, 41.5 873, 47; 
practical evidences of original sin, 117, 43. 

Not an adiaphoron, 115, 41; not a mere 
penalty, 115, 38; nor a mere bodily corrup- 
tion, 111, 25; nor debt for another, 781, 11; 
865, 17; nor external impediment, 783, 15; 
865, 22; nor external spot, 783, 14; 865, 21; 
nor something essential in man’s nature or 
substance, 783, 17. 19; 859, 1 ff.; 865, 18; 
867, 26. 28; 877, 55; norman. actual! sin; 
(fcka, Alle 

An innate disease, 43f.; 107, 6; 879, 62; 
absence of original righteousness, 109, 15; 111, 
23. 26 f.; 863, 10; innate wicked desires, 111, 
Qari 2( S63, elie ite abwoOe pants, «lll esis 
a deep corruption of the nature, 477, 3; 
781, 83 859, 11.3863, 11; 867, 30; 875, 53; 
879, 60; yet distinct from human nature, 
779, 2f.; 869, 33; 873, 47; in man’s higher 
and lower powers, 111, 23. 25; 879, 60; the 
Law in the members, 115, 36; the root and 
fountainhead of sins, 861, 5; the capital sin, 
477, 1 ff.; 861, 5; spiritual leprosy, 861, 6; 
893, 33; how far it may be called “natural” 
or “personal,” 859, 1; 875, 51 ff.; use of swb- 
stantia and accidens, 877, 54. 

Derived not from God, but from the devil, 
53; 861, 7; 871, 38 ff.; a consequence of 
Adam’s fall, 48 f.; 105; 111, 24;'477, 1; 781, 
8; 859, 1; 863, 11; 881, 5; propagated by con- 
ception, 861, 7; condemns men, 41 f.; 115, 
38 ff.; its punishment, 117, 46 f.; 863, 13; 
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865, 19; its fruits, 475, 2; 479, 4; 883, 7; 
not assumed by Christ, 873, 43 ff. 

Christ’s death the sacrifice for, 67, 25; for 
Christ’s sake not imputed, 117, 45; 863, 14; 
its guilt removed in Baptism, 113, 35. 

Errors concerning, 107, 5 ff.; 477, 4 ff.; 
(779, 1; 781, 11 ff.; 863, 11 ff.; 867, 26 &.; 875, 
48; Pelagian and Manichean, 861, 5; 865, 
16 ff.; 867, 26 ff.; 875, 48; new Manicheans, 
8738, 45. 

Ornaments, external, of churches, not to be 
entirely abolished, 399, 44. 


Pain, Eternal, of the devil and godless, 
335, 66; commuted by absolution into tem- 
poral, false, 255, 6; 257, 22; 293, 41 ff.; of 
purgatory, 257, 13; 287, 21; 295, 43; 297, 50; 
indulgences therefor, 257, 15; sacrifice of the 
miss,~179, 89; 257, 153 °387,.9. 11; 417,92) 
canonical satisfactions, 257, 24; 287, 21; 295, 
#2; 297, 50; rejection of this doctrine by the 
Greek Church, 417, 93; no deliverance in 
works, but only in Christ’s death, 301, 68; 
305, 77; our pain brings no deliverance, 
295, 43. 

Panormitanus, 251, 65. 

Papacy, the, 471; Daniel’s prophecy con- 
cerning, 399, 45; blindness in, 583, 11; 689, 
43; luxuriousness in, 327, 48; its human ordi- 
nances, 177, 87; 225, 271; 281, 1; 448, 33 of 
no use, 473, 6; a part of the kingdom of Anti- 
christ,“319, 18; a human figment, 473, 5; its 
transubstantiation, 813, 22; 1009, 108; its en- 
thusiasm, 495, 4; 497, 9; falls with the mass, 
463, 1; 465, 10; the Augsburg Confession op- 
poses it, 777, 4; 853, 6ff.; how the door is 
opened for its errors, 805, 11; 961, 27; yet 
God has His saints in it, 417, 98; Luther’s 
contests therewith, 853, 9; 945, 26. 

Paradise, 109, 15; 383, 67; 863, 10. 

Parents, our first, 805, 2; parents are in 
God’s stead, 611, 108; 617, 126; God com- 
mands that they be honored, 175, 76; 221, 
246; 539; 575; 609 ff.; 6734.5 701, 183, 737, 
20; 741, 38; obedience to them next that to 
God, 615, 116; children should be grateful to 
them, 617, 127 f.; obedience to them not to be 
abandoned, 435, 41; 613, 111; children not to 
be betrothed without their knowledge, 527, 78; 
parents formerly had power over their chil- 
dren’s lives, 631, 181; what we receive from 
our parents comes from God, 587, 26; the re- 
ward of obedience to parents, 175, 76; dis- 
obedience a fruit of original sin, 477, 3; pun- 
ishment of disobedience, 617 f. 

Duties of parents, 535, 12; 537, 19; 563, 8; 
629, 168 ff.; their faults transmitted, 617, 124. 

Parishioners, duty of pastor to pray for, 
557, 3; their duty to pray for pastor, 705, 28; 
mutual charity to be exercised, 185, 112; 
table of duties, 561, 3. 

Parochial Rights, quarrels about, 95, 2. 

Particles, Exclusive. See Exclusive Par- 
ticles. 

Passivity of the will in conversion, 791, 
18; 915, 89. 

Passover, Jewish, 763, 47. 

Pastors. Gifts of God, 511, 26; 523, 67; 
the same as elders and bishops, 521, 61f.; the 
Pope not their superior, 505, 7; distinctions 


| 
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among them considered, 523, 63 ff.; 525, 73; 
provision to be made for their education, 471; 
629, 172; their election, call, ordination, 311, 
12; $15, 24/f.; 497, 1f.; 525, 70f.; they may 
ordain, 523, 65; and excommunicate, 525, 76; 
duty of obedience to, 91; encroachments upon 
their rights, 95, 2; 251, 65; 525, 74; marriage 
of, 61f.; Luther’s complaints and warnings, 
538, 2. 6; 537, 19; 567, 1£.;-573, 19; their 
duties in teaching and preaching, 325, 41. 43; 
329, 51; 448, 33 583, 7; 567, 3; 573, 19; in 
confession, 251, 63; regarding the adminis- 
tration of the Sacraments, 249, 60 ff.; regard- 
ing prayer for parishioners, 557, 3; they must 
not confound eg¢clesiastical with civil penal- 
ties, 497; must exercise forbearance, 185, 113; 
schisms arising from their dissensions, 187, 
120; must encounter misrepresentation, 655, 
262; 663, 289; and persecution, 569, 6; 627, 
162; table of duties, 561, 2. 

The adversaries are unfaithful pastors, 155, 
119; who in confession do violence to con- 
science, 69 f.; such pastors abuse God’s name, 
595, 54; and are to be avoided, 517, 41. . 

Error of Schwenckfeld’ns, 8438, 27; 1100, 35. 

Paternosters, 485, 21. 

Patience, God’s, 1089, 79 ff.; Christian pa- 
tience a gift of the Holy Ghost, 159, 12; 237, 
31; 343, 92; a fruit of faith, 191, 128; 267, 
58; 343, 92; 1073, 30; through the Word, 
637, 195; does not merit forgiveness, 163, 30. 

Pattiarchissesloo daelidge SOs onl eos 
417, 93. 

Paul, St., conversion of, 139, 63; his labors 
and sermons, 175, 69; his trust alone in Chr., 
171, 54; 183, 110; 219, 242; his trials, 299, 
54; lament of natural corruption, 169, 47; 
Ate 208 Tile (Os 199, lds Sois Le 25.965, 83 
rejects Mosaic ceremonies, 71 f.; 159, 12 ff.; 
311, 10; 3238, 30; 329, 50; concerning legal 
righteousness, 203, 171; 225, 272; teaches the 
righteousness of faith, 53#.; 135, 50; 147 f.; 
BOIS 1642) 2035 lies 2233) 2405 365) 2b, 9845 
313, 23; 341, 87; concerning the Law and 
faite bie outer ls O46 STD, 19 tin, S43, 925 
the Law of Christ, 807, 6; excludes all works 
from justification, 147, 87; 201, 159; 795, 10; 
917, 6; combines faith and love, 189, 124; 
concerning original sin, 115, 39; repentance 
and conversion, 263, 46; 291, 35; 489, 33. 40; 
895, 38; love, 157, 2ff.; 179, 97ff.; 181, 102ff.; 
183, 110; 185,114; the Holy Supper, 247, 54; 
249. 62; 357, 33 S11, 153, election, 835, LI; 
1073, 33; the parity of ministers, 507, 11; 
521, 62; Antichrist, 515, 40; not opposed to 
James, 191, 132; was not ordained by Peter, 
505, 10; the champion of the Lutherans, 
329, 50. ; 

Paul III, Pope, 455, 1. 

Paul of Samosata, 43, 6; 1019, 15 ff. 

Peace. Of Conscience, 149, 91; not attained 
by works, 177, 83; 209, 198; 263, 46; but by 
faith, 55, 25; 151, 100; 175, 74; 177,-84; 179, 
96; 209, 199; 261, 36; 263, 47; 269, 60. 64; 
387, 12; imparted by absolution, 261, 39. 

Among men. Not possible without mutual 
forbearance, 185, 111; in the Church as well 
as the State, 187, 122; ceremonies that pro- 
mote peace may be observed, 315, 1; 325, 38 f.; 
for the sake of peace God’s truth not to be 


343 


surrendered, 1095, 95; prayer for, 547,. 14; 
719, 73; belongs to the promise of the Fourth 
Commandment, 619, 134; 625, 151; failure of 
parents to bring up their children properly 
punished with loss of peace, 631, 177. ‘ 

Pelagians, 43f.; 53, 8; 129, 29; 171, 52; 
335, 67; 348, 91; 783, 138; 789, 9; 865, 17 ff.; 
909, 75. 

Pelagianizing, 125, 19; 335, 67 ff. 

Penance and Repentance, in Rome’s 
teaching, 485, 21 ff. 

Perfection, Christian, what it is, and what 
not, 83, 49; 217, 232; 331, 61; 429, 27; 437, 
48; required by the Law, 133, 44; to be 
striven for, 433, 37; yet unattainable in this 
life, 197, 149; 203, 172; 295, 45; does not con- 
sist in monastic life and human ordinances, 
75; 81d.; 421, 9; 427, 24 ff.; 519, 48; no more 
than in life of farmer or mechanic, 431, 37; 
does not consist in abandonment of property, 
338, 61. 63; 435, 45 1. ; 

Heclesiastical, how maintained, 185, 113. 

Persecution of Christians, 19f.; of God’s 
Word and the godly, 655, 262; at time of pers. 
no concession to be made to enemies of Gospel, 
829, 6; 831, 11; 1053, 5; LOGI, 29 f.; at time 
of Interim, 947, 29. 

Person. The three persons in the Godhead, 
314.5; 33, 25; 45; 103, 1; 461; 679, 6; 843, 29; 
1100, 37; signification of term, 43 f. 

Of Christ, 817; 1015; our righteousness 
rests on His entire person, 935, 55. 

Personal Faith, importance of, 405, 59. 

Personal Union, 17 ff.; 819, 5; 821, 13; 
823, 24; 1019, 11 ff. 

Person Sin, 783, 20; 861, 6; 875, 53. 

Peter, St., appeals to the consensus of the 
prophets, 271, 66. 70. 73; distinction between 
his repentance and that of Judas, 255, 8; 261, 
36; acknowledged himself a sinner, 427, 25; 
received no superior office, 505, 10 f.; 511, 
22 ff.; calls himself only an elder, 521, 62; 
his doctrine of forgiveness, 145, 83; of faith 
in Christ, 271, 65. 691.; of love, 187, 117. 
119; of diligence in good works, 341, 89; 835, 
14; of the royal priesthood, 365, 5; of the 
abuse of Church property, 527, 82. 

Petty Judges, 271, 189. 

Pharaoh’s Hardening, 1091, 84 f. 

Pharisees, reproved by Christ, 163, 33; 
201, 1613. 231, 16; 325, 36; 487, 52: saints 
like the monks, 487, 29; hypocrites, 803, 8; 
looked on the veiled face of Moses, 183, 108; 
their righteousness, 123, 16; prayer of, 211, 
21s 

Philosophers, speculations of, followed by 
the Scholastics, 123, 9; 223, 255; look only on 
the veiled face of Moses, 183, 108; their idea 
of “local presence,” 811, 14; 1005, 97; know 
nothing of original sin, 879, 60; error of the 
Stoics, 787, 8; error concerning man’s natu- 
ral estate, 477, 4. 

Philosophizing, unbecoming teachers of 
religion, 105, 4; 271, 68. 

Philosophy, its abuse, 105, 4; 107 f.; 883, 
8; on the part of theologians, 225, 269; 271, 
68; its distinction from Christ’s doctrine, 
123, 12 ff.; its doctrine of righteousness, 207, 
185. 


Pilgrimages, 297, 47; origin of, 467, 16. 
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18; design of, 257, 14; 353, 37; 467, 18; not 
commanded of God, 53, 3; 297, 47; 339 f.; 
467, 18. 

Pleasure in God’s Law, 913, 85. 

Polity, canonical, 315, 24; 447, 12f.; the 
Church not an outward polity, 229, 10; 231, 
13f. 

Pomeranus, Dr. John Bugenhagen, 17f.; 
529. 
Pomp of Roman priesthood, 403, 52. 

Pompey, 187, 120. 

Poor, the, duty of kings toward, 195, 141; 
church endowments for, 527, 80; oppressed by 
extortion, 649, 240; 651, 247; by false wit- 
nesses, 653, 257 f.; their cry reaches heaven, 
651, 247; 721, 84. 

Pope, the, is only bishop of Rome, 471, 1; 
has no power in opposition to the concurring 
testimony of the prophets, 271, 66; has no 


worldly power, 513, 31 ff.; no authority over: 


bishops, 505, 7 ff.; did not preside at many 
. ancient councils, 509, 17; the Council of Con- 
stance deposed three and elected a fourth, 
473, 7; the Church without a Pope for five 
hundred years, 473, 4; no bishop ventures to 
call him brother, 471, 2; elevated to his pres- 
ent authority by the devil, 473, 5; wishes 
authority over both temporal and spiritual 
AMAITSS LOD, 2s 4 Ole Ls 4 Op lose DOd wt Late: 
515, 36; ecumenical bishop, 503, 5ff.; vicar 
of Christ, 503, 3; claims both swords, 235, 
23; 503, 2; emperors and kings to receive 
from him their crowns, 235, 23; 5138, 35; 
wishes to extend his power over the world to 
come, 515, 40; assumes authority even over 
angels, 475, 13; darkness and commotions 
arising therefrom, 513, 34. 

Claims superiority over councils, 371, 24; 
over bishops, 513, 35; claims the right to 
ordain them, 503, 5; most of the popes Epi- 
cureans, 225, 269; 235, 27; papal ordinances 
to be compared with Scripture, 235, 23; 495, 4; 
505, 6; idolatry and false doctrine of, 515, 38; 
517, 44; 521, 57; indulgences and jubilee of, 
485, 25f.; holy water invented by, 201, 161; 
pilgrimages, 467, 19; the mass, 467, 17; 517, 
43; 815, 23; 817, 40; 1011,-109; 1015, 126; 
dispensations, 77 f.; 379, 55; 421, 9; reserved 
cases, 83, 2; 89, 41; 259, 27; 307, 80; work- 
righteousness, 313, 18; 911, 79; celibacy, 371, 
25; much that is unjust concerning marriage, 
527, 78; the Pope claims to sell the super- 
fluous merits of Christ, 469, 24; he is Anti- 
chrisg, 475; 10-2135 "515,.39'3) S17; 41 tysb2Ny 
57; 1059, 20 f. 

Does not wish a reform, 455, 3; 475, 16; no 
concession to be made to, 517, 41; 853, 7; 
1053, 5; 1061, 22; his errors must be re- 
proved, 521, 56; doctrine of canons concern- 
ing, 515, 38; even if tolerated iwre hwmano, 
no profit to Church, 473, 7; by the preaching 
of repentance and faith his power destroyed, 
489, 39; 463, 5; Melanchthon’s opinion of the 
Pope’s primacy, 501. 

Possessions. See Goods. 

Poverty, wherein true evangelical poverty 
consists, 435, 46; neither sin nor righteous- 
ness, 427, 21. 

Power, God’s, infinite, 1007, 103; given 
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Christ, 821, 16f.; 825, 35; 987, 43; 1031, 51ff.; 
1039, 70; 1045, 85; false doctrine thereon, 
825, 35. 39; 1039, 69; Luther’s testimony, 
1045, 85; the Holy Ghost has, 1039, 68. 
Men are by nature in Satan’s power, 863, 
13; from this Christ has redeemed us, 827, 3. 
Ecclesiastical, 83 ff.; 443 ff.; of order and 
jurisdiction, 447, 13 f. ‘ ; 
Powers, Spiritual, of man, 785 ff.; 881 ff.; 
corrupted by original sin, 57, 31; 107, 9 f.; 
109, 14; 111, 23. 25; 787, 6; 859, 1 f.; 863, 10; 
867, 30; 878, 60; 883, 7; 891, 24; 905, 61; 
1085, 71; by man’s own powers the works of 
the Law cannot be rendered, 121, 8; 131, 40; 
679, 3; nor the devil or sin resisted, 161, 17; 
489, 40; 893, 34; nor God’s Word apprehended 
and believed, 545, 6; 791, 19; 883, 9; 895, 40; 
nor can man turn to Christ, 893, 30; 897, 42; 
hypocrites imagine their natural powers suf- 
ficient, 159, 16; 479, 3; man’s powers suf- 
cient for external righteousness, 127, 23; 891, 
26; Luther’s doctrine thereof, 897, 43 f.; 915, 
89; Augustine’s confession, 893, 27; abuses 
of the Epicureans and Enthusiasts, 899, 46. 
Errors of Scholastics and Papists, 117, 46; 
477, 4 ff.; 481, 10; 911, 76; of the Pelagians, 
783, 13 ff.; 787, 6 £.; 865, 20-ff.; 909;°75; of 
the Synergists, 881, 3; 911, 77; of the Stoics, 
909, 74. 
New powers, imparted by the Holy Ghost, 
901, 48; 1073, 49. 33; even the power to 


“qualify oneself for grace, 911, 78. 


Praise due God, 529, 4; 543, 2; 599, 64; 
681, 19; belongs to good works, 127, 24; 175, 
80; 197, 148; praise of good works in Scrip- 
ture, how to be understood, 199, 157; .children 
to be trained thereto, 629, 168; Satan tries to 
prevent, 175, 71. 

Prayer, 57, 3; 121, 8; 311, 16; 539, 4; 545; 
557 f.; 577; 697; has God’s command, 209, 
201; 295, 42.-46; 5389, 4; 549, 21; 699, 5f.; 
701, 16; and promise, 121, 8; 161, 20; 229, 9; 
295, 42. 46; 311, 16; 349, 20; 703, 19 ff.; we 
are impelled thereto by our need, 703, 24. 26 f.; 
and temptations, 727, 105; by the need of 
others, 705, 28; pastors should pray for their 
people, 567, 3; a true prayer is grounded upon 
God’s mercy, and not on our merits, 211, 210; 
701, 16 f.; upon Christ the High PYiest. 2s 
211f.; 225, 264; 349, 20: it must proceed 
from faith, 345, 10. 11; 731, 120f.; of the 
saints and elect, 885, 15; 1073, 30. 

Efficacy of prayer, 705, 30 f.; 717, 69 f.; 
sanctifies everything, 371, 30; but it is no 
sacrament, 311, 16; a wall of protection, 707, 
31; 717, 69; especially against the devil, 705, 
29 f.; 729,113; if we pray diligently, God will 
strengthen, etc., the good work begun in us, 
1069, 21. 

How and for what to pray, 697 ff.; 703, 22; 
especially for spiritual blessings, 717, 67 ff.; 
885, 14; 1085, 72; for the growth of faith, 
215; 697, 2; 887, 16; in sickness, 353, 36; 
punishments mitigated thereby, 197, 147; 
prayer must not be lightly esteemed, 699, 6. 
10; 701, 12. 16; nor must the certainty of an 
answer be doubted, 731, 121 ff.; support of the 
Holy Ghost therein, 1073, 31. 

Prayer at preparation for Communion, 761, 
37; for the dead, 417, 94. 96; to saints, 345, 
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10. 12ff.; to Mary, 349, 25 ff.; 
opere operato, 295, 46; 703 f. 

Church prayers, 345, 13. 

Preacher adds nothing to power of God’s 
Word, 511, 26. 

Preaching, see Sermons; preaching of re- 
pentance, effects of, 139, 62; pr. of faith, 
effects of, 139, 62. 64; pr. God’s Word, great- 
est act of worship, 327, 42; importance of 
good preaching, 401, 50. 

Predestination. See Election. 

Preparation for grace, 881, 2; 911, 76f.; 
false preparations of Enthusiasts, 311, 13; for 
Holy Supper, 557, 10; 761, 36; the worthiness 
of guests not dependent thereon, 825, 38; 1015, 
124 f. . 

Preparing Grace, 689, 38; 909, 71; 913, 
3 
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83. 
Presbyters and bishops equal, 521, 61f. 
Prescience. See Foreknowledge. 
Presence, Bodily. See Christ and Lord’s 
Supper. 

Preservation of faith, 887, 16; 
salvation, 1093, 90. 

Pretext of right, 541, 18; 665, 296 f.; 665, 
300. 301; of ecclesiastical authority, 515, 40; 
of church unity, 1053, 5. 

Price-fixing, 649, 240; 723, 84. 

Pride, 683, 21., 

Priesthood, the Levitical, 403, 53 7f.; of 
the New Testament, 311, 7; 405, 59. 

Royal, the true Church alone has, 523, 69. 

Priests. Christ the only High Priest, 57, 2; 
405, 58; priests in N. T. not mediators and 
propitiators, 405, 57 f.; 413, 89; in the early 
Church married, 61 f.; may hold property, 
245,50; partake of all human faults, 367, 15; 
harmony of the priests at Alexandria, 473, 9; 
not alone entitled to the cup, 357 ff.; whether 
wicked priest can minister at, and dispense, 
the Sacrament, 757, 15 ff.; 979, 24; schisms 
not to be countenanced because of their vices, 
245,49; confession to, 283, 12. 

Marriage of, 61; 363; 499. 

Princes, their calling, 71,10; 195f.; should 
use their power to advance God’s glory, 519, 
54; the Church not dependent on them, 233, 
22; the Romish and Evangelical contrasted, 
383, 70f.; not dependent on the Pope, 235, 
23; disagreement between them and _ the 
states, 459, 12; encroachment of Papacy on, 
‘645, 230; the bishops wish to be, 497, 2. 

Privileges of clergy, 443, 1 ff. 

Process of law required, 525, 75. 

Procession with the Sacrament, 61, 12; 
1009, 108. 

Promise of Christ, grace, etc., 121, 5; 155, 
120; 173,60; 197, 145; 203, 166; 203, 171; 
265, 53; distinguished from that of the Law, 
165, 38; 173, 62 ff.; 193, 184; 195, 140;—197, 
145;°208, L715 275,-79'4)37470, 4; 057; 14; is 
universal, 1071, 28; requires faith, 209, 203; 
connection of promise and faith, 135, 50; 195, 
140; the promises of the Gospel are appre- 
hended by faith, 133, 43; 135, 53; 141, 70; 
145, 82. 843 155, 1125 157, 6; 168, 27; 196, 
14h; 203; 174. 1763205, 182 f.; 216, 216:if.; 
DIT, 225; 219, 243; 223, 260 ff.; 275, 80 f.; 
317, 10; 409, 70; 925, 30. 


to final 


345 


In the Or-0., 121, bits 1375 b%G2 265, 59 fn 
403, 55; 987, 46. See Gospel. 

Belonging to prayer, 311, 16; 349, 20; 703, 
19 ff.; to the ministry, 311, 11; 903, 56; to 
the Sacraments, 309, 3; 313, 19 f.; 389, 18; 
409, 69; 551, 8; 769, 64; 839, 8; 1075, 37; to 
absolution, 511, 24; to marriage, 311, 14; at- 
tached to the First Commandment, 197, 149; 
589, 29; to the Fourth, /175, 76; 221, 246; 
619, 131 ff.; 627, 164; to the close of the com- 
mandments, 673, 322. 

Properties of natures in the person of 
Christ, 1025;'31 t-5 1037, 62: 

Property, possession of, no sin, 51, 2; 841, 
17; 1099, 22; allowed ministers, 245, 50; ab- 
sence of, not Christian perfection, 331, 61 ff.; 
435, 45 f. 

Propitiator, the two parts of a, 347, 17 ff.; 
Christ the only, 57, 2 ff.; 143, 80. 82; 169, 
41 f.; 179, 90. 94. 100; 205, 178; 273, 76; 339, 
82; both before and after justification, 169, 
41; 209, 196; this the Church confesses, 225, 
268; the saints not to be regarded such, 345, 
14; 347, 16; neither the celebrants of the 
mass, 405, 57. : 

Protests against abuses before the days of 
Luther, 355, 39. 41. 

Providence. See Foreknowledge. 

Psalms, the, praise faith, 137, 57 f.; de- 
scribe terrors of repentance, 255, 9; their con- 
solation, 175, 77; how sung by the monks, 
325, 40; how by Lutheran children, 325, 40; 
to be learned by the young, 579, 25. 

Psalter, the entire, contained in the First 
Commandment, 573, 18. 

Punishments of original sin, 117, 46 ff.; 
863, 13; 867, 27; of sin, 157, 73 301, 59; 543; 
21 f.; 589, 30 ff.; 1091, 85; terrors of con- 
science, 297, 51; 299, 56; troubles, 299, 54; 
301, 60. 62f.; their mitigation, 197, 147; 303, 
67; do not always follow, 267, 57; their in- 
fliction just, 283, 11; 1083, 61; to be often re- 
called by Christians, 947, 32; their fear does 
not produce good works, 799, 12; 967, 16; 153, 
106; ecclesiastical and civil, not to be con- 
founded, 497, 12; 331, 59; canonical, 307, 80; 
God inflicts His punishments through men, 
659, 274; God does not wish to inflict them, 
959, 21; 1089, 81; wishes to remit them 
through Christ, 171, 58; at the resurrection 
no longer needed by the regenerate, 969, 24. 

Purgatory. Not taught in Scripture, 305, 
77; nor by Christ and the apostles, 289, 26; 
doctrine of the Fathers, 303, 70; 465, 13; of 
the’ Papists, 257, 13. 24; 287, 21; 293, 37 f£.; 
405, 64; 413, 89; 485, 21 f.; 485, 26f.; a con- 
sequence of the mass, 465, 10. 

Purification of the Church, 229, 7; of 
hearts, 429, 27; 873, 45; in purgatory, 303, 
70; of the heathen, 285, 17. 

Purity, in what it consists, 201, 161; 373, 
33. 35; 669, 310; no ground of justification, 
147, 86; 381, 64; of Christian marriage, 381, 
66; eternal, 551, 12. 

Purpose, wicked, cannot coexist with faith, 
795, 11; 923, 26; 929, 41; 943, 15 (477, 9); 
a good, wherever there is true conversion, 909, 
70; 1067, 11; God’s, of saving, 835, 15; 1069, 
23; 1079, 46; 1093, 88; erroneous doctrine 
concerning purpose to condemn, 837, 19. 
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Qualities, corruption of, in original sin, 
865, 21; Luther’s use of the term, 879, 62. 

Quickening, God’s peculiar work, 265, 51; 
belongs to repentance, 263, 46; human tra- 
ditions of no service thereto, 237, 31; its re- 
lation to conversion or regeneration, 263, 46; 
793, 8; 921, 20. 


Reading of God’s Word, 261, 42; 885, 15f.; 
901, 53 f. 

“Really.”? “Real communion,” 817, 2; 821, 
11; 821, 15; 1019, 14; 1021, 19; 1037, 63. 

Reason, 51; 121, 7 ff.; a gift of God, 
543, 2; 681, 18; 871, 38; can iIn-some way 
understand the Law, 121, 7; 127, 27; 203, 
167; do external good works, etc., 121, 8; 
127, 2ot273) Loe, 9s 835,. /0tt. 755 865, 24 
867, 26; 869, 81; but not the whole Law, 
121, 83 127, 275 its pride, 883, 85. 1ts\ over; 
estimate of external works, 197, 144; 321, 
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Redress, Private, 331, 59; 633, 184 ff.; 
637, 195; by process of law, 81 f.; 331, 59. 

Reformation, opposed‘ by the Pope, 455, 
3f.; darkness preceding the Reformation, 7; 
brought about by Luther, 847; its progress 
notwithstanding defamation, 457, 7. : 

Regenerate, the, only, can observe God’s 
Law, love Him, etc., 133, 46; 207, 190; God 
gracious to them notwithstanding their faults, 
795, 9; their duty of obedience, 797, 3; 799, 
8f.; even on them the Law to be urged, 805,. 
3; 965, 9. 12; they live in the Law, 171, 54; 
193, 185; 807, 6; 913, 85; 915, 88; 963, 1; do 
good works from a free will, 799, 11; bring 
forth fruits of repentance, 195, 142; in con- 
version their will cooperates, 791, 17; strug- 
gle of the flesh in them, 907, 68; 913, 84; 
923, 23. 

Regeneration, New Birth, what it is, 157,. 
3 ff.; 217, 230f.; 921, 18; why needful, 123, 


22 ff.; 483, 18; overlooks the significance of “2; disposition of the will before and after, 


the Fall, original sin, ete., 203, 167; 477, 3; 
781, 9; 861, 8; 879, 60; understands not the 
righteousness of faith, 321, 22; nor the de- 
scent of Christ to hell, 827, 2; nor the doc- 
trine of the Holy Supper, 817, 42; 1007, 102. 
106; nor that of election, 833, 9; 835, 16; 
1071, 26; 10938, 91; its judgment diverse from 
Christ’s doctrine, 183, 109; therefore not to 
be regarded, 203, 175; 987, 45; 1049, 96; in 
spiritual things blind and without love and 
Tustin God L235 Oe eae Pk 5 tek WOO) dike 
ZS 0G. Sols OSE OAO MOSM TOlls o OOos hen ois 
895, 40. 43; 905, 59; is enmity to God, 129, 
33; how illumined, 905, 60; 909, 70; 913, 83; 
915, 89 f. 

Errors of the Scholasties, 125, 17; 273, 75; 
477, 9; 481, 10; the source of the entire 
Romish doctrine, 203, 166 f. 

“Reatus” (guilt), 781, 11; 865, 17. 

Rechabites, 439, 59 ff. 

Reconciliation is to have access to God, 
143, 81; is justification, 165, 37. 40; 917, 4; 
925, 30; the propitiatory sacrifice a means of, 
389, 19 ff.; 391, 25; 407, 67; true, not by the 
works of the Law, 45; 131, 41 f.; 148, 80; 155, 
WI fon S2s 1S eLOO tesa 7st? latte Logs 
134; 197, 148; 199, 154; 203, 169; 207; 275, 
78; 391, 23; 425, 17; or human ordinances, 
BOs Sie LO wale Sl, Os Con SORE Ol, meat ates 
P5239; 34) 27, 80% 285, LO 287, 23> clon ls 
319, 18; 341, 87; 445, 7; or masses, 387, 13; 
but alone through Christ, 119, 1; 133, 44; 151, 
102; 163, 30; 165, 38; 171, 58. 61; 195, 148; 
206, 1765 225;5°261';, 273, 763 275, 80% ST, be 
351, 31; 391, 28; 821, 14; 935, 57; 1071, 28; 
is received by faith, 141, 69; 148, 81; 153, 
106; 165, 38; 171, 61; 203, 170; 223, 260. 265; 
249, 59; 923, 25; from absolution, 249, 59; 
and the promise of the Gospel, 171, 59; 187, 
117; 203, 171; 205, 183; 391, 24; conse- 
quences of, 199, 157; 207, 187;°-221, 247; 261, 
37; 275, 80; 9438, 14. 

With one’s neighbor, 283, 12. 

Redeemer, Christ alone, 131, 40; 207, 185; 
685 ff.; in both natures, 1031, 47; 1049, 93; 
we apprehend in the Word, 919, 11. See Re- 
demption. 

Redeeming sin, Daniel on, 195, 142. 

Redemption, 461; 493, 4; 679, 6 ff.; 685 ff. 


$995,°965; 275, 82; 291, 34; 


785, 1ff.; 881, 2ff.; 887, 17 f.; 891, 24; im- 
possibility of observing the Law before, 193, 
135; 207, 187. 194; 221, 247. 

Required by Scripture, 221, 253; not the 
work of man, but of the Holy Ghost, 191, 130; 
231, 14; 891, 25 4.; 923; 22; in Baptism, 115; 
36; 551, 10; 739, 27; 885, 15; through the 
Word and the Sacraments, 881, 5; 906, 65; 
207, 190; through faith in repentance, 171, 
61; 1935 1355203, 171s 207, 1945722 e2os 
thanks for it, 
885, 15. 

Its consequence a new life, 217, 228; good 
works, love, 191, 181; 209, 195; 941, 10ff.; 
yet not perfect, but only incipient, 805, 4; 
863, 14; 865, 18; 907, 68; 923, 22; we need’ 
Christ both before and after, 167 f.; 203, 169. 

Errors: of the Synergists, 789, 11 f. 14; of 
the Schwenckfeldians, 841, 23; 1100, 31; of 
the Papists, 911, 79; of the creation of new 
essence, 911, 81. 

Regius, Dr. Urban, 17 f.; 527 f. 

Relapse into sin, 491, 43; 725, 100; 727, 
105; 1077, 42; 1081, 54. / 

Relationship, Spiritual, 527, 78. 

Relics of the saints, 467, 15; 
607, 91. Z 

Religion, false unity in, 1053, 5; ridiculed: 
by some Papists, 235, 27 ff.; matters of, im- 
properly judged, 519, 49; controversies in, 
849, 7; 857, 15 f. 

Remembrance of Christ in the Holy Sup- 
per, 357, 3; 397, 35. 38; 409, 72; 555f.; 579,. 
23; 753, 3; 763, 45; 987, 44; faith needful 
for, 409, 72. 

Renewal. Wrought by the Holy Ghost, 
203; 172; 229, 8; 299, 55; 907, 65; 909, 71; 
by Christ, through His Spirit, 227, 5; 925, 28; 
is received by faith, 839, 7; not by love, 187, 
121; in afflictions, 299, 55; its parts, 263, 46; 
795,19; does not constitute our righteousness 
before God, 797, 21; 929, 39; to be distin- 
guished from justification, 793, 8; 921, 18; 
923,25; 927, 35; 929, 41; but inseparable- 
therefrom, 929, 41; often confounded with re- 
generation, 921, 21; imperfection of, in this 
life, 923, 22 f.; 927, 382; saves, 199, 157. 

Repentance, 49; 69f.; 253; 479; import- 
ance of the article, 255, 10; 281, 1; 355, 41;. 


469, 22; 
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401, 46; relationship between this doctrine 
and that of justification, 267, 59; in what 
sense it may be called a sacrament, 261, 41; 
309, 4; 751, 74; how the term is employed in 
Holy Scripture, 953, 7 ff. : 

God requires it of all men, 489, 34; 1071, 
28; 1087, 75; 1089, 81; and that in this life, 
293, 37; God works by the Holy Ghost thr’gh 
the Word, 1069, 17; Christ and the apostles 
preached, 263, 45; 287, 25 f.; 201, 35; 953, 
4f.; as did John, 291, 35; 481, 5; 487, 30; 
489, 39; and Paul, 291, 35. 39; 489, 33f.; 
doctrine of the Fathers concerning jit, 279, 91. 
93; 281, 96; 305, 72f.; carefully taught by 
Lutherans, 69, 6; 258, 4; 485, 22f.; 491, 44; 
this doctrine destroys the Pope and all confi- 
dence in good works, 489, 39; the Romish 
theologians ignorant of true repentance, 491, 
41; can be taught aright only by those who 
know what sins are, 481, 10; relation of the 
preaching of the Law to, 259 f.; 957, 15; how 
far the Gospel is a preaching of repentance, 
139, 62; 437, 54; 801, 1f.; 803, 6; 953, 4f.; 
the doctrine of election admonishes thereto, 
1067, 12. 

True repentance is not active, but passive 
contrition, 479, 2f.; 489, 36; the most promi- 
nent part of, 269, 63; repentance teaches to 
discern sin, 489, 35; contends with sin, 489, 
40; preaching of, terrifies the conscience, 139, 
62; 161, 21; 203, 171; 219, 244; 259, 28; con- 
victs wrong-doers, 193, 134; 297, 51. : 

Public, of the fallen (penance), 285, 15f.; 
287, 23; 305, 74; 485, 22. 

Its two parts, contrition and faith, 49, 3 ff.; 
253, 1; 259, 28; 261, 35; 263, 44 ff.; 265, 52; 
269, 63; 279, 91; 479, 2ff.; 953, 8; coexist- 
ence of repentance and faith, 49 f.; 133, 45; 
1615 21; 193, 13657199, 151s 205; 1775" 267 757. 
60 f.; 479, 2; 481, 4; both should grow to- 
gether, 217, 232; faith thereby made manifest, 
W3SA04b se 16lpe2s 2 2295 22255 265 261, 
35 ff.; 263, 44—52. 

Relation of repentance to absolution, 261, 
41; 269, 61. 63; 309, 4; 953, 4 ff.; to forgive- 
mess, 49, 21.5 193,7138;-199, Tb1; -2538; 1; 
mitigates evils, 303, 68; relation to regenera- 
tion, 221, 253; 291, 34; to Baptism, 751, 74ff.; 
479, 4; to good works, 49 f.; 259, 28; 263, 45; 
continues throughout life, 213; 489, 40; 893, 
34; 915, 88. 

Errors regarding this article, 71, 7; 259, 
Ob, 281, 2p is 297, ble 307, Sle ASI fi. 
485, 21; 487, 29; 1066, 10f. 

Report, Injurious, 541, 16; 651f. 

Reproof, the office of the Law, 801, 4; 957, 
17. 20; 961, 27; 967, 14; 1067, 12; who among 
men are to administer it, 659,274 f. 

Resistance to God’s grace, 905, 59; to the 
Holy Ghost, 789, 15; 835, 12; is a grievous 
sin, 909, 72; incompatible with conversion, 
905, 60; 913, 83; and faith, 947, 31; is not 
found in the elect, 1075, 39 ff.; results in 
hardening, 1077, 40 f.; 1089, 78. 

Rest on Sunday, 603, 83 ff. 

Resurrection of the body, 31 f.; 35; 51; 
299, 56; 335, 66; 545, 6; 577 f.; 685, 31; 695, 
60; 873, 46; 969, 24; spiritual, 191, 129; 749, 
65; 553, 14. 
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Revelation, duty of adhering thereto, 835, 
13; 1079, 52 f.; 1081, 55; 1083, 64. 

Revenge, forbidden by the Gospel, 331, 59; 
631 f.; 637, 195. 

Reward, 219, 241f.; 219f.; 349; why eter- 
nal life is called a reward, 219, 243; degrees 
of, in life eternal, 219, 245; of the ministry, 
539, 26 f. 

Riches of bishops, 527, 80. 

Right, Natural, 367, 9. 12. 

Divine. — The Pope not head of Church by, 
508, 1 ff.; 515, 36. 38; 521, 57; allows no dis- 
tinction between bishop and pastor, 523, 65; 
permits ordination by a pastor, 523, 65; gives 
no foundation for traditions, monastic vows, 
ete., 241, 41; 437, 51; or auricular confession, 
2ol; 65.005 2opells 2S, a. 

Of the Law, 171, 58. 

Rights, Spiritual, 89 f.; 447, 14; 521, 60 ff.; 
525, 74 ff. 

Righteous, the; Justified, the. Men be- 
come such by faith, 151, 100;| 195, 142; 263, 
47; 921, 20; prior to good works, 189, 125; 
221, 251; in what respect the Law not made 
for them, 963, 5; have no mortal sins, 135, 
48; only they can do good works, 221, 251; 
the Holy Ghost works renewal in: them, 921, 
19; warned, 181, 99; 947, 32; their works 
please only because of faith, 191, 131; they 
should seek no righteousness other than that 
of Christ, 209, 196; they have peace with God, 
175, 74; 179, 96; 205, 184; 209, 199; 261, 36; 
263, 47; 413, 89; destined for eternal life, 
L75,e(oy 219,241" 

Righteousness, God’s, dwells in us, 933, 
54; sufficient for us, 935, 57. 

Christ’s. — Granted us, 387, 12; reckoned 
as ours, 205, 184 ff.; 347, 19; 793, 4; 797, 21; 
921, 17; 923, 25; identical with the right- 
eousness of faith, 923, 23. 

Original, concreate, 107 f.; 119, 47; 959, 23; 
863, 10; 867, 27. 30. 

Of the Law, external, 127, 21; 171, 60; 187, 
117; 335, 70. See Law, Good Works. 

Philosophic Righteousness, 123, 13. 

Our Own. — Does not merit forgiveness, 275, 
79; nor God’s grace, 205, 178; 317, 9; saints 
trust not in their own, 175, 77. See Justifi- 
cation. 

Owil or Philosophical, 109, 12. 
Rites. See Usages. 
are vy Epistle to, 147, 86; 941, 10; 1073, 

Rome, Bishop of, 471, 1; 507, 12; 509, 15. 
18 f. 20f.; extortion of See of, 485, 24: im- 
morality of, 377 f. 

Rosaries, 53, 3; 257, 14; 297, 47; 339, 82; 
353, 37; 423, 14; 437, 53. - 

Sabbath. See Festivals. 

Sacraments, 47 f.; 309; signs and seals of 
the N. T. covenant, 261, 42; 311, 14; 313, 20; 
401, 49; 835, 13; 1075, 37; not only marks of 
profession, but signs and testimony of God’s 
grace, 49, 1; 309, 1; 409, 69; marks of the 
Church, 227, 3. 5; 245, 52; 315, 27; means of 
obtaining the Holy Ghost, 45; signs of for- 
giveness, 261, 42; also called ceremonies, 309, 
2f.; 387 f.; distinction between them and 
sacrifices, 387, 16. 
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The essentials of the Sacraments, 309, 3; 
318, 17; 491, 1;:579, 20; 737, 18f.; 755, 10 f.; 
757, 17; 989, 50; Augustine’s judgment there- 
on, 309, 5; 3138, 23; 491, 1; 737, 18; 755, 10; 
two constituents of, 409, 69; man could not 
institute them, 309, 3. 

Their proper administration a mark of the 
true Church, 47, 1; they are efficacious even 
when administered by the wicked, 47; 227, 3; 
233; 19; 237, 28f.; 243, 47; 757, 15 ff.; 843, 
27; excite faith, 49; 67, 30; 241, 36; 309, 1; 
405, 59; give comfort, 67, 30; 481, 8; 837, 21; 
offer Christ’s merit, grace, and forgiveness, 
261, 42; 313, 19; 693, 54; 903, 57; 1069, 16; 
the Holy Ghost works thereby, 785, 1; 791, 18; 
God deals with us only through the Word and 
the Sacraments, 497, 10; 901, 50; God calls 
thereby, 1075, 38; their proper use, 65; 313, 
18. 22; 407, 68ff.; 409, 73; 901, 50; 1009, 
108; they are used in vain without faith, 
67, 33. 

Their number, 309, 2; 311,17; Baptism, the 
Lord’s Supper, and Absolution, 309, 4; 579, 
20; in what sense Absolution might be called 
a sacrament, 261, 41; 751, 74; marriage not 
a sacrament, 311, 14 ff.; neither confirmation 
nor extreme unction, 309, 6; nor ordination, 
309, 7; 311, 11; the Pope claims the right of 
changing them, 505, 6. 

Sacramentarians, errors of: concerning 
the Holy Supper, 809, 2; 813, 21 ff.; 971, 2 ff.; 
975, 9; 981, 29; 991, 56; concerning the per- 
son of Christ, 817, 3; 1003, 91; 1017, 4; 1027, 
38 ff.; distinction between gross and subtle, 
809, 3f.; their blasphemous expressions, 817, 
41; 997, 67; 1009, 105; 1011, 111 ff.; their 
separation from the adherents of the Augsburg 
Confession, 971, 1; Luther against, 981, 29 ff.; 
1003, 91 ff.; 1015, 2 £.; 1027, 39 ff. 

Sacrifice, abuse of term, 387, 14 f.; 395, 34; 
distinguished from Sacrament, 389, 16; daily, 
397, 35; 415, 91. See Offering. 

Saints, communion of, the Church, 31; 47; 
BOTT 229" 820231, 163, 237,283 499, 040, 
Diss Dir tes 687,. 384 t.s 68959475 under “the 
O. T., 231, 16; Christ their Head, 691, 51; 
their prayers for the Church, 345, 9; 469, 
26f.; their confession, 175, 68; their sinful- 
ness, 211, 207; 427, 25; their inability com- 
pletely to fulfil the Law, 163, 25; 183, 110; 
203, 169; cannot exhaust the Catechism, 
573, 6; in what to be imitated, and in what 
not, 177, 87; 321, 24; made such not by work, 
but by the Word, 607, 92; do not live in mor- 
tal sin, 135, 48; their works acceptable thr. 
faith, 191, 131; exercised in manifold ways, 
175, 77; bear the cross, 299, 54; their conso- 
lation therein, 219, 243; concupiscence thereby 
mortified, 299, 55; when they fall into sin, 
faith and the Holy Ghost are’ lost, 491, 43; 
their sufferings and sermons good works, 391, 
25; God works through them great things, 
353, 36; their death proves that troubles are 
not always punishments, 301, 62; degrees of 
their glory, 217, 234; 221, 247; whether they 
pray in heaven for us, 345, 9; 469, 26. 

Invocation of, Worship of, 53, 3; 57 f.; 343; 
437,53; 467 f.; relics of, 467, 15; 469, 22. 

Salvation. God’s gift, 149, 93; 315, 6; 
God’s election its cause, 833, 5; 1065, 5. 8; 
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1069, 23 ff.; 1077, 40; Christ’s promise, merit, 
and righteousness a cause, 33 f.; 141, 70; 
223 f.; 259, 29; 799, 7; false opinions con- 
cerning, 1065, 10 f.; 1085, 70; relation of Bap- 
tism thereto, 47; 245, 51 f.; 551, 6; 739, 26 f.; 
of the Holy Supper, 557, 6; how obtained and 
how lost, 1079, 45 f.; 1093, 90; distinguishing 
between pure and false doctrine important for 
our salvation, 853, 8; impossibility of our co- 
operation, 887, 18; salvation and justification 
have the same cause, 933, 52; salvation given 
us without merit, 835, 15; and without works, 
799, 7. 15; 945, 24; yet not to fruitless trees, 
943, 15; alone through faith, 217, 233; 225, 
265; 741, 34; 949, 34f.; can be lost, 947, 31; 
whether good works are necessary or injuri- 
ous thereto, 797; 939; 1 ff.; 949, 37. 

Samosatenus (Paul of Samosata), 1019, 
15 ff.; his adherents, 43, 6. 

Sanctification. See Renewal. 

Sand Foundation, 127, 21; 147, 85; 155, 
119. 

Satisfaction, true, the suffering and obedi- 
ence of Christ, 489, 38; 935, 57; which is far 
above our purity and works, 171, 57. 

Canonical, 281; 285, 16; 303, 65; to be dis- 
tinguished from civil, 305, 72; its relation to 
confession, 257, 22; 285, 15. 18; to repentance, 
297, 51; 305, 71f.; to the Lord’s Supper, 415, 
90; 417, 93; instituted for external discipline, 
287, 23 f.; 303, 70; 305, 74; not necessary for 


* true repentance, 299, 53; false doctrine there- 


on, 257, 13 ff.; 267, 60;_287, 20. 25; 291, 34; 
299, 52; 305, 75; 417, 92; 421, 9; 481, 12; 
485, 21. 24. 

Saul, 255, 8; 261, 36; 593, 45. 

Savior, 1003, 89. 

Schisms, 95, 77; 245, 49; 315, 24; 379, 59; 
451, 25; 837, 22; 849, 7; 855, 12; 857, 19; 


' slanderously charged against Luther, 451. 


Scholastics, errors of: concerning original 
righteousness, 111, 23; original sin, 107, 7; 
109,155) LLY, 238227; TL, 443047773 the tree 
will, 109, 12; 911, 76; the works of love, 109, 
1250 VET 846 123240 2157. 7s 18S hse be. 
168; 223, 258; 225, 261; righteousness in the 
sight of God, 107 f.; 115 f.; 123, 9.13; grace, 
223, 260; satisfaction, 285f.; 291, 35f.; meri- 
tum condigni, 217, 223; opus operatum of the 
Sacraments, 313, 18. 23; suppression of faith, 
199, 150; 2238, 258; 225, 262; repentance, 
253, 3; they treat little of God’s Word, and 
mingle it with philosophy, 107f.; 115f.; do 
not understand the Fathers, 113, 32; 223, 259. 

Schools in monasteries, 75; 419, 4; use of 
Luther’s Catechisms in schools, 853, 8. 

Schwenckfeldians, 841 f.; 1099 f. 

Scotus, 271, 68; 295, 46; 491, 3. 

Scribes, 487, 29. 

Scriptures, the Holy. Given of God, 
855 f.; 965f.; 1067 f.; consist of Law and 
Gospel, 121, 5; 151, 102; 159, 15. 17; 265, 53. 
55; 959, 22; the doctrine of justification their 
chief topic, 147, 87; without this they cannot 
be understood, 121, 2; teach the corruption 
of nature, 477, 3; to their testimony the Lu- 
therans constantly appeal, 129, 29; 169, 45; 
171, 50; 209, 202. 205; 225, 268; 339, 82; 341, 
87; the only rule and standard, 777; 849; 
their trustworthiness, 771, 76; the Holy Ghost 
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their expounder, 891, 26; distinction between 
them and the symbols, 779, 7. 

Seal of the covenant, 261, 42; 311, 14; 
313, 20. 

Sebastian, 351, 32; 583, 11. 

Sects, 7; 181, 101; 709, 47% 839; 1095; 
their origin, 185, 112; 357, 43; protection 
afforded therefrom by the article of justifica- 
tion, 917, 6; the Papacy affords no protection, 
473, 7; the Papacy itself a sect, 777,4; Augs- 
burg Confession against, 777, 4; 851, 5; 857, 
18; sectarists, 357, 43; 491, 42; 755, 7; 
917, 6. 

Secular Estate, false view of, 333, 60. 

Security, carnal, 109, 11; 117, 43; 567, 5; 
889, 21; in all men, 159, 14; in unbelievers 
and hypocrites, 125, 20; 161, 21; 191, 127; 
209, 200; Scripture a remedy for, 1067, 12. 

Self-Examination, 587, 28. 

Semi-Pelagians, 789, 10. 


Sense (feeling), corrupt since the Fall, 
863, 12; mew, 57, 4; “169,493, 241, 36; 
891, 26. = | 


Sententiarists, 139, 65 f.; 153, 105; 253, 
4f.; 277, 88; 279, 93. 

Sermons, in orthodox, is found the proper 
adornment of Church, 401, 51; they are a 
mark of the true Church, 45 f.; 227, 279; 
227, 5; 233, 20; where Christ is not preached, 
there is no Church, 511, 25; 689, 45; the chief 
end of all true sermons, 469, 24; 759, 31; 
787, 4; 835, 13; 901, 50. 54; 909, 71; 1085, 
69; their chief contents, 327, 43; 401, 48; the 
young should attend, 579, 26; hearing the 
Gospel strengthens faith, 261, 42; sad con- 
dition of, in the Papacy, 399, 43. 

Serpent in Paradise, 107, 7; 495, 5; 959, 
23; brazen, 149, 95. 

Servant, form of, 825, 33; 1023, 26; 1031, 
ple 1039, 65. 

Servants, their calling and duty, 321, 25; 
621, 143f.; their sins, 643, 225; formula of 
confession for, 553, 22; to be instructed in 
the Catechism, 577, 16; duty toward those of 
our neighbor, 543, 20; 575; 663; estranging 
them, 669, 306; the unregenerate servants of 
sin, 883, 7; 913, 85. 

Service, Divine, of some form found in all 
nations, 585, 17; true and false, 83, 50; 409, 
71; 413, 88; 585, 16 ff.; the highest, is to seek 
from Christ the remission of sins, 163, 338; 
183, 107; 207, 188; faith and its fruits div. 
service, 135, 49. 57; 153, 107; 165, 34; 253, 3; 
319, 16; the “reasonable service” of Chris- 
tians, 391, 26; 409, 71; 413, 88; not like the 
Levitical, 89, 39; 93; the purpose of the 
Lord’s Day, 605, 84 ff.; a service, to be divine, 
must have God’s command, 427, 23. 25; 433, 
40; should not be held in an unknown tongue, 
385, 2; details of, among Lutherans, 325, 40. 

Outward, man can to a certain extent ren- 
der, 335, 70; but he is not thereby justified, 
75, 41; 81, 36; 159, 14; 319, 17; nor forgiven, 
145, 83; nor does he thus merit grace, 89 f.; 
91, 52; human ordinances no divine service, 
73, 21; 91, 53; 429, 26; 437, 47; 445, 8 ff.; 
831, 9; 1057, 15; 1061, 26; are a vain service, 
297, 50; 435, 41; bishops cannot institute, 
323, 31; 447, 14; nor can the Office of the 


349 


Keys, 83, 2; 257, 22; 307, 79; 505, 6; Paul’s 
complaint of such abuse, 225, 272. 

False services: Monastic vows, 81 f.; 427, 
21f,.; 441, 63, 65. 69; 471, 2; fasts, ceremo- 
nies, orders, 71f.; 325, 40f.; auricular con- 
fession, 251, 65; the mass, 67; these services 
compared to worship of Baal, 417, 97 f. 

Servility, 261, 38; 799, 12; 967, 16 ff. 

Servitude of the Law, 89, 39. 

Session of Christ at God’s right hand, 811, 
12; 821, 15; 1023, 23; 1081, 51; 1041, 74; 
1043, 78; 1049, 96. 

Shadows of Christ, 397, 36 f.; 
blessings, 231, 15; 239, 35. 

Shoemaker of Alexandria, 433, 38. 

Signs. Circumcision a sign, 175, 80; 313, 
19; Sacraments signs of the covenant of 
grace, 199, 155; 263, 43; 309, 1; 311, 14; 313, 
20; 401, 49; 409, 69; 725, 98. 

Heternal, of the Church, 309, 3. 5.7; hypo- 
crites also appeal thereto, 231, 12; 233, 19; 
PAST bs Pash 

Inner, of the Church, 227, 5. 

External, necessity of, to faith, 739, 30; of 
justification, 199, 154; the Sacraments are ex- 
ternal signs that have God’s command, 309, 3; 
portray what is taught by the Word, 309, 5; 
awaken and strengthen faith, 179, 89; 227, 
4f.; 409, 70; forgiveness thereby obtained, 
693, 55; a means whereby the Holy Ghost 
works, 409, 70; significance of the outward 
sign in Baptism, 749, 64 ff.; the Sacraments 
not mere signs, 49; 309, 1; 407, 68; 815, 27. 
30; 973, 4; 975, 7; 1011, 116. 

Sin. Concupiscence sin, 115, 40; 169, 48; 
corruption of nature, 861, 5; 1083, 60; every- 
thing contrary to God’s Law, 967, 13; what- 
soever is not of faith; 277, 89; 319, 17; 427, 
23; wicked deeds its fruits, 477, 2; distinc- 
tion between original and actual, 783, 20f.; 
859, 2; sins of fathers, 589, 30 ff. 

Its cause, 538; 335 1.; 477, 1; 1089, 81; God 
not, 53; 335f.; 337, 77; 8338, 4; 861, 7; a work 
of the devil, 871, 41; 879, 61; all men are 
under sin, 131, 40; 139, 62; 275, 81; 875, 53; 
all dead in sin, 787, 3; 879, 60; 885, 11; 905, 
60; servants of sin, 883, 7; 897, 43; sin not 
the substance of human nature, 875, 48; no 
one can avoid it, 151, 103. 

Knowledge, reproof, and punishment of sin 
imparted by the Law, 151, 103; 193, 136; 
259, 34; 265, 48. 533-479; 801, 4. 8; 805, 1; 
869, 32; 953, 9ff.; 955, 12; 957, 14. 17; by 
the preaching of repentance, 139, 62; 489, 35; 
953, 8; of the Gospel, 259, 29; 957, 15; se- 
cure hearts indifferent, 265, 51; but the ter- 
rified conscience feels it keenly, 269, 64; 997, 
69; effects of this feeling, 143, 79; 159, 14; 
217, 229; 259, 32; 291, 34; 299, 53. 56. 

Effects and consequences of sin: God’s 
wrath, 131, 35; judgment, 1081, 58; harden- 
ing, 1091, 83; temporal and eternal punish- 
ments, 157, 7; 299, 58; death, 143, 79; 299, 
53; 1083, 61; 1089, 81. 

Deliverance from. See Redemption, Justifi- 
cat’n, Forgiveness, Renewal, Salvation, Christ, 
Gospel. 

Singing in divine service, 65, 2; 325, 40; 
in native tongue, 325, 40; 385, 4; at conse- 
eration in Holy Supper, 1001, 79. 


of future 
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Sinners, all men, 129, 32; 461, 2; 477, 1; 
549, 16; 683, 22; 867, 27; even all saints, 
427,25; testimony of Law thereto, 151, 103; 
of Gospel, 259, 29; of Christ, 263, 45; God 
does not repel them, 699, 11; 753, 87; 833, 7; 
871, 39; 1093, 89; does not wish their death, 
1089, 81. 84. 

Conversion of. See’ Conversion. 

At the Holy Supper, 767, 58 ff.; 769, 71 ff. 

Manifest, among the godly, 45 f.; should be 
excommunicated, 497. 

Slander, 15f.; 455f.; 653 f. 

Slavery by birth, false illustration, 107, 5; 
papal, 9. 

Smalcald, Council of, 977, 17;  subscrip- 
tion to Augsburg Confession and Apology at, 
527; Articles, 453; 777, 4; 843, 30; 853, 7; 
$55, 11; 898, 33; 957, 14; 1059, 19. 

Sodom, 379, 54; 457, 11. 

Son of God, true God with the Father and 
Holy Ghost, 1017, 6; God communicates to 
Him His essence and attributes, 1035, 61; 
born of the seed of David, 1027, 37; Son of 
the Most High, truly called the son of Mary, 
821, 11; 1023, 24; 1025, 28; truly suffered and 
died, 825, 31; 1029, 42; Son of God and man, 
not two, but one Christ, 819, 5; 823, 20. 

Sophistical Arguments regarding justifi- 
cation, 207, 194f.; 213; 215, 220. 


Sophists. Their corruption of doctrine, 103, 


17; 289, 26; do not understand the Fathers, 
113, 32; teach nothing of faith, 249, 59; an- 
tagonize the righteousness of faith, 205, 183; 
additional errors, 117 f.; 205, 183; 257, 16; 
405, 64; 491 f.; none of them can tell what 
original sin is, 879, 60. 

Sorcery, 539, 4; 597, 62; 709, 42. 

Soul, not unimpaired, 479, 11; corrupt, 
859, 1; not exterminated in conversion, 789, 
14; 911, 81; All Souls’ Day, 465, 12. 

Spain, 289, 30; 325, 42. 

Specters, 467, 16. 

Spirits, Evil, 889, 22. 

Spiritual eating of Christ’s body, 995, 61; 
partaking thereof, 809, 5; 815, 26; 993, 59; 
1009, 104; 1013, 118. 

Powers since the Fall, 883, 7. 

Things, reason blind concerning, 787, 2; 
883, 9f.; man can neither begin nor effect 
sp. th., 387, 73; 863, 10f.; 865, 25; 885, 12; 
889, 20. 24; 893, 31f.; Pelagian errors re- 
jected, 859, 20f. 23; man spiritually dead, 
885, 11; spiritual efficacy of the Holy Ghost, 
915, 89. 

Immunities and Privileges, 435 f. 

Spirituality. Self-devised, 75; 
363 ff.; 839, 5; 1097, 10. 

Sponsors, 501, 4; 527, 78. 

Steadfastness in faith, 885, 14; 1077, 42. 

Stealing, 477, 2; 541f.; 575. 

Stone, man compared to, 889, 19 f.; 891, 24; 
905, 59. 

Subjects, duties of, 561, 5; 
tion of, 459, 12; 
57, 1. 

Substance, use of the term in doctrine of 
original sin — false, 783, 19; 859, 1; 867, 30; 
875, 48; 877, 55; true, 783, 21f. 24; use, in 
doctrine of Holy Supper, 813, 22; 1009, 108; 
of person of Christ, 825, 28; 1041, 71; 1049, 


239, 35; 


insubordina- 
duties of rulers towards, 


® 
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91; in conversion man becomes no new sub- 
stance, 789, 14; 911, 81; that of our flesh will 
rise again, 873, 46 f.; creation of, by the devil 
impossible, 785, 25. 

Subtile Doctors, 153, 105. 

Sufferings of Christ, not in vain, 205, 176; 
a true satisfaction, 489, 38; their significance, 
513, 32; how far belonging to the preaching 
of the Law, and how far to thé Gospel, 803, 
9 f.; a declaration of God’s wrath, 803, 9; 
955, 12; the sufferings of no mere man, but 
of the Son of God, $21, 13 f.; 1021, 20; 1027, 
39; 1049, 93; His obedience therein imputed 
to us for righteousness, 919, 15. 

Of Christians, 121, 8; 391, 25; 397, 38. 

Sum of doctrine, 57; 853, 9; of the Law, 
189, 124; of the Gospel, 259, 29; of Second 
Article of Creed, 685, 26. 

Summists, 73, 14; 239, 33; 251, 64. 
Sunday. See Festivals. 

Supererogation, supposed merits of, 219, 
239; 421, 9; 427, 35; 431, 34; 469, 24; 487, 28. 

Supper, the Lord’s, 47; 245 f,; 491 f.; 
579 £.; 749.3; 807; 971; 1151; 1157. 

Names: Christ’s testament, 357, 2; 811, 7; 
Sacrament of the Altar, 491f.; Sacrament of 
the body and blood of Christ, 579, 20; Mass, 
65; 383, 1; 385, 8; 407, 66; Eucharist, 407, 
66; 411, 76; thank-offering, 395, 33; 407, 
66 f.; 409, 74; Communion, 67, 34; Agape, 
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Institution, 17 £.; 179, 89; 555, 2; 579, 20; 
753; 977, 16; 987, 44; 989, 48 f. 52; 999, 75; 
its words to be understood literally, 811, 7; 
815, 25; 975, 7; 989, 48; 1001, 79 ff.; their 
efficacy, 811, 9; 1003, 89; requires both forms, 
6L> 357; 1 i= 493,264: 

What it is, 555; 755, 8; 979, 20; a true 
Sacrament, 309, 4; requires faith, 415, 90; 
food for the soul, 757, 23; daily nourishment 
of faith, 179, 89; 261, 42; 359, 10; 759, 24; 
comprises entire Gospel, 759, 32; not a satis- 
faction ex opere operato, 415, 90; 179, 89; 
yey ik Bin Wis aisisy 

Effects, 557, 5 ff.;.757, 20 ff.; 769;.70; they 
are twofold, 411, 75; unites with Christ, 359, 
10; 1045, 79; strengthens faith, 179, 89; 261, 
42; 359, 10; consoles the terrified conscience, 
199, 155; 359, 10; 415, 90; imparts forgive- 
ness, life, and salvation, 261, 42; 415, 90; 
557, 6; 757, 21; 987, 44; 991, 53; not de- 
pendent on the worth of the administrator, 
OCT, 16; 979, 19. 24 ry -98s5 325 090R Ta. 
1003, 89. 

Its true use, 405 f.; preparation for it, 557, 
10; 761, 36; 813, 20; to be received in faith, 
assurance of forgiveness, 313, 19; 415, 90; 
997, 69f.; with thanksgiving, 411, 76; who 
are worthy guests, 409, 73; 557, 10; 761, 33ff.; 
813, 20; 997, 69 ff.; 1013, 123 ff.; who are un- 
worthy, 557, 10; 767, 61; 813, 18; 997, 68; 
who to be excluded, 249, 61; 767, 58. 

Its administration. The administrator must 
be regularly called, 49; 315, 24; no one should 
administer it to himself (apart from the com- 
munion of the Church), 465, 8; its consecra- 
tion, 811, 8 f.; 999, 73 ff.; 1018, 121; no one 
to be compelled to receive it, 537, 21; 763, 42. 
47; motives to influence the indifferent, 537, 
23;. 769, 71. 75; the timid, 765, 55f.; 767, 
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62; should be received several times a year, 
537, 22. 

False doctrines: of the Sacramentarians, 
809, 3f.; 815, 25 ff.; 971, 2f£.5 983, 32f.; 993, 
59; 997, 67; T0038, 88 ff.; 1011, 112 ff.; of the 
Papists, 493, 5; 813, 22f.; 817, 40; 977, 14; 
983, 35; 1001, 83 ff.; 1009, 108 f.; 1013, 121; 
1015, 126; of the Schwenckfeldians, 843, 24; 
1100, 32; people to be instructed regarding 
false teaching concerning same, 65, 7. 

Supremacy of Pope defined, 503, 5 ff. 

Swearing, when lawful, 599, 65 ff.; sinful, 
a fruit of original sin, 477, 2; forbidden, 
539, 4; 597, 62; 709, 42; its punishment, 
599, 67. 

Sword, distinction between spiritual and 
worldly, 85, 4; the Pope claims to have both, 
235, 23; 503, 2; his endeavor thereby to ex- 

' terminate the Gospel, 189, 124. 

Sybaris, 379, 54. 

Symbols (creeds). The ancient received, 7; 
the Ecumenical, 31 ff.; 119; 461; 533 f.; 575; 
753; 777, 3; 851, 4; their meaning and de- 
sign, 135, 51; 229, 7; 777, 24.5' rejected by 
the Anti-Trinitarians, 1100, 37; the Augsburg 
Confession, a symbol of our time, 7; 847, 4. 

Symbolical Books. Their authority and re- 
lation to Scripture, 777, 2; 779, 8; 849, 1; 
853, 9 ff. 

Synaxis, 411, 79. 

Synecdoche, 163, 31. 

Synergism, 789, 11; 791, 17£.; 911, 77. 

Synod of Toledo, 359, 4. 


Table, use of Catechism at, 577, 16; prayer 
at, 559, 6 ff.; Table of Duties, 557 f. 

Tares, 233, 19. 

Taxation, burdensome, 649, 243. 

Teachers, God’s gift, 343, 4; 511, 26; 523, 
67; 619, 130; how to be regarded, 777, 1 ff.; 
851, 3; their dangers and labors, 175, 69. 

False, 225, 2735 233,22; 777, 3. 

Temperance, 327, 46 f. 

Temple, the regenerate God’s, 963, 2; 1087, 
73; Antichrist in God’s temple, 227, 4. 

Temptations. Every Christian must bear, 
727, 105 ff.; even saints, 299, 54. 56; they 
must constantly be prepared for them, 729, 
109; especially when they adhere to the Gos- 
pel, 771, 79; Christ has forewarned the 
Church thereof, 229, 10; concerning worthi- 
ness for Holy Supper, 765, 55 ff.; regarding 
believers’ good works, 175, 72; are not signs 
of divine wrath, 299, 55; 301, 61; the doc- 
trine of election brings consolation in, 1069, 
20; prayer aids against, 729, 110; 731, 117. 

Growth of faith in, 261, 37. 42; 1087, 74; 
to feel it differs from consenting thereto, 727, 
103. 

Terrors of conscience, 177, 83; 205, 180; 
255, 9; 259, 31 f.; 263, 46; 291, 34; 297, 51 7.; 
301, 59; of the Law, 803, 7; 961, 24; not 
God’s peculiar work, 265, 51. 53; 803, 10; 955, 
11; faith arises in, 161, 21; 217, 230; and 
overcomes them, 133, 45; 147, 85; 161, 21; 
163, 27; 175, 74; 179, 98; 187, 118; 191, 126; 
195, 141; 203, 169; 207, 198; 217, 230; 225, 
262; 227, 277; 261, 42; 339, 85; 387, 12; 405, 
60; our works and love fail before, 181, 100; 
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189, 123; 191, 132; 207, 193; as also external 
services, 203, 167. 

Tertullian, 281, 94. 

Testament. Old, a shadow, type, promise, 

397, 37 ff.; 403, 55; its sacrifices, 403, 56; 
989, 50. 
* New, has but one Sacrifice, 403, 56; promise 
of grace peculiar to, 309, 4; 311, 14; its bless- 
ings, what, 399, 39; its priesthood, ser- 
vice, etc., 309, 7 f.; 391, 26 ff.; 397, 35 f.; 403, 
56; 405, 59; 409, 71; its signs and seals, 261, 
42; 311, 14; how far it retains the Law, 
479, 1; 481, 4; does not reject magistrates, 
841, 12. 

Of Christ, 357, 2; 811, 7; 815, 25; 815, 35; 
827, 39; 985, 38; 989, 50; 1005, 92: 

Testimony of the Holy Ghost in the heart, 
155, 113; 1073, 31; 1087, 74; the Sacraments, 
of God’s grace, forgiveness, etc., 49 f.; 309, 1; 
401, 49; good works, of righteousness and 
faith, Lid, 635 221) 25234799, 15. 

Of faith, the symbols, 779, 8; 855, 13. 16. 
See also Witness. 

Thanksgiving, a fruit of the Holy Ghost, 
157, 4; 159, 11; should be made for all gifts, 
543, 2; 681,19; enjoined by Second Command- 
ment, 539, 4; 599, 64; must be regulated ac- 
cording to the First, 427, 25; especially for 
regeneration, 885, 15; at meals, 547, 13; at 
bedtime, 555 f.; marriage, food, etc., hallowed 
thereby, 371, 30. 

Thank-Offerings. Of how many classes, 
389, 21; made by those already reconciled, 
389, 19; 391, 25; 407, 67; the mass a thank- 
offering, 409, 74; testimony of Greek Church 
thereon, 417, 93. 

Theodore of Raithu, 1019, 15. 


Mheodoret, 1023; 22> ilo £5) W3siere 
1141 f. 
Theophylact, 247, 55; 1117 £.; 1137; 


1139 £.;°1145 £- 

Thomas Aquinas, 111, 27; 321, 24; 405, 
62; 425, 20; 501,73. 

Thoughts, evil, have their source in origi- 
nal sin, 783, 21; God’s Word a remedy for, 
569, 10f.; faith not an idle thought, 139, 64; 
155, 115; 191, 129; whether the saints know 
our thoughts, 345, 11. 

Times, the Last, 63 f.; 289, 29; 377, 53. 

Tithes, 87, 29; 389, 21. 

Tongue, sins of, 633, 188; 655, 263 f.; 659, 
276; 663, 291. 

Topic, the Chief, 147, 87; 255, 10; 267, 
59; 337, 79; 917, 6. 

Torgau, Luther’s sermon at, 827; 
conference at, 11 f. 

Torments, eternal, 51f.; of conscience, 
271, 72; from human ordinances, 323, 27. 

Touchstone, 779, 7. 

Trades, Trading, no sin, 51; 329, 53; 841, 
18; 1099, 23; dishonest trading, 645, 227. 242; 
667, 303; unfair, forbidden, 541, 14; 647, 233; 
721, 84. : 

Traditions, 51; 443; particular and uni- 
versal, 237, 30; are outward accidental rela- 
tions, 239, 32; preferred to God’s commands, 
(1, 83 443, 3; unscriptural, 71, 5; 305,77; 
325, 36; have not the Holy Ghost as their 
author, 237, 31; by the observance of them we 
cannot merit grace, 73, 21; 237, 31; they oc- 
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casion errors, 57 f.; 73, 16; and burdening of 
conscience, 71, 12; what traditions are proper, 
75, 40. 
Transgression, 193, 133; 861, 5. 
Transgressors, 957, 17; 959, 21. 


Transubstantiat’n. In the Greek Church, 


247, 55; in the Roman Church, 493, 5; 813, 
22; 983, 35; 1009, 108. 

Trinity: 33,/3 i. 17 ff. 24 7ff.; 43 £.; 103; 
461; a great mystery, 1027, 33; the entire 
Trinity directs to Christ, 1085, 66; testimony 
of its deniers, 843; 1100. 

Tripartite History, 69, 41; 75, 45. 

Triumph of Christ, 827, 1. 

Troubles. Not always indications of wrath, 
301, 61 f.; must be endured, even by saints, 
299, 54; their design, 221, 247; 299, 54f.; 
301, 63; duty of Christians therein, 121, 8; 
127, 27; 157, 4; 169, 46; 301, 63; where aid 
is not to be sought, 169, 49; 299, 57; prom- 


ises in, 311, 16. See also Afflictions, Tempta- 


tions. 

Trust (confidence), an element in the diy. 
image, 109 f.; a work of the Holy Ghost, 335, 
72; is calling on Christ’s name, 149, 98; is 
faith, 135, 48; 141, 69; 153, 107; 215, 216; 
accompanies genuine repentance, 795, 17; 
Holy Scripture inculeates, 675, 325; to be 
placed in Christ alone, 959, 22; in works con- 
demned, 149, 98; 153, 110; 163, 30; 165, 36; 
1GT, 40392015209) 215, QLSs 2273 Mops 20, S bs 
295, 45; under the Papacy transferred to 
Mary and the saints, 347, 15; 349, 22; 351, 31. 

Truth, the Eternal, is Jesus Christ, 987, 
43; 989, 47; 1009, 106; God’s Word, 855, 13; 
901, 51; Luther has restored it to light, 851, 5; 
must not be denied, 279, 90; its defense neces- 
sary for the Church, 339, 83; those who per- 
sistently oppose it cannot be converted, 905, 
60; concreated, an element of the div. image, 


863, 10; duty of speaking, 911, 81; 595 f.; 
how, 655. 

Punks 39 sl sable) Lee AQ ORO e Laon Lis 
2m aati 


Types, 231, 15; 239, 35; 389, 21; 391, 24; 
395, 34; 397, 36 ff.; 403, 53. 

Tyranny over conscience, 251, 64 ff.; of 
bishops, 315, 25 f.; of the Pope, 371, 25; 
445, 4; 455, 3; 519, 49; whose tyranny over 
conscience is compared with that of Anti- 
ochus, 415, 91; Pharaoh’s punishment of, 
1091, 85. 

Tyrants, 471, 3. 


Unbaptized, 839, 6; 907, 67. 

Unbelief, 549, 18; 718, 58; 727, 104; 
a fruit of original sin, 477, 2; the greatest 
sin, 953, 2; whether it is reproved by the Law 
or the Gospel, 801, 1; 957, 19; God has con- 
cluded all under it, 833, 10; it inheres deeply, 
159, 14; of Israel, 949, 34. 

Unbelievers. The Law to be preached to, 
805, 3; yet not to them alone, 807, 8; 971, 26; 
in the Lord’s Supper unbelievers, too, receive 
Christ’s body and blood, 815, 87; 981, 27; how 
their works are to be regarded, 941, 8. 

Unconverted, 941, 8. 

Understanding. See Reason. 

Uniformity of ceremonies, 45 f.; 75, 44; 
229, 10; 231; 237, 304.3 239, 38. 


é 


Index of Subjects. 


Union, ecclesiastical, 517, 41 f.; 1053, 5; 
personal or hypostatic, 819, 5. 9; 821, 14 1 
1019, 11 ff.; 1023, 23 f.; 1025, 31; 1041, 74; 
sacramental true, 811, 15; 985, 37; false, 985, 
38; of Sacramentarians, 817,-3; 823, 24; 
1015, 117 

Unity maintained by love, 185, 111; 187, 
122; 691, 51; requires much forbearance, 185, 
112 ff.; must not be sought with denial of the 
truth, 1095, 95 f.; the welfare of the Church 
depends thereon, 473, 9; duty of prayer for it, 
837, 23; of the Church, 45f.; 691, 51. 

Universality of God’s grace, 833, 10; 837, 
17 ff.; 901, 49; 1069, 23 ff.; of the Gospel 
promise, 1071, 28. 

Unregenerate, state of, 787, 3; 883, 7; 
887, 17; their heart like a stone, 889, 19; 
hear God’s Word only externally, 901, 53; do 
three causes concur in their conversion? 915, 
90; they obey the Law only by constraint, 


611, 7 


Ministers, 45 f.; 237, 29; 243, 47; 843, 27; 
979, 24; 983, 32; 1100, 35. 

Unwilling, the, God makes willing, 789, 15. 
17; 915, 88; are the unregenerate, 807, 7. 

Unworthiness, its own, faith confesses, 
215, 216; feeling of, should not deter from 
the Lord’s Supper, 765, 55; 769, 70. 

Unworthy. ‘Our works, 215, 217 f.; of the 
Holy Supper only unbelief renders us, 557, 10; 
even the unworthy receive Christ’s body and 
blood; 975, 10; 981, 27; 997, 72; 1013, 123; 
the administration of Sacraments by, valid, 
237, 29. 

Usages, Church, 827; 1049; such to be ob- 
served as can be done so without sin, 315, 1; 


329, 51; not to be changed without cause, 
329, 51: doctrine of the Fathers concerning, 
321, 20f. See Adiaphora, Ceremonies. 


Usury, 459, 12. 


Valens, 1048, 75. 

Valentine, St., 351, 32. 

Valentinians, 43, 5. 

Veil of Moses, 159, 12 ff.; 803, 8; 955, 10; 
963, 1. 

Venus, 585, 18. 

Vicarious Sacrifices, 389 f. 

Vigilius, 1121 f. 

Vigils, 465, 12; 485, 26. 

Vine, Christ the true, 247, 56; 277, 85. 

Virginity, a gift of God, 369, 18f.; more 
excellent than marriage, 373, 38; 383, 69; does 
not merit justification, 373, 36; 383, 69; is 
impure in the godless, 373, 34; Gerson and 
Ambrose concerning, 369, 20; Jovinian on, 
373, 37; commended by Christ and Paul, 375, 
40; 429, 27; he who has not a gift therefor 
should be married, 77 f.; 369, 16. 

Virtues. Of the Law, 163, 30; 183, 104 ff.; 
of faith, 183, 106; 225, 262; our, not the cause 
of election, 1087, 75; do not justify in the 
sight of .God, 163, 30; 183, 104 ff.; 795, 15; 
(97; 22; 925, 30; 927, 35;-929, 39; do not 
render worthy for the Holy Supper, 913, 20; 
believers should exercise themselves in, 
1087, 73. 

Visitation Articles, 1151 ff. 

Visitation of churches, 23 f.; 553, 1. 

Vows, their nature, 77 f.; lawful to be ob- 
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served, 421, 9; of Nazarites, 439, 58; dis- 
annulled by Pope, 79, 23; ‘of celibacy in 
twelfth century, 61 f.; should include only 
possibilities, 79 f.; vows that cause distress 
of souls to be dispensed with, 79, 26; are a 
false divine service and invalid, 79f.; doc- 
trine of, has obscured the Gospel, 81 f.; 519, 
48; repudiated even by Popes, 423, 10; their 
invention, 179, 91; errors, 421, 9; 519, 48. 
See Monastic Vows. 
Vulgarius. See Theophylact. 


War and pestilence calamities, 303, 65; of 
the devil, 721, 78; just wars to be waged, 
49; 57; 176, 70; 331, 59. 

Washing, bodily, 201, 161; 
551, 103 739, 273 
229; 7s 491, 1. 

Water, Holy, 201, 161; the true, 569, 10. 

Weak, the, to be tolerated, 185, 112; not 
to be offended, 329, 51; how rewards and pun- 
ishments to be preached to them, 219, 243; 
not unworthy of Lord’s Supper, 813, 19; 997, 
69; forbearance toward, 829, 5; 1055, 9. 

Weakness of faith, 169; 769, 70; 907, 68; 
of God’s children, 799, 13; of human nature, 
369, 16; how to be aided, 153, 106; 169, 44; 
175, 68; 301, 63; 1069, 20. 

Whitsunday (Pentecost), 91, 57; 241, 40. 

Wicked, relation of, to divine foreknow]l- 
edge, 833, 4; 1063, 3; to election, 1063, 4; 
they are not the Church, 229, 8; 233, 19; in, 
not of, the Church, 235, 22; only nominally 
belong to it, 227, 3; 229, 10. 12; 237, 28; 
1013, 123; their administration of the Sacra- 
ments valid, 233, 19; 757, 15; 977, 16. 19; 
979, 24; 983, 32; 1003, 89; their reception of 
them, 811, 7; 813, 17; 979, 19; 995, 66; 1013, 
T1238 

Widows, 383, 70; 441, 64; 563, 13. 

Wife, 49; 435, 41f.; 541, 12. 19 f.; 505, 10; 
Od, meat tes 603-5. 

Will, God’s, known only through His Word, 
319, 17; 1073, 29; 1075, 36; especially thr. 
the Law, 807, 7; 957, 17; 965, 11; the Sacra- 
ments signs of, 49, 1; 309, 1; 409, 69; un- 
known to natural reason, 337, 73 f.; 195, 141; 
the fiesh resists, 169, 49; 887, 18; the life to 
be guided thereby, 835, 14; must be obeyed 
in afflictions, etc., 121, 8; 157, 4; 175, 77; 219, 
243; prayer concerning, 547 f.; 577 f.; 715 ff.; 
it is God’s will that we hear His Word, 787, 5; 
903, 55; that they who believe in Christ be 
saved, 207, 189; 835, 12. 15; 901, 49; 1071, 
26 ff.; that they do good works, 951, 38; 
963, 3; 967, 17; God’s will not the cause of 
sin, bas) L055, 76. 

Of Men. How related to faith, 205, 183; 
the old Adam in, 805, 4; wicked and sinful, 
787, 3; 833, 4; 863, 11; 1065, 6; broken by 
the cross, 327, 45; wicked will of men and 
devils the cause of sin, 53; 337, 77; 547, 11; 
1065, 6; works done against one’s will dis- 
please God, 943, 17; 969, 19. 

The Free Will, 53; 129, 29; 335; 479; 785; 
881; free in what sense, 51, 4; four states of 
man’s will, 785, 1; 881, 2; how far free will 
is possessed by man, 335, 70; its ability with 
respect to outward morality, 53; 335, 70. 75; 

Book of Concord. 


of Baptism, 
of water in the Word, 
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891, 26; 893, 31f.; its inability in spiritual 
things, 337, 78; 883, 7; 885, 12f.; 887, 17; , 
purely passive in conversion, 791, 18; 909, 73; 
915, 89; its dependence on the Holy Ghost, 
787, 8; 909, 70ff.; after conversion it is not 
idle, 791, 17; 915, 88; if it were sufficient, 
Christ’s death would be vain, 129, 29. 

Errors: of Scholastics, Papists, Pelagians, 
and Semi-Pelagians, 109, 12; 125, 17; 335, 
67 1.; 477, 4 f1; 481, 10£.; 789, 9f.; 909, 75; 
Synergists, 911, 77; Manicheans and Stoics, 
335, 67; 787, 8; 909, 74; objectionable ex- 
pressions, 783, 15 f.; 789, 11 f.; 913, 82. 86; 
Epicureans and Enthusiasts, 899, 46. 

William of Paris, 337, 76. 

Wine, abstinence of Rechabites from, 439, 
59; of Encratites, 375, 45. 

Wisdom, God’s hidden, 1083, 64; Christ 
the true and essential, 825, 37; 987, 43; 989, 
47; 1005, 92; an element of the divine image, 


109 f.; is lost, 129, 32; insufficient, 183, 
108 f.; 239, 35; 321, 22; of the world, 883, 
LOGON voile 

Witness. See Testimony. 


False, 653, 257; 657, 271 f. 

Wolves in the Church, 233, 22. 

Woman, Seed of, 959, 23. 

Word (Adyos), 43 f.; 985, 36; 1019, 16. 

God’s, is His power, 571, 11; is true and 
immovable, 9; efficacious, 233, 19; 263, 44; 
311, 11; 569, 10 ff.; 609, 101; it alone reveals 
God’s will, 139, 67; 319, 17; the source of 
illumination, conversion, salvation, 777; 787, 
4 ff.; 791, 18 f.; 889, 19; 901, 50; the means 
whereby the Holy Ghost is bestowed, 45; 85, 
Sites 159,143 271 ts; 4095) 705 693.9 58s 
Jol; 19s L089 eis and taitbe LA lee an 
241, 36; 309, 5; 409, 69f.; 787, 5. 7; 973, 3; 
1085, 69; election thereby revealed, 833, 6; 
835, 13; 1077, 43; 1079, 52; God thereby calls, 
maintains, comforts, etc., 163, 33; 259, 32; 
261, 40; 265, 49; 271, 72; 481, 8; 547, V1; 
755, 12; 1075, 34; 1077, 44; His kingdom 
thereby comes to us, 691, 52; 711, 53; 895, 36; 
the Word and the cross belong together, 715, 
65; 717, 67; we should daily exercise our- 
selves therein, 887, 16; disregard thereof a 
fruit of original sin, 477, 2; 609, 99; a temp- 
tation of the devil, 727, 104. 

Is a mark of the Church, 227, 3; 499, 3; 
where it is not, Christ’s kingdom absent, 245, 
52; 833,7; essential to the Sacraments, 309, 5; 
415,895 491, 1s) 5515229557, 4 fh 10; 787, 18: 
22; 739, 26; 743, 451.; 745, 538; 758, 4; 755, 
10. 14; 979, 21; sanctifies marriage, 371, 31; 
373, 34; 639, 209; the sole source of articles 
of faith, 467, 15; without it no div. worship, 
413, 89; 417, 92; 465, 8; should be preached 
purely, 903, 55; and be rightly divided, 951, 1; 
by it all doctrine must be judged, 777; 849; 
is the sanctuary above all sanctuaries, 607, 91. 

The Word preached. God thereby gives the 
Holy Ghost, 495, 2; 1069, 17; and deals with 
us, 497, 10; 1075, 36; is the peculiar office of 
the Gospel, 491; 759, 31; the office and work 
of the Holy Ghost, 903, 56; 1073, 29; without 
it no prophet, 497, 10. 

Brrors: of Enthusiasts,.311, 13; 495, 3. 6: 
789, 13; 881, 4; 911, 80; 1100, 30; of the 
Sacramentarians, 815, 35; 1049, 94. 
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Work, Christ’s, 461; 689, 38; 759, 31; His 
strange work, 803, 10. 

Of the Holy Ghost, 693, 59; 695, 61; 835, 
12; is the preaching of the Word, 903, 56; 
faith, 151, 99; 155, 115; conversion and sanc- 
tification, 915, 88 f.; 925, 28. 

Works of the Law, 125, 17; 967, 16; 1057, 
12; distinguished from the fruits of the 
Spirit, 807, 5; 967, 15; love the chief, 183, 
108; do not justify, 925, 29. 

Works of Reason, 125,17; 483, 18; outward 
works to a certain extent within our own 
power, 121, 8; 157, 9; 193, 135; 337, 73; yet 
the Law thereby not fulfilled, 159, 13; 955, 10; 
do not merit forgiveness, 193, 138; 195, 143; 
387, 12; when they are sinful, 131, 35; 159, 
15; reason estimates them too highly, 123, 10; 
177, 85; 179, 91: 

Good Works, 538; 337 f.; 499 f.; 797; 939; 
what are, 53; 121, 8 f.; 221, 250; 305, 77; 321, 


25; 337, 73; 437, 54; 669, 311; what are not,’ 


321, 25; 607, 93; 939, 7; 967, 15; obscured 
under the Papacy, 71, 8; 321, 25. 

Men must be admonished thereto, 801, 18; 
951, 40; they are praiseworthy, 127, 24; 175, 
80; 191, 131; 221, 250; 941, 8; yet with cer- 
tain limitations, 127, 24; 197, 148; 209, 196; 
221, 252; 275, 78; 295, 46 f.; 339, 81; in what 
their holiness consists, 175, 68 f.; why pleas- 
ing to God, 171, 51. 61. 63; 191, 131; 197, 145; 
201, 160; 208, 172; 217, 234; 225, 264; 941, 8; 
951, 38; have promises and rewards, 175, 73; 
195, 143; 199, 157; 219, 241 ff.; 221, 246; 305, 
77; 651, 252; 941, 8; are necessary, not by 
constraint of Law, but by obligation of obedi- 
ence, 47; 53; 55f.; 811.; 173, 68; 179,. 93; 
195, 142; 217, 227; 305, 77; 341, 89f.; 799, 
8 ff.; 939, 7; 943, 14. 16 ff.; dare not be omit- 
ted without sin, 295, 46; yet are done freely, 
943, 18; do not maintain faith and salvation, 
799, 15; 947, 30; do not precede faith, 197, 
145; 929, 41; but inevitably follow, 143, 74; 
155, 115; 175, 82; 195, 143; 303, 68; 343, 92; 
499, 2; 797, 6; their absence indicates ab- 
sence of faith, 499, 4; 931, 42 f.; 948, 15; 
necessary fruits and testimonies of faith, 47; 
141, 71; 173, 63; 175,. 68;-189, 125. 128; 397, 
38; 799, 15; 927, 36; 941, 9; fruits of repent- 
ance, 49, 6; 199, 151 ff.; 259, 28; 267, 58; 291, 
34; 295, 42; 305, 77; fruits and operations of 
the Holy Ghost, 55 f.; 217, 228; 337, 73; 893, 
29; 895, 38; 915, 90; 967, 17; cannot be 
wrought from natural powers, but only by 
the regenerate, 55f.; 191, 131; 799, 8; 893, 
29; 895, 39; 939, 7; are at best imperfect, 
169, 42; 175, 68; 177, 83; 183, 110f.; 941, 8; 
even faith as a work imperfect, 71 f.; 147, 86; 
919, 13; expressions “good works injurious,” 
“necessary,”*considered, 797, 2 f.; 799, 10. 16; 
939, 1 ff.; 943, 16; 949, 87. 

Wicked Works. Fruits of orig. sin, 477, 2; 
783, 21; God’s foreknowledge concerning, 
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1065, 6; error of Stoics and fatalists, 787, 8; 
909, 74; cause loss of righteousness and sal- 
vation, 947, 31. 

World. Its corruption, 119, 49; 547, 11; 
645, 228; 667, 303 f.; 683, 21; 709, 47; 727, 
101 ff.; its error and ignorance, 177, 85; 179, 
91; 695, 63; 863, 13; 883, 10; 901, 51; its un- 
belief, 591, 42; its idolatry, 585, 17; hatred 
of truth, 655, 262; temptations through it, 
549, 18; 1091, 83; protection from, 569, 10; 
1069, 20; redemption by Christ, 217, 224; 
311, 8; 359, 10; 461, 2; 901, 49; 935, 56; His 
kingdom not of this world, 85 f.; 513, 31; the 
Holy Ghost reproves the world, 479, 1; 955, 
1lf.; it is the field for tares and wheat, 233, 
19; not escaped by entering a cloister, 83, 
57 ff. 

Worship, Divine. See Service. 

Of Angels, Saints. See Invocation in the 

New Testament, 393, 27. 
‘®% Wrath, God’s eternal, 143, 79; all men be- 
neath it, 131, 36. 40; 139, 62; 283, 11; 879, 
62; 957, 20; 1083, 60; children of wrath, 781, 
12; 861, 6. 9; 865, 19; 921;°20; vessels of, 
1089, 79 f.; threatened against the impenitent, 
175, 79; revealed by the Law, 143, 79; 203, 
171; 219, 244; 479, 1; 903, 54; 957, 14; the 
Gospel proclaims, 801, 5f.; 955, 12; conse- 
quences of feeling it, 125, 20; 131, 36; 157, 7; 
159, 14; 179, 91; 208, 167; 259, 34; this sense 
of God’s wrath exists in repentance, 161, 21; 
25H "°29. 32; 263, 44; 283, 10; 299, 53; 909, 
70; a punishment of sin, 299, 56; afflictions 
not always indications thereof, 301, 61; hu- 
man nature cannot endure it, 207, 191; un- 
productive of truly good works, 807, 5. 

Can be appeased, 195, 143; its necessity, 
181, 103; but this effected not through works, 
love, etc., 183, 46; 143, 80; 175, 74. 82 f.; 181, 
100; 191, 132; 269, 64; 275, 84f.; 277, 87; 
283, 11; 341, 87; or human ordinances, 317, 5; 
387, 13; or purgatory, 295, 42; but only thr. 
Christ, 133, 46; 143, 81; 179, 93; 203, 170; 
ZOO) 195 2Tc8ilsi 297, 4945-4250 live 

The Law works wrath, 177, 85; 193, 136; 
197, 149;-211, 212; 277, 88; 481, 7; wrath 
toward God springs from servile fear, 261, 38. 

Writings of ancient and modern teachers, 
UT £23 7707523 179,075 865, LO: 

Wyclif, 333, 63; 237, 29. 


Yielding against conscience, 501, 3; yield- 
ing to Rome, in what points impossible, 209, 
195; 453; 461, 5; 467, 17; 471, 29. 2(below) ; 
477, 15. 

Young People, 239, 33; 325, 40; 471, 1; 
493, 1; 559, 6. 10; 563, 12; 577, 15 ff.; 599, 
69 f.; 601, 75 ff.; 611 ff.; 641, 217; 677, 330; 
773, 85. 


Zwingli, 1021, 21; 1027, 38. 
Zwinglians, 1015, 2. 
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